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Summary of Potential Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
(For Significant Unavoidable impacts, decision makers must issue a Statement of Overriding Conditions” under section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines if the project is approved) 

 

Impact Description Mitigation Measure Significance 

After Mitigation 

AESTHETICS 

Impact AE-1 The project would not result in a 

substantial impact on a scenic vista.  This impact is 

considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact AE-2 The project would not result in 

substantial impacts to scenic resources in a state 

scenic highway.  This impact is considered less 

than significant. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact AE-3 The project would not result in a 

substantial impact to the visual character of the site.  

This impact is considered less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact AE-4 The project would not create 

substantial light or glare impacts.  This impact is 

considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

Impact AG-1 The project would result in the 

conversion of Prime Farmland to non-agricultural 

uses. The project could impact existing agricultural 

operations and project residents in the future.  This 

is considered a significant and unavoidable impact. 

 Mitigation Measures: 

 

AG-1-SP  Deed Disclosure - In order to reduce conflicting issues between sensitive receptors and agricultural 

uses, all residential units in the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan shall be provided with a deed 

disclosure or similar notice approved by the City Attorney regarding the proximity and nature of 

neighboring agricultural uses.  This disclosure shall be applied at the tentative map stage to the 

affected properties, or otherwise prior to finalizing the sale or rental agreement of any property.  The 

written disclosure shall be supplied to the property purchaser or renter by the vendor or vendor’s 

agent.  The content and text of the disclosure shall be approved by the City Attorney, and shall 

include language to inform new residents that existing agricultural uses may create nuisances such as 

flies, odors, dust, night-light, and chemical spraying.  

 

Significant and 

Unavoidable 

Impact AG-2 Implementation of the project would 

not conflict with the Williamson Act. This is 

considered no impact.    

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 
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Impact AG-3 The project would not require a 

rezone or cause rezoning of any timberland.  This is 

considered no impact.     

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact AG-4 The project would not result in the 

loss of any forest land. This is considered no 

impact.      

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

AIR QUALITY 

Impact AQ-1 The project will not obstruct 

implementation of the adopted Air Quality 

Management Plan (AQMP).  This impact is 

considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact AQ-2 The project would generate VOC 

and NOx emissions during the life of the project 

that exceed SCAQMD thresholds for these 

emissions.  This is considered a significant and 

unavoidable impact.  Concurrent Demolition and 

Site Preparation as well as concurrent Grading, Wet 

Utility and Paving will generate PM2.5 emission 

greater than the Localized Significance Threshold.   

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

 AQ-1-SP  All heavy grading equipment with engines with a rating of 150 horsepower or greater shall be 

compliant with CARB/EPA Tier IV Final emissions standards.   

 

 AQ-2-SP  All grading and construction activities shall meet SCAQMD’s Rule 403 to address fugitive dust 

emissions.   

 

 AQ-3-SP   Electrical outlets shall be provided at both the front and rear of all homes to encourage the use of 

electrical powered landscape maintenance equipment.   

 

Significant and 

Unavoidable 

Impact AQ-3 The project would generate VOC 

and NOx emissions during the life of the project 

that exceed SCAQMD thresholds and along with 

other cumulative development would have 

cumulative air emission impacts for these 

emissions.  This is considered a significant and 

unavoidable impact. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

 AQ-1-SP  All heavy grading equipment with engines with a rating of 150 horsepower or greater shall be 

compliant with CARB/EPA Tier IV Final emissions standards.   

 

 AQ-2-SP  All grading and construction activities shall meet SCAQMD’s Rule 403 to address fugitive dust 

emissions.   

 

AQ-3-SP   Electrical outlets shall be provided at both the front and rear of all homes to encourage the use of 

electrical powered landscape maintenance equipment.   

 

Significant and 

Unavoidable 

Impact AQ-4 The project would generate VOC 

and NOx emissions during the life of the project 

that exceed SCAQMD thresholds and expose 

sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 

concentrations.  This is considered a significant and 

unavoidable impact. 

Mitigation Measures: 

  

 AQ-3-SP   Electrical outlets shall be provided at both the front and rear of all homes to encourage the use of 

electrical powered landscape maintenance equipment.   

 

Significant and 

Unavoidable 
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Impact AQ-5 The project will not have significant 

odor impacts.  This impact is considered less than 

significant. 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Impact BIO-1 The project has the potential to 

impact active native bird nests if existing on-site 

vegetation is removed during the nesting season, 

which typically extends from January 1 to August 

31.  Impacts to nesting native birds are prohibited 

by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and 

California Fish and Wildlife Code.  This impact is 

considered potentially significant.   

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

BIO-1-SP A preconstruction presence/absence burrowing owl survey shall be conducted within 14 days prior to 

the start of any demolition, grading or construction of each phase of development (including clearing 

and grubbing).  Each pre-construction survey shall include the land proposed for development within 

the phase and any associated off-site improvements.  If burrowing owls are detected, a mitigation and 

eviction plan consistent with CDFW protocol for that phase shall be provided to CDFW for approval.   

 

 BIO-2-SP   The removal of any vegetation by the project shall occur outside of the nesting season (January 1 

through August 31).  If avoidance of the nesting season is not feasible, a qualified biologist shall 

conduct a nesting bird survey within three days prior to the disturbance of any vegetation, including 

disking, demolition, grading or construction.  If active nests of native bird species are identified, the 

biologist shall establish suitable buffers around the nests, and the buffer areas shall be avoided until 

the nests are no longer occupied and the juvenile birds can survive independently from the nests.  The 

buffer shall be 300 feet for raptors and 150 feet for songbirds; unless specifically determined to be 

less by a qualified biologist that is familiar with the nesting phenology of the nesting species. 

 

BIO-3-SP Prior to the demolition or grading within PA’s 1, 6A, 6B or 7 that have not been surveyed to date, a 

qualified biologist shall conduct a focused survey for burrowing owl following CDFW’s March 2012 

recommended guidelines and shall consist of four visits between February 15 and July 15.  If the 

species is found, an eviction plan shall be drafted and submitted to CDFW for approval.  Eviction 

shall only occur when the owls are not nesting.  If the species is not found during the focused survey, 

and the focused survey is completed more than 14 days prior to ground disturbance, a preconstruction 

presence/absence survey for burrowing owl within 14 days prior to each phase of development 

(including clearing and grubbing) shall be completed to ensure no mortality to the species occurs 

(CDFW 2012).  If burrowing owls are detected, a mitigation and eviction plan for that phase will be 

drafted and provided to the CDFW for approval.  Eviction shall occur only when the owls are not 

nesting. 

 

BIO-4-SP  Prior to the demolition of any buildings, site improvements, grading or construction activities within 

Planning Areas 1, 6A, 6B and 7, a focused Delhi Sands Flower-loving Fly (DSFF) habitat suitability 

survey shall be completed.    If the results of the focused habitat survey indicate the potential for 

DSFF to be present and impacted by the project, a protocol survey shall be completed to determine 

the presence of the DSFF.  If DSFF is found to be present, the project developer shall complete the 

measures required to protect the species on the site, or provide off-site mitigation in compliance with 

established protocols acceptable to USFWS.   
 

Less Than Significant 

with mitigation 

incorporated 
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Impact BIO-2 There is no riparian habitat on the 

site that would be impacted by the project.  The 

project would not impact any riparian habitat.  This 

impact is considered less than significant. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact BIO-3 There is are no federally protected 

wetlands on the site.  The project will not impact 

wetlands.  This impact is considered less than 

significant. 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact BIO-4 The project will not impact any 

native or migratory fish or wildlife species or 

wildlife corridors or nursery sites.   This impact is 

considered less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

  

Less Than Significant 

Impact BIO-5 While the project will remove 

existing trees, their removal will not conflict with 

or impact any local policies or ordinances 

protecting biological resources.  This impact is 

considered less than significant.   

Mitigation Measures: 

 

BIO-3-SP Prior to the demolition or grading within PA’s 1, 6A, 6B or 7 that have not been surveyed to date, a 

qualified biologist shall conduct a focused survey for burrowing owl following CDFW’s March 2012 

recommended guidelines and shall consist of four visits between February 15 and July 15.  If the 

species is found, an eviction plan shall be drafted and submitted to CDFW for approval.  Eviction 

shall only occur when the owls are not nesting.  If the species is not found during the focused survey, 

and the focused survey is completed more than 14 days prior to ground disturbance, a preconstruction 

presence/absence survey for burrowing owl within 14 days prior to each phase of development 

(including clearing and grubbing) shall be completed to ensure no mortality to the species occurs 

(CDFW 2012).  If burrowing owls are detected, a mitigation and eviction plan for that phase will be 

drafted and provided to the CDFW for approval.  Eviction shall occur only when the owls are not 

nesting. 

  

BIO-4-SP  Prior to the demolition of any buildings, site improvements, grading or construction activities within 

Planning Areas 2, 6A, 6B and 5, a Delhi Sands Flower-loving Fly (DSFF) survey shall be completed 

to determine the presence the DSFF.  If present, any disturbance or removal shall be in compliance 

with the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact BIO-6 The project site is not part of a 

Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 

Conservation Plan or any other approval habitat 

conservation plan.  This is considered no impact. 

  

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

CULTURAL RESOURCES   

Impact CUL-1 The project could  impact the 

existing historical resources at 9381 E. Riverside 
Mitigation Measures: 

CUL-1-SP Prior to the demolition of any buildings on the property at 9381 East Riverside Drive, a professional 

Less Than Significant 

with mitigation 
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Drive.  This impact is considered a potentially 

significant impact.  

 

photographer, under the direction  of the project archaeologist/historian, shall take high quality  

 

digital and/or film photographs of the exterior of the surviving buildings to document the existing 

structures and the digital and/or film photographs presented to the City of Ontario for archiving. 

 

incorporated. 

Impact CUL-2 Earth-disturbing activities 

associated with implementation of the project could 

potentially disturb or damage undocumented 

archaeological resources, if present.  This impact is 

considered potentially significant.  

Mitigation Measures: 

 

CUL-2-SP An archeologist shall be retained to observe all grading activities and conduct salvage excavation of 

any archeological resources deemed necessary by the archaeologist.  The archeologist shall be 

present at a pre-grading conference, establish procedures for archeological resource surveillance 

during grading and construction, and establish, in cooperation with the City, procedures to 

temporarily halt or redirect all work to allow the sampling, identification and evaluation of all 

resources as deemed necessary by the archaeologist.  If archeological features are discovered, the 

archeologist shall report such findings to the Ontario Planning Director.  If the archeological 

resources are found to be significant, the archeologist shall determine the appropriate actions, in 

cooperation with the City that shall be taken for exploration and/or salvage In the event that an 

archaeological resource is unearthed during construction, all construction related activities in the 

area must cease immediately.  The Applicant shall seek the advice of a qualified archaeologist 

approved by the local tribe to determine if the resource is deemed to be significant. In the event that 

the archaeological resource has been determined to be significant, the provisions outlined in 

compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(f) of CEQA shall apply. 

   

Less Than Significant 

with mitigation 

incorporated. 

Impact CUL-3 Earth-disturbing activities 

associated with implementation of the proposed 

project could potentially disturb or damage 

undocumented paleontological resources. This is 

considered a significant impact.  

Mitigation Measures: 

 

CUL-3(a)-SP Prior to site preparation or grading activities, construction personnel shall be informed of the 

potential for encountering paleontological resources.  This shall include the provision of written 

materials to familiarize personnel with the range of resources that might be expected, the type of 

activities that may result in impacts, and the legal framework of cultural resources protection.  All 

construction personnel shall be instructed to stop work in the vicinity of a potential discovery until 

a qualified paleontologist assesses the significance of the find and implements appropriate 

measures to protect or scientifically remove the find.  Construction personnel shall also be 

informed that unauthorized collection of paleontological resources is prohibited.  

 

CUL-3(b)-SP Prior to site preparation and grading activities, the applicant shall retain a qualified (member of the 

American Society of Vertebrate Paleontologists) paleontologist to monitor earth-disturbing 

activities.  No paleontological monitoring is required for excavation up to a depth of five feet.  

Periodic monitoring by a paleontologist shall be done during excavation from a depth of five feet to 

ten feet.  Full time monitoring by a paleontologist is required for all excavation below 10 feet, or if 

fossiliferous soils are discovered at shallower depths.  A paleontologist shall also be available on-

call to assess any potential resources that may be exposed or discovered when the paleontologist is 

not present.     

 

CUL-3(c)-SP For any potential paleontological resource uncovered during construction, a qualified 

paleontologist shall first determine whether it is a “unique resource”.  If the paleontological 

Less Than Significant 

with mitigation 

incorporated. 
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resource is determined to be a ”unique resource,” the paleontologist shall formulate a mitigation 

plan in consultation with the City that satisfies the requirements off the Conformable Mitigation 

Guidelines of the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (News Bulletin Number 163, January 1995).  

 

• If the paleontologist determines that the paleontological resource is not a unique resource, the 

paleontologist may record the site and submit the recordation form to the Natural History 

Museum of San Bernardino County.  

 

• The paleontologist shall prepare a report of the results of any study prepared as part of a 

mitigation plan, following accepted professional practice.  Copies of the report shall be 

submitted to the City of Ontario and to the Natural History Museum of San Bernardino 

County. 

 

Impact CUL-4 Earth-disturbing activities could 

result in the disturbance of human remains, 

including those interred outside of formal 

cemeteries. This impact is considered potentially 

significant.  

Mitigation Measures: 

  

 CUL-4-SP In the event of the discovery of a burial, human bone, or suspected human bone, all excavation or 

grading in the vicinity of the find shall halt immediately, the area of the find shall be protected, and 

the University immediately shall notify the San Bernardino County Coroner of the find and comply 

with the provisions of P.R.C. Section 5097 with respect to Native American involvement, burial 

treatment, and re-burial, if necessary. 

 

Less Than Significant 

with mitigation 

incorporated. 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Impact GEO-1 The project would not expose 

people or structures to significant if designed and 

developed in compliance with the applicable 

California Building Codes and standard 

engineering practices. This impact is considered 

less than significant. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact GEO-2 The proposed project would alter 

site topography, which could affect the rate or 

extent of erosion.  City required soil erosion 

protection measures are required to be incorporated 

during construction to reduce soil erosion.  The 

impact is considered less than significant. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact GEO-3 The project would be developed on 

soils that are considered potentially expansive, 

prone to settlement, and corrosive.  Adherence to 

the California Building Code and approval by the 

City Engineer will reduce the impact.  The impact 

is considered less than significant. 

 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 
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Impact GEO-4 The project would be developed on 

soils that are considered potentially expansive.  

Adherence to the California Building Code and 

approval by the City Engineer will reduce the 

impact.  The impact is considered less than 

significant. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact GEO-5 The project will be required to 

connect to and be served by a public wastewater 

collection and treatment system.  This is considered 

no impact. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

GREENHOUSE GASES  

Impact GHG-1 The project would generate 

greenhouse gas emissions that exceed the City of 

Ontario Community Climate Action Plan emission 

levels. This impact is considered to be potentially 

significant.  

Mitigation Measures: 

  

 GHG-1-SP    Prior to the issuance of the first building permit, the City shall ensure that all GHG reduction 

measures shown in Table 3.9-3 are incorporated into the project at the appropriate levels, 

including tentative tract map approval, issuance of grading permits, issuance of building permits 

and certificates of occupancy permits.  At the City’s discretion, alternative reduction measures 

from Table 1, Appendix B of the City of Ontario Community Climate Action Plan can be 

substituted for measures in Table 3.7-1, or any future measures approved by the City, with the 

same or greater point value. 

 

Less Than Significant 

with mitigation 

incorporated. 

Impact GHG-2 The project will not impact the 

City of Ontario Community Climate Action Plan 

with implementation of the applicant’s greenhouse 

reduction measures for the project as required by 

Mitigation Measure GHG -1-SP. This impact is 

considered less than significant. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

See Mitigation Measure GHG-1-SP. 

 

Less Than Significant 

with mitigation 

incorporated. 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  

Impact HM-1 The project would not create any 

significant hazard to the public or environment 

with the transport, use or disposal of hazardous 

materials. The impact is considered less than 

significant. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact HM-2 Development of the project could 

release existing hazardous materials on the site to 

the environment.  This impact is considered 

potentially significant.  

Mitigation Measures: 

 

 HM-2-SP Stained soil areas with PA’s 2-5 shall be removed and disposed in accordance with current 

regulations.  Confirmation sampling shall be conducted as required by current regulations after 

removal to verify that the impacted soil has been adequately removed from the site or treated in-situ 

(in place) as allowed by the regulations.  If during grading activities hydrocarbon (TPH) stained soil 

areas are discovered, grading within the area shall be temporarily halted and redirected around the 

Less Than Significant 

with mitigation 

incorporated. 
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area until the appropriate evaluation and follow-up measures are implemented.  TPH stained soil shall 

be removed and transported off-site at a State approved disposal site under the observation of a 

licensed environmental technician and confirmation samples collected I the sidewalls and bottom of 

each excavation area.  The confirmation samples shall be transported to a state certified laboratory 

and analyzed for TPH in accordance with EPA Methods 8015M and 8015B, to insure that TPH 

stained soil has been adequately removed from the site.  Based on the laboratory results, the City shall 

determine when the area of the site is suitable for grading activities to resume.   

 

HM-7-SP Prior to the issuance of demolition permits of any buildings or structures or grading permits, 

whichever is issued first, the project developer shall submit a subsurface methane soil gas report to 

the City Building Department to screen for the presence of elevated levels of methane gas due to the 

historic presence of livestock on PA’s 1-7.  The recommendations in the subsurface methane soil gas 

report to remove or remediate any soils with methane gas levels that exceed accepted regulatory 

levels shall be implemented in accordance with all applicable laws and regulations as determined by 

the City Building Department.  

 

HM-8-SP Prior to the issuance of a demolition permits of any buildings or structures or grading permits, 

whichever is issued first within all Planning Areas, the project developer shall provide proof to the 

City that there are no herbicides or pesticides on the site that exceed Environmental Protection 

Agency Regional Screening Level (EPA RSL).  If on-site pesticides or herbicides exceed EPA RSL, 

measures in compliance with all applicable local, State and federal regulations to either remediate the 

pesticides or herbicides on-site, or remove and properly dispose of the pesticides or herbicides shall 

be completed and proof provided to the City of their safe remediation or removal as permitted by law. 

 

Impact HM-3 Project implementation within a 

quarter mile of the proposed on-site elementary 

school could release hazardous materials in existing 

buildings and if present in the soil to the school if 

the school is constructed prior to demolition and 

soil disturbance. This impact is considered 

potentially significant.  

Mitigation Measures: 

 

HM-1-SP If transformers are to be removed, they shall be removed and disposed in accordance with current 

regulations by the utility company responsible for the transformer.  

 

HM-3-SP Prior to the issuance of demolition permits of any buildings or structures, or a grading permit, 

whichever is issued first, for PA’s 1, 6A, 6B and 7, a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) 

shall be submitted to the City Building Department.  Based on the recommendations of the Phase I 

ESA, a Phase II ESA or additional hazards investigations may be required.  The City Building 

Department shall, based on the Phase I ESA, determine if additional studies and/or investigations or 

clean-up/remediation activities are required.   

 

HM-4-SP  Prior to the issuance of demolition permits of any buildings or structures, all fluorescent light ballasts 

and pole-mounted transformers shall be inspected for PCBs.  Any PCB containing fluorescent light 

ballasts and/or transformers shall be disposed of in accordance with applicable regulatory 

requirements. 

 

HM-5-SP Prior to the issuance of demolition permits of any buildings or structures, the project developer shall 

submit verification to the City Building Department that a lead-based paint survey was conducted and 

if lead-based paint was found, the lead-based paint was removed and deposited in accordance with all 

applicable regulatory requirements. 

Less Than Significant 

with mitigation 

incorporated. 
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HM-6-SP Prior to the issuance of demolition permits of any buildings or structures, the project developer shall 

submit verification to the City Building Department that an asbestos survey was conducted and if 

asbestos was found, the asbestos was removed and deposited in accordance with all applicable 

regulatory requirements, including South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 1403. 

 

Impact HM-4 The project site is not included on a 

list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant 

to Government Code Section 65962.5, and, as a 

result, would not create a significant hazard to the 

public or environment. This is considered no 

impact.  

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact HM-5 The project will not be impacted by 

operations at either the Chino Airport or Ontario 

International Airport.  Or is not located 

implementation could expose people or structures 

to a risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland 

fires. This impact is considered less than 

significant. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact HM-6 The project site is not located within 

the vicinity of a private airport. This is considered 

no impact.  

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact HM-7 The project will not interfere with or 

impact an emergency response plan. This is 

considered no impact. 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact HM-8 The project site is not located in a 

designated wildland fire area. This is considered no 

impact. 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Impact HYD-1 The project will not impact any 

water quality standards or waste discharge 

requirements with project compliance with all 

applicable State surface water discharge 

requirements.  This impact is considered less than 

significant. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

Less Than Significant 

Impact HYD-2 The project will not deplete 

groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 

groundwater recharge.  This impact is considered 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

Less Than Significant 
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less than significant. 

 

Impact HYD-3 The project will maintain the 

existing general drainage patterns on the site and 

not significantly alter a river course and result in 

erosion or siltation on- or off-site.  This impact is 

considered less than significant. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

Less Than Significant 

Impact HYD-4 The project will maintain the 

existing general drainage patterns on the site not 

significantly alter a river course or substantially 

increase the amount of surface water runoff from 

the site and result in flooding on- or off- site. This 

impact is considered less than significant. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

Less Than Significant 

Impact HYD-5 The project would create or 

contribute runoff water that could exceed the 

capacity of existing or planned storm water 

drainage systems or provide substantial additional 

sources of polluted runoff. This impact is 

considered less than significant. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

Less Than Significant 

Impact HYD-6 The project will not degrade water 

quality and impact receiving waters with project 

compliance with all applicable State surface water 

discharge requirements.  This impact is considered 

less than significant. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

Less Than Significant 

Impact HYD-7 The project is not located in a 100-

year flood zone.  Therefore, the project will not 

place any housing in a 100-year flood hazard area.  

This is considered no impact. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact HYD-8 The project is not located in a 100-

year flood zone.  Therefore, the project will not 

impede or redirect any flood flows.  This is 

considered no impact. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact HYD-9 The Cucamonga Creek Channel 

adjacent to the site protects the site from a 100-year 

flood hazard.  The site is within the dam inundation 

area of San Antonio Dam that is approximately 

eleven miles to the north.  The probability of the 

failure of the San Antonio Dam and impact the 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

Less Than Significant 
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project is very low.  This impact is considered less 

than significant. 

 

Impact HYD-10 The project will not be impacted 

by a tsunami, seiche, or mudflow.  This is 

considered no impact. 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

LAND USE 

Impact LU-1 The project will not physically 

divide an established community.  This is 

considered no impact.     

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact LU-2 The project is consistent with the 

Low Density (2.1-5 du./ac.) land use designation 

for the property.  Therefore, the project meets and 

will not conflict with TOP or the City of Ontario 

zoning ordinance. This is considered no impact. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact LU-2 The project will not conflict with a 

habitat conservation plan or natural community 

conservation plan.  This is considered no impact.  

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

NOISE   

Impact NOI-1 The project could expose project 

residents to exterior noise levels that exceed the 

City noise standard limit of 65 CNEL and the 

interior noise level of 45 CNEL associated with 

future traffic volumes on area roadways.  This 

impact is considered potentially significant.  

Mitigation Measures: 

 

Project residents along Riverside Drive, and Chino Avenue will be exposed to outdoor traffic noise levels greater 

than the City’s 65 CNEL noise standard.  Noise barriers will be required to reduce traffic exterior noise levels to less 

than 65 CNEL.  The following mitigation is recommended to reduce exterior residential traffic noise levels to less 

than the City’s 65 CNEL standard. 

 

 NOI-1-SP Prior to issuance of grading permits for the residential portion of the project, a detailed acoustical 

study using final grading plans shall be prepared by a qualified acoustical consultant and submitted to 

the City.  The study shall determine the sound barrier heights and locations required to reduce traffic 

exterior noise levels to be in compliance with the City’s 65 CNEL exterior noise standard for 

residential uses. All sound barriers shall have a minimum density rating of 2 pounds/square foot. 

 

Homes within the project along Riverside Drive and Chino Avenue will be exposed to traffic noise levels greater 

than 65 CNEL and require more than 20 dB, and up to 25 dB, of outdoor-to-indoor noise reduction to achieve the 

City’s 45 CNEL interior standard.  Homes along Hellman Avenue south of Riverside Drive, and Carpenter Avenue 

will be exposed to noise levels greater than 57 CNEL, but less than 65 CNEL.  Homes along these roads will 

require closed windows in order to meet the 45 CNEL standard and ventilation requirements of the Uniform 

Building Code satisfied with windows closed.  The following measure is recommended to reduce exterior noise 

levels to meet the City’s 45 CNEL interior noise standard along with the specific units that will require windows 

Less Than Significant 

with mitigation 

incorporated 
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closed conditions to meet this standard. 

 

NOI-2-SP  Prior to the issuance of building permits for the residential units, a detailed acoustical study using 

final building plans shall be prepared by a qualified acoustical consultant and submitted to the City.  

This study shall describe any acoustical upgrades required to meet the City’s 45 CNEL interior noise 

standard as well as to determine the units that will require windows closed conditions to meet the 

standard.  The City shall require the installation of all acoustical upgrades that are recommended in 

the detailed acoustical study. 

 
 

Impact NOI-2 The project will not generate or 

have any significant vibration impacts during 

project grading and construction. This impact is 

considered less than significant. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact NOI-3 The maximum permanent noise 

level increase due to project traffic is calculated to 

be 0.9 dB.  This impact is considered less than 

significant. 

  

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact NOI-4 The project would generate 

construction noise levels that could impact existing 

residents closest to the site during project grading.  

This impact is considered potentially significant.   

Mitigation Measures: 

 

 NOI-3-SP   All noise generating construction activities shall be limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Monday through Friday, and 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturdays and Sundays.  

 

 

Less Than Significant 

with mitigation 

incorporated. 

Impact NOI-5 The project is outside the 65 CNEL 

noise contour of the LA/Ontario International 

Airport.  The site is located within the designated 

Airport Influence Area.  Uses outside the 60 CNEL 

contour, but within the Airport Influence Area are 

designated by the ALUCP as being in the Real 

Estate Transaction Disclosure Overflight 

Notification Zone.  State law (Business and 

Professions Code Section 11010 and Civil Code 

Sections 1102.6, 1103.4, and 1353) requires airport 

proximity disclosure information to be provided 

during real estate transactions in this zone.  This 

impact is considered potentially significant. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

NOI-4-SP  All project real estate transactions shall include aircraft overflight notification disclosures required by 

the ALUCP and state law (Business and Professions Code Section 11010 and Civil Code Sections 

1102.6, 1103.4, and 1353.) and include the following disclosure language: “NOTICE OF AIRPORT 

IN VICINITY: This property is presently located in the vicinity of an airport, within what is known as 

an airport influence area. For that reason, the property may be subject to some of the annoyances or 

inconveniences associated with proximity to airport operations (for example: noise, vibration, or 

odors).  Individual sensitivities to those annoyances can vary from person to person. You may wish to 

consider what airport annoyances, if any, are associated with the property before you complete your 

purchase and determine whether they are acceptable to you. 

 

Less Than Significant 

with mitigation 

incorporated. 

Impact NOI-6 The project is not located within the 

vicinity of a private air strip.  This is considered no 

impact. 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 
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POPULATION AND HOUSING  

Impact POP-1 The project will not induce a 

population any greater than planned for the site by 

the City and SCAG in their population estimates 

based on the land use designated for the site.  This 

is considered no impact. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact POP-2 While the project will remove six 

single-family units, there is an adequate supply of 

existing units in Ontario for replacement housing.  

The project proposes to construct 944 units and 

will provide replacement housing for the displaced 

residents.  This impact is considered less than 

significant.  

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact POP-3 As stated above, the project will 

result in the ultimate removal of six single-family 

units that will require replacement housing.  The 

project proposes to construct 944 units that could 

provide replacement housing.  Existing units in 

Ontario are available and will also provide 

immediate replacement housing.  This impact is 

considered less than significant.  

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

PUBLIC SERVICES  

Impact PS-1 The project would increase demand 

upon fire protection services.  This impact is 

considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact PS-2 The project would increase demands 

upon police protection services.  This impact is 

considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact PS-3 Development of residential units 

would result in an increase in the number of 

students within the school districts serving the site, 

and increase demands upon existing school 

facilities.  The project developer will be required to 

pay State required school impact fees to each 

applicable school district.  This impact is 

considered less than significant. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact PS-4 The project will provide on-site parks 

at a ratio of 2 acres/1,000 residents and meet the 
Mitigation Measures: 

 

Less Than Significant 
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City’s parkland requirement.  This impact is 

considered less than significant. 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 

Impact TRAF-1 The project will not conflict with 

any plan or performance standard of any roadway 

or circulation system that will serve the project.   

This impact is considered less than significant. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact TRAF-2 While project traffic itself will 

not impact City of Ontario’s acceptable LOS D 

standard, the project will contribute traffic to area 

intersections that in the future will exceed LOS d at 

some intersections.  The project developer will pay 

its fair share towards the cost of future 

improvements to the affected intersections. This 

impact is considered potentially significant. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

TRAF -1 SP The intersection improvements shown in Table 3.14-15 shall be constructed prior to the issuance 

of building permits as applicable.  The project applicant shall pay its fair share as determined by 

the City Engineer towards the cost to improve area intersections to meet the City’s standard of 

LOS D. 
 

Table 3.14-15 

Project Traffic Mitigation Measures 

 

Intersection Phase -Year Mitigation Required Mitigation Measure(s) 

Euclid Ave/Riverside Dr Phase 3 - 2021 Add 3rd Northbound & Southbound through lanes 

Vineyard Ave/Riverside Dr Phase 1 - 2017 Add 2nd Southbound left-turn 

Archibald Ave/Riverside Dr Phase 1 - 2017 Provide dual left-turns on all approaches 

Haven Ave/Riverside Dr Phase 1 - 2017 

Southbound: 1-right-turn, 1-thru, 2-left turns 

Northbound: 1-Left, 1-thru,1-thru/right-turn 

Eastbound: Add 1-thru, 1-left-turn 

Westbound: Add right-turn lane 

Grove Ave/Chino Ave Phase 1 - 2017 Install Traffic Signal 

Vineyard Ave/Chino Ave Phase 1 - 2017 Install Traffic Signal 

 

Less Than Significant 

with mitigation 

incorporated. 
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Impact TRAF-3 The project would not change any 

existing air traffic patterns at either the Chino 

Airport or Ontario International Airport. This is 

considered no impact. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact TRAF-4 The project will be required to 

meet all applicable City design standards regarding 

street widths, sight distances, intersection locations, 

etc. and would not have any design hazards.  This 

impact is considered less than significant. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact TRAF-5 Project plans will be reviewed by 

the Ontario Police and Fire Departments for 

compliance with their requirements for adequate 

site emergency access.  The project will meet or 

exceed any site emergency requirements of both 

the Fire and Police Departments.  The project will 

not have any significant emergency access impacts. 

This impact is considered less than significant. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact TRAF-6 The project will be required to 

meet the City’s parking requirements established 

by Title 9, Part 6, Section 9-1.3010 of the Ontario 

Development Code.  This is considered no impact. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact TRAF-7 The project proposes trails 

throughout the site for pedestrian and bicycle 

access for its residents.  The project will not 

conflict with any adopted policies or plans for 

alternative transportation facilities.  This impact is 

considered less than significant.  

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS  

Impact UTIL-1 The project will meet and not 

exceed any wastewater treatment requirements of 

the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control 

Board.  This impact is considered less than 

significant.  

 

Applicable Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

 

Less Than Significant 
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Impact UTIL-2 The project will require the 

construction of new water and sewer master plan 

facilities to serve the project.  Their construction 

will be within existing streets within or adjacent to 

the project during construction of the project.  

Their construction will not have any significant 

environmental impacts.  This impact is considered 

less than significant. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact UTIL-3 A Water Supply Assessment was 

prepared and concludes the City has an adequate 

long-term water supply to serve the project without 

impacting its existing and future water supplies.  

This impact is considered less than significant.  

  

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact UTIL-4 The Inland Empire Utility Agency 

(IEUA) stated that is has adequate capacity to treat 

the wastewater from the project without impacting 

its treatment facilities.  This impact is considered 

less than significant.  

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact UTIL-5 The El Sobrante Landfill has 

adequate capacity to handle the solid waste 

generated by the project without significantly 

impacting its landfill capacity.  This impact is 

considered less than significant. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

Impact UTIL-6 The project would comply with all 

applicable federal, state, and local statues and 

regulations related to solid waste.  This is 

considered no impact. 

 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

No mitigation measures apply. 

 

Less Than Significant 

 



Armstrong Ranch SPECIFIC PLAN DEIR Chapter 1 – Introduction 

 

September 2016 Page 1-1 

Chapter 1 INTRODUCTION  

 

1.1 PROJECT OVERVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING  

 

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared to analyze and disclose the potential 

environmental effects associated with the development of the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan, 

located south of Riverside Drive, north of Chino Avenue, east of Vineyard Avenue and west of 

the Cucamonga Channel (storm drain) in the City of Ontario (the City).  The Specific Plan is 

located on approximately 199 acres and includes seven Planning Areas (PAs) including 944 

residential units and a 10-acre elementary school site, or a maximum of 994 residential units (5 

dwelling units/acre) without the elementary school.  For a detailed description of the project, 

refer to Chapter 2 (Project Description) of this document.  

 

The Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan site is located in the area south of SR-60) of the City.  

Regional access to the City is provided by Interstate 10 (I-10), I-15, State Route 60 (SR-60), and 

SR-83 (Euclid Avenue).  Refer to Chapter 2 (Project Description) for project location figures.  

 

1.2 PURPOSE OF THIS EIR  

 

The project requires the adoption of a Specific Plan for development of Planning Areas (PAs) 1 

through 7 of the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan area and Tentative Tract Map 19966 for the 

development of PAs 2-5, which require discretionary approval by the City Council of the City of 

Ontario.  Any future development plans for PAs 1, 6A, 6B or 7 may be submitted separately 

following the specific plan, if approved.    

 

The project is subject to the requirements of the 2016 California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA).  In accordance with Section 15121 of the CEQA Guidelines, the purpose of this EIR is 

to serve as an informational document that: will inform public agency decision-makers and the 

public generally of the significant environmental effect of a project, identify possible ways to 

minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.  

 

This EIR has been prepared as a project-level EIR for development of proposed Planning Areas 

2 through 5 in the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan area, pursuant to Section 15161 of the CEQA 

Guidelines, as it analyzes impacts of the specific development proposed for the Armstrong 

Ranch Specific Plan area.  Planning Areas 2, 3, 4, and 5 have a completed biological survey, 

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, geotechnical site investigation, and methane gas 

investigation.  These documents are referenced in the preparation of the Draft EIR.  A copy of 

each report is included in the appendix to the Draft EIR.  Similar studies have not been 

completed for the remaining planning areas of the project, including Planning Areas 1, 6A, 6B, 

and 7.  The future development of these planning areas will require the preparation of similar 

technical studies prior to the discretionary approval of tentative tract maps by the City Council of 

the City of Ontario for those areas.  Therefore, approval of tentative tract maps for Planning 

Areas 1, 6A, 6B and 7 in the future will be subject to additional CEQA review and technical 

studies, such as biological surveys and environmental site assessments, if it is determined by the 

City the analysis presented in this EIR lacks site specific information for their development.  The 

City of Ontario will be responsible to make a determination at the time of tentative tract map 
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application for development of Planning Areas 1, 6A, 6B and 7 as to whether or not additional 

CEQA review is required for approval of tentative tract maps or site plans for these planning 

areas.  

 

This EIR also serves as a Project EIR, since development on the project site has been addressed 

on a programmatic level as part of the analysis included in a Program EIR prepared by the City 

of Ontario for The Ontario Plan, referred to as the General Plan.  TOP designates the 

development of the site with residential land use at a density of 2.1 – 5 dwelling units per acre, 

which is consistent with the density of the proposed Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan.  This EIR 

document includes analysis that accounts for development at the project site.  However, impacts 

particular to the project site require analysis that was not provided in previous documentation.  

Therefore, this EIR is considered a Project EIR consistent with CEQA Guideline §15161.  

CEQA mandates that projects which are consistent with the development density established in 

the existing zoning, community plan, or general plan policies for which an EIR was certified 

shall not require additional environmental review, except as might be necessary to examine 

whether there are project-specific significant effects which are peculiar to the project or its site.  

 

In addition, an EIR also identifies possible ways to minimize the significant impacts (referred to 

as mitigation) and evaluates reasonable alternatives to the project.  The public agency with the 

authority to approve or deny the project—in this case, the City of Ontario—will consider the 

information in the EIR, along with other information, before making a decision on the project.  

The findings and conclusions of the EIR regarding environmental impacts do not control the 

agency's discretion to approve, deny, or modify the project, but instead are presented as 

information intended to aid in the decision-making process.  

 

This report serves as an informational document for the public and the City of Ontario decision-

makers.  The process will culminate with a City Council hearing to consider certification of the 

Final EIR (FEIR) and a decision on whether or not to approve the proposed Armstrong Ranch 

Specific Plan project and Tentative Tract Map 19966.  

 

1.3  SCOPE OF THE EIR  

 

In accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21002.1, the purpose of this EIR is to address 

the potential environmental impacts resulting from the construction and operation of the project, 

propose mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant environmental impacts to less than 

significant levels, and identify and evaluate alternatives that could reduce or avoid the significant 

effects of the project.  The EIR process provides an opportunity for the public to review and 

comment upon the potential environmental effects and further informs the environmental 

analysis.  The City must respond to significant environmental issues identified during the public 

review process.  

 

Chapter 1 Introduction  

 

The City determined that an EIR should be prepared to analyze the potential impacts associated 

with approval and implementation of the project.  On June 9, 2015, the City distributed a Notice 

of Preparation (NOP) to local and regional responsible agencies and other interested parties.  A 
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copy of the NOP and the responses received during the 30-day public review period, are 

contained in Appendix A of this document.  

 

The comments that were received during the NOP scoping period have been considered in the 

preparation of this EIR.  Based on the comments received and the findings of the Initial Study 

prepared for the project, this EIR evaluates the following environmental issues:  

 

 Agricultural Resources  

 Air Quality  

 Biological Resources  

 Cultural Resources  

 Geology and Soils  

 Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

 Hydrology and Water Quality  

 Noise  

 Public Services  

 Transportation/Traffic  

 Utilities and Service Systems  

 

These environmental issues are addressed in Chapter 3 (Environmental Analysis) of this EIR.  

 

1.4 THE EIR PROCESS  

 

This EIR has been prepared to meet all of the substantive and procedural requirements of the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (California Public Resources Code 

[PRC] §21000 et seq.); California CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, 

§15000 et seq., as amended through January 1, 2016); and the rules, regulations, and procedures 

for implementation of CEQA as adopted by the City of Ontario.  As the Lead Agency for this 

project, the City of Ontario will take primary responsibility for conducting the environmental 

review and approving or denying the project.  

 

As a first step in complying with the procedural requirements of CEQA, the City prepared an 

Initial Study (IS) to determine whether any aspect of the project, either individually or 

cumulatively, may cause a significant effect on the environment and, if so, to narrow the focus 

(or scope) of the environmental analysis.  For this project, the Initial Study indicated the EIR 

should focus on the environmental issues listed above in Section 1.3.  

 

After completion of the Initial Study, the City filed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) with the 

California Office of Planning and Research as an indication that an EIR would be prepared.  In 

turn, the IS/NOP was distributed to involved public agencies and interested parties for a 30-day 

public review period, which began June 9, 2015, and ended July 8, 2015.  The purpose of the 

public review period was to solicit comments on the scope and content of the environmental 

analysis to be included in the EIR.  The City received eight comment letters to the IS/NOP, 

which are included in Appendix B of this Draft EIR.   
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A project scoping meeting was held on Monday, June 22, 2015 at 6:00 PM at the Ontario Police 

Department Community Room, 2500 South Archibald Avenue, Ontario, CA 91761.  The 

purpose of the scoping meeting was to allow the public an opportunity to express any 

environmental comments and/or concerns that had with the project and should be addressed in 

the EIR.  No public agencies or the public attended the scoping meeting.    

 

During preparation of the Draft EIR, agencies, organizations, and persons who the City believed 

might have an interest in this project were specifically contacted.  Information, data, and 

observations from these contacts are included in the EIR.  Agencies or interested persons who 

did not respond during the public review period of the IS/NOP will have an opportunity to 

comment during the public review period for the Draft EIR, as well as at subsequent hearings on 

the project.  

 

The Draft EIR will be circulated for 45 days for review and comment by the public, interested 

parties, agencies, and organizations.  During the public review period, copies of the DEIR are 

available for review at the City of Ontario Planning Division.  The documents referenced in this 

report are available for review during normal business hours at the City of Ontario City Hall, 

Planning Division, 303 East B Street, Ontario CA 91764. 

 

After the close of the 45-day public review period, written responses to both written and 

recorded oral comments on the environmental effects of the project will be prepared and 

published as part of this Final EIR (FEIR), which is comprised of the Draft EIR, comments on 

the Draft EIR, written responses to those comments, and the Mitigation Monitoring Program, 

which describes the process to ensure implementation of mitigation measures, will then be 

considered by the City in a public meeting.  

 

The City will review and consider the Final EIR prior to any decision to approve, revise, or reject 

the proposed project.  Approval of the project will be accompanied by written adoption of 

findings and, if necessary, a statement of overriding considerations for each significant 

unavoidable environmental effect identified in the FEIR.  In addition, the City must also consider 

a Mitigation Monitoring Program, which will describe the process to ensure implementation of 

the mitigation measures that have been incorporated into the approved project to reduce or avoid 

significant effects on the environment to less than significant.  The monitoring or reporting 

program would ensure CEQA compliance during specific project implementation.  

 

1.5 EIR ADEQUACY  

 

The level of detail contained throughout this EIR is consistent with the CEQA Guidelines 

(Section 15151) and recent court decisions, which provide the standard of adequacy on which 

this document is based.  The Guidelines state that:  

 

“An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers 

with information, which enables them to make a decision, which intelligently takes account 

of environmental consequences.  An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed 

project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of 

what is reasonably feasible.  Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, 
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but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts.  The 

courts have looked not for perfection, but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort 

at full disclosure.”  

 

1.6 INTENDED USE OF THE EIR  

 

This EIR has been prepared to analyze potentially significant environmental impacts associated 

with the construction and operation of the proposed project, and also addresses appropriate and 

feasible mitigation measures or project alternatives that would minimize or eliminate these 

impacts.  This document is intended to serve as an informational document, as discussed above.  

Additionally, this EIR will provide the primary source of environmental information for the lead 

agency to consider when exercising any permitting authority or approval power directly related 

to implementation of this project.  

 

As previously mentioned, this EIR is intended to provide decision-makers and the public with 

information that enables them to intelligently consider the environmental consequences of the 

proposed action.  This EIR identifies significant or potentially significant environmental effects, 

as well as ways in which those impacts can be reduced to less-than-significant levels, whether 

through the imposition of mitigation measures or through the implementation of specific 

alternatives to the project.  In a practical sense, EIRs function as a technique for fact-finding, 

allowing an applicant, concerned citizens, and agency staff an opportunity to collectively review 

and evaluate baseline conditions and project impacts through a process of full disclosure.  

 

To gain the most value from this report, certain key points should be kept in mind:  

 

 This report should be used as a tool to give the reader an overview of the possible 

ramifications of the proposed project.  

 

 A specific environmental impact is not necessarily irreversible or permanent. Most 

impacts, particularly in urban, more developed areas, can be wholly or partially mitigated 

by incorporating conditions of approval and/or changes recommended in this report 

during the design and construction phases of project development.  

 

 This report, while a summary of facts, reflects the professional judgment of the authors.  

The EIR was prepared by consultants retained by the City and by City staff, and was 

subject to the independent review and judgment of the City.  The City independently 

reviewed and analyzed the EIR for the proposed project, and the EIR reflects the 

independent judgment of the City.  

 

1.7 PROJECT SPONSORS AND CONTACT PERSONS  

 

The City of Ontario is the lead agency for the preparation of this EIR.  The Applicant for the 

proposed project is CVRC Ontario, LLC.  Phil Martin & Associates, Inc. is the environmental 

consultant to the City and the preparer of this EIR.  Key contact persons are as follows:  
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Lead Agency  
 

City of Ontario Planning Division 

303 East B Street  

Ontario, CA 91764  

(909) 395-2421  

Attn: Richard Ayala  

 

Project Applicant  
 
CVRC Ontario, LLC 

3121 Michelson Drive, Suite 150 

Irvine, CA 92612 

(949) 258-7534  

Attn: Mike White  

 

EIR Consultant  
 

Phil Martin & Associates, Inc.  

4860 Irvine Boulevard, Suite 203  

Irvine, CA 92620  

(949) 454-1800  

Attn: Phil Martin  

 

1.8 DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION  

 

This EIR has been organized for easy use and reference.  To help the reader locate information of 

particular interest, a brief summary of the contents of each chapter of the EIR is provided.  The 

following chapters are contained within the EIR:  

 

Chapter 1 Introduction.  This chapter describes the purpose of the EIR, a summary of the 

environmental and public review process, availability of the EIR, and a brief outline of this 

document’s organization.  

 

Chapter 2 Project Description.  This chapter provides a detailed description of the proposed 

project, including location, background information, major objectives, and technical 

characteristics.  In addition, a discussion of cumulative projects is also provided, including a list 

of projects that were identified as relevant to the cumulative analysis.  

 

Chapter 3 Environmental Analysis.  This chapter describes and evaluates the environmental issue 

areas, including the existing environmental setting and background, applicable environmental 

thresholds, environmental impacts, mitigation measures capable of minimizing environmental 

harm, and a residual impact statement as to the effectiveness of mitigation measures.  The 

introductory paragraph at the beginning of each section provides an overview of the scope of the 

impact analysis, including the identification of which issues were determined to be less than 

significant in the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project.  
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Chapter 4 Alternatives to the Proposed Project.  This chapter provides description and analysis of 

feasible alternatives to the proposed project that could reduce or avoid potentially significant 

affects.  A comparison of the impacts of the alternatives and the identification of the 

environmentally superior alternative is also discussed in this section.  

 

Chapter 5 Other CEQA Considerations.  This chapter provides analysis, as required by CEQA, 

regarding impacts that would result from the proposed project, including growth-inducing 

impacts, cumulative impacts, significant irreversible changes to the environment, and significant 

and unavoidable adverse impacts.  

 

Chapter 6 List of EIR Preparers.  This chapter identifies the individuals responsible for the 

preparation of this EIR.  

 

Chapter 7 References.  This chapter identifies all references used and cited in the preparation of 

this report.  

 

1.9 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY AND ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED  

 

The listing of potential environmental effects and mitigation measures presented in Table ES-1 

(Summary of Potential Impacts and Mitigation) in this document constitutes the required 

identification of issues to be resolved and areas of controversy, as required for compliance with 

Section 15123(b)(2) and 15123 (b)(3) of CEQA Guidelines.  

 

Areas of controversy and issues to be resolved were raised by agencies or interested parties 

during the Notice of Preparation process.  Appendix B includes all Notice of Preparation 

comments received.  The primary issues identified during the Notice of Preparation process 

related to the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project are addressed in Chapter 3 

(Environmental Analysis) of the EIR.  
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Chapter 2   PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 

2.1  PROJECT OVERVIEW  

 

The Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan proposes the development of a new residential community 

as allowed by and consistent with The Ontario Plan.  The project is located on approximately 

199 acres and includes seven planning areas with various residential densities that total 994 

residential units without an elementary school and 944 residential units with a 10-acre 

elementary school site.   

 

2.2  PROJECT LOCATION  

 

The project is located within the City of Ontario, in San Bernardino County (the County).  As 

shown in Figure 2-1, Ontario is located in southwestern San Bernardino County, along the 

Interstate 10 corridor.  The City is located approximately 40 miles east of downtown Los 

Angeles, 20 miles west of the city of San Bernardino, and 30 miles northeast of Orange County.  

The cities of Fontana and Riverside are located to the east, the cities of Rancho Cucamonga and 

Upland to the north, the cities of Montclair and Chino to the west, the City of Eastvale and 

unincorporated portions of San Bernardino and Riverside Counties to the south.  Regional access 

to the City is provided by Interstate 10 (I-10), I-15, State Route 60 (SR-60), and SR-83 (Euclid 

Avenue).  

 

As shown in Figure 2-2, the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan site is located adjacent to and south 

of Riverside Drive, east of Vineyard Avenue, west of the Cucamonga Channel, and north of 

Chino Avenue.  An aerial photograph of the site is shown in Figure 2-3.  The site is currently 

zoned SP/AG (SP/AG), and designated as Residential Low Density (2.1-5.0 dwelling units/ 

acre).  

 

2.3  PROJECT SITE CHARACTERISTICS  

 

The site is approximately 199 acres and owned by eight landowners, as shown in Figure 2-4.  

Existing on-site uses include vacant dairy farms, agricultural fields, a trucking company and a 

horse farm.  Several residential homes are located sporadically throughout the site.  The existing 

on-site uses and their distribution are shown in Figures 2-5 and 2-6 and the adjacent surrounding 

land uses in Figures 2-7 and 2-8.  A photo orientation map is shown in Figure 2-9.  The site 

consists of relatively flat topography.  A summary of existing on-site characteristics is provided 

in Table 2-1.  

Table 2-1  

Summary of Existing Site Characteristics 
Component Relevant Information 

Applicant CVRC Ontario, LLC, 3121 Michelson Drive, Suite 150, Irvine, CA 92612 

Assessor’s Parcel Number 

(APN) 

218-101-01 through –08 

218-102-10 and –11 

218-111-04 through –06 

218-111-10- through –12 

218-111-45 

218-111-49-50 

Site Area 199 acres 

Existing Land Use Agricultural field, dairy farms, residential, horse farm, trucking company. 

Zoning Designation SP (Specific Plan AG Preserve) 

General Plan Designation Residential – Low Density (LDR), 2.1-5.0 dwelling units/acre, elementary school site. 
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2.4  SURROUNDING LAND USES  

 

The existing land uses surrounding the project site include urban development (residential, retail 

commercial, golf course) to the north, a regional concrete-lined storm drain channel (Cucamonga 

Creek) and residential uses to the east, and agricultural use to the south and west.  All of the 

surrounding land uses are in the City of Ontario.  Specific adjacent offsite uses include the 

following:  

 

 North: Single-family residential homes, a neighborhood shopping center, park and 

recreational facilities (Westwind Park and Whispering Lakes Golf Course).  

 East: Cucamonga Creek Channel and residential uses.  

 South: Agricultural uses.  

 West: Agricultural uses.  

 

The Cucamonga Creek Channel extends along and forms the east project boundary.  This open 

concrete lined channel carries regional drainage from developed areas north of the site to the 

south.  The Cucamonga Creek Channel was constructed approximately 35 years ago by the 

Army Corps of Engineers to serve as a primary drainage facility for the City of Ontario.  The 

channel extends south of the project site and empties into the Cucamonga Basin, which is located 

adjacent to and south and southeast of the site.  The Cucamonga Basin is a detention basin and 

groundwater recharge facility.  Stormwater in the Cucamonga Basin that does not percolate into 

the soil ultimately drains into the Prado Flood Control Basin approximately five miles southwest 

of the site.  Originally designated as the Lower Cucamonga Spreading Grounds, four individual 

basins have been improved to contain additional storm flows, thus protecting downstream 

properties.  The basins serve as a major groundwater recharge facility for the area.  The San 

Bernardino County Flood Control District maintains the Cucamonga Basin with assistance from 

the Chino Basin Water Conservation District.  

 

2.5  PROPOSED PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS  

 

Specific Plan  

 

The project applicant, CVRC Ontario, LLC, proposes to develop approximately122 acres, or 

approximately 62 percent of the site (PAs 2, 3, 4, and 5).  In the future, others may develop the 

balance of the project (PAs1, 6A, 6B and 7).  The Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan would guide 

development of all seven PAs and includes the following specific components.  

 

The Specific Plan provides for a total of 944 residential units that will be developed throughout 

Planning Areas 1-6B and a 10-acre elementary school for PA7.  If an elementary school is not 

developed on PA 7, the Specific Plan would allow the development of a maximum of 994 

residential units for PAs 1-7.  The overall density of the residential units for the project is 5.0 

dwelling units/acre.   

 

Figure 2-10 shows the proposed project components and land uses.  Table 2-2 provides a 

summary of the land uses proposed for the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan as shown in the land 

use plan including planning areas, acreage, number of dwelling units, and density.  



ARMSTRONG RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN  |  CITY OF ONTARIOPhil Martin & Associates, Inc.

Source: Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan

Figure 2-10
Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan

N



Armstrong Ranch SPECIFIC PLAN DEIR Chapter 2 – Project Description 

 

September 2016 Page 2-13 

 

Table 2-2  

Statistical Land Use Summary 

Land Use Residential  (1) Acres Dwelling Units Density 

 Gross Net  Gross Net 

Planning Area - 1  38.6 33.5 193 5.0 5.8 

Planning Area - 2  36.2 32.5 157 4.3 4.8 

Planning Area - 3  26.8 24.6 154 5.5 6.0 

Planning Area – 4 26.9 26.9 148 5.7 5.7 

Planning Area – 5 34.2 32.6 161 4.7 4.9 

Planning Area - 6  24.5 21.0 181 7.4 8.6 

Planning Area – 7* 11.6 10.0 0 0 0 

Total Residential Acreage and Units 198.8 176.1 994   

Roadways/Neighborhood Edges     

Roadways  10.6    

Enhanced Neighborhood Edges  7.6    

       NOTES 

1. Net Residential acres exclude R/W, easements, well sites, pocket parks, and neighborhood edge buffers but includes interior street R/W. 

2. Actual total number, type, and density of units per Planning Area may vary from the target units and target density pursuant to density 

transfer provisions in Section 7, “Implementation.”  

3. Excluding R/W, easements, and neighborhood edge. 

* This parcel contains a 10 acre school site overlay.  If developed with residential units rather than a school, Planning Area    7 would 

allow a total of 50 residential units equaling the total Specific Plan unit count of 994. 

 

The developers of the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan will construct all required utility 

infrastructure to serve the project including domestic water lines, roadways, a recycled water 

system, sewer lines, and storm drain improvements.  The water line improvements required to 

serve the project include the construction of a 12-inch main in Hellman Avenue from Chino 

Avenue to Riverside Drive and an 18-inch Ontario Plan Master Plan water main in Vineyard 

Avenue from Chino Avenue to Riverside Drive and in Chino Avenue from Vineyard Avenue to 

the Cucamonga Channel.  Also, a network of 8-inch and 12-inch water lines will be constructed 

throughout the planning areas to serve the residential development as required by the City.  The 

roadway system will include the construction of City of Ontario Roadway Master Plan streets 

such as divided arterials, standard arterials, collector streets, primary locals, local streets, and 

bike paths.  The recycled water system for the project includes the construction of a 30-inch line 

from Regional Plant 1 south to Riverside Drive, a 24-inch line in Riverside Drive west to the 

Cucamonga Channel, an 8-inch line from Riverside Drive south in Vineyard Avenue to Chino 

Avenue, and a 12-inch line in Vineyard Avenue to Chino Avenue and an 8-inch line east in 

Chino Avenue to the Cucamonga Channel.  The project will also construct a 12-inch recycled 

water line in Carpenter Avenue from Riverside Drive to Chino Avenue.  Within the project, 8-

inch recycled water lines will be constructed to provide recycled water for landscape irrigation.  

The City of Ontario will provide sewer service to the project by the 42-inch RP-1 Bypass in 

Hellman Avenue.  The project will construct 8-inch, 10-inch and 12-inch sewer lines throughout 

the project to serve the residential units.  The project will construct the Chino-XI-2 master plan 

storm drain line in Hellman Avenue from the existing storm drain line in Chino Avenue north to 

PA-7.  The project will also extend a 72-inch master plan storm drain line in Riverside Drive that 

terminates west of Carpenter Avenue east to Carpenter Avenue.  On-site storm drains will be 
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constructed throughout the planning areas to collect and convey the on-site flows to the proposed 

Master Plan storm drain facilities.   

 

Table 2-3 below summarizes the characteristics of the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan. 

 

Table 2-3  

Summary of Project Characteristics 

 

Project Component Detail 

  

Proposed Land Use Residential and 10-acre elementary school*  

Proposed Number of Units/Square Feet 994 units – maximum** 

Open Space Pocket parks, Armstrong Park, trails 

Building Density Designated Low Density (5.0 du/gross acre) by 

The Ontario Plan 

Building Height Residential - 1 to 2 stories with maximum 

building height of 35’;  

Proposed Parking Spaces Residential - garage and on-street parking per 

code 

Project Access Vehicular and pedestrian from Riverside Drive, 

Chino Avenue, Vineyard Avenue, Hellman 

Avenue, Carpenter Avenue, new internal 

roadways. 

*A total of 944 residential units with the elementary school 

**A maximum of 994 residential units without the elementary school. 

 

Tentative Tract Map  

 

The project applicant is also proposing Tentative Tract Map (TTM) 19966 for PAs 2-5 along 

with the specific plan.  Figure 2-11 shows proposed Tentative Tract Map 19966.     

  

2.6  CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE  

 

The project will be developed in phases based on the following objectives: 

 

 Orderly build-out of the community based upon market and economic conditions. 

 Provisions of adequate infrastructure and public facilities as determined and deemed 

necessary by the City Engineer concurrent with the development of each phase. 

 Protection of public health, safety, and welfare. 

 Accommodation of continued agricultural operations within the proposed Specific Plan 

area. 

 

The complete build-out of the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan is estimated to be completed by 

2021.  
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Detail 

 

The Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan proposes a variety of residential housing types and 

styles oriented within neighborhoods that are designed to promote walkability and 

interaction among the residents.  The proposed detached single-family housing types are 

described below. 

 

Single-Family Detached - conventional single family detached residential units are 

proposed on individual lots with vehicular access provided from interior streets and 

garages that are set back from the front of the residence. 

 

"Z" Lot – single-family detached homes are proposed on individual lots utilizing design 

elements including "use easements" in order to optimize usable yard areas and reduce 

the visual impact of garage doors from neighborhood streets.  Vehicular access is 

provided from interior streets and garages that are set back from the front of the residence.  

The minimum lot sizes will range from 3,400 square feet to 7,125 square feet.  The 

average lot sizes within each neighborhood will exceed the minimum lot size and 

provide a variety of private yard area. 

 

Single Family Detached Cluster Homes – proposed around short private streets in groups of up 

to eight lots to minimize the visual impact of garages on the neighborhood street scene.  This 

design simulates cul-de-sac living and proposes homes on streets that do not have through traffic. 

The cluster design allows for homes on lots less than 50 feet wide with minimal driveway 

interruptions to sidewalks. 

 

2.7  PROJECT OBJECTIVES  

 

The applicant’s project objectives are as follows:  

 

 To provide neighborhoods that are identifiable from each other, with public and private 

amenities, linked by a network of pedestrian trails  

 To create a community sense of place, walk-ability and livability  

 Provide a mix of housing types in response to evolving market demands  

 Short blocks that promote ease of access and neighborhood activity  

 Use of variable setback, reduced garage emphasis, and “architecture forward”  

 Curb separated landscaped parkways  

 Establish clearly defined edges and entries that contribute to a district neighborhood 

identity  

 Consider the use of alleyways to add flexibility to frontage designs and assist in the 

creation of more pedestrian oriented front areas  

 Promote development of local street patterns that create and unify neighborhoods, rather 

than divide them  

 Establish a pattern of blocks that promote access and neighborhood activity 

 Provide additional housing units to assist the City to satisfy its Regional Housing Needs 

Assessment (RHNA) fair share number. 
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 Provide additional housing units to support retail and other commercial uses in the 

vicinity of the project.   

 

2.8  INTENDED USES OF THIS EIR  

 

The City of Ontario is the lead agency for the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan consistent with 

Section 15065(b) of the CEQA Guidelines.  As such, the City will use this EIR to formulate its 

actions to either approve or deny the project.  

 

The specific actions that would need to be approved by the City of Ontario to construct the 

proposed project are as follows:  

 

 Certification of the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 

 Adoption and approval of the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan. 

 Future development agreement for Planning Areas 2-5 

 Future development/site plan (TTM 1999) approval for Planning Areas 2-5 

 Future development/site plan approval for Planning Areas 1, 6A, and 6B 

 Future school site plan approval for Planning Area 7 by State Architects office  

 

Additionally, approvals from the following local, regional, or State agencies could include but 

are not limited to the following:  

 

 Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board 

 San Bernardino County Flood Control District 

 

2.9 CUMULATIVE PROJECTS AND IMPACT ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY  

 

Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines defines “cumulative impacts” as “two or more individual 

affects that, when considered together, are considerable or that compound or increase other 

environmental impacts.” In general, these impacts occur in conjunction with other related 

development that may have impacts that might compound or interrelate with those of the project 

under review.  

 

In order to analyze the cumulative impacts of the project in combination with existing 

development and other expected future growth, the amount and location of growth expected to 

occur in addition to the proposed project must be considered. Section 15130(b) of the CEQA 

Guidelines allows either of the following two methods of prediction:  

 

A. A list of past, present, and reasonably anticipated future projects producing related or 

cumulative impacts, including those projects outside the control of the agency.  

 

B. A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning 

document, which is designed to evaluate regional or areawide conditions.  

 

Due to the development potential in the immediate project area and regional vicinity, the 

cumulative analysis in this EIR considers development within the area south of Interstate 60 that 
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would occur by year 2021 and along with the proposed project have cumulative environmental 

impacts.  Figure 2-12 identifies the location of the cumulative development projects within the 

project area that are anticipated to occur in the near term (by year 2021).  Table 2-4 provides a 

summary of the cumulative projects.  The cumulative projects listed in Table 2-4 represent 

projects that, as shown, are approved and not fully completed or projects that are proposed and 

not approved.   

 

The cumulative development analysis methodology for this EIR is based primarily upon an 

analysis of the anticipated development by year 2021 of the noted specific plan areas within the 

southern area of the City of Ontario.  This is due to the fact that the large area within the City 

that is south of Interstate 60 and noted specific plan areas constitutes an appropriately broad 

geographic area surrounding the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan site.  However, cumulative 

impacts associated with regional cumulative traffic (and associated cumulative traffic-generated 

noise and air quality impacts) described in this EIR consider traffic from development of areas 

outside the City of Ontario. 

 

In summary, the cumulative impacts associated with regional cumulative traffic (and associated 

cumulative traffic-generated noise and air quality impacts) described in this EIR consider traffic 

from development of areas within the area of Ontario south of SR 60, as well as traffic from 

areas beyond City of Ontario.  Cumulative impact analysis for other issue areas covered in this 

EIR (e.g., agricultural resources, biological resources) also consider cumulative development in 

areas beyond the City of Ontario. 

 Table 2-4 

Cumulative Projects 

 
Ontario Ranch Approved Specific Plans 

Specific Plan Acres Single Family 

Units 

Multi-Family 

Units 

Commercial 

Sq. Ft. 

Business Park Industrial 

Sq. Ft. 

Residential 

Total Units 

Countryside 178 819    819 

Edenglen 158 310 274 217,520 550,000 584 

Parkside 250 437 1,510 115,000  1,947 

Esperanza 233 914 496   1,410 

Rich Haven 510 1,553 2,703 889,200  4,256 

Subarea 29 539 2,392  87,000  2,392 

The Avenue 568 2,313 562 130,000  2,875 

West Haven 199 753  87,000  753 

Grand Park 320 740 587   1,327 

Total 2,955 10,231 6,132 1,525,720 550,000 16,363 

Pending Specific Plans 

Rich Haven 

SPA 

512 1,833 3,033 1,039,200  4,866 

Colony 

Commerce 

Center 

123    2,951,146  

Total 635 1,833 3,033 1,039,200 2,951,146 4,866 

City of Chino 

Watson 

Industrial 

Park 

211.9    3,872,000  

Total 211.9    3,872,000  
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Chapter 3 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS  

 

3.0 INTRODUCTION TO ANALYSIS  
 

This section provides an overview of the environmental analysis that is provided in detail in 

Chapter 3.  

 

Existing Conditions  

 

This subsection describes existing conditions that may be subject to change as a result of 

implementation of the proposed project.  This subsection provides the context for assessing 

potential environmental impacts resulting from implementation of the proposed project.  

 

Thresholds of Significance  

 

Before potential impacts are evaluated for significance, the threshold that will serve as the basis 

for judging impact significance is presented.  Thresholds of Significance used for the evaluation 

of impacts include those thresholds presented in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines or public 

agency thresholds in the case of air quality and greenhouse gas emissions.  The City of Ontario 

(the City) relies on these thresholds as those that are appropriate for evaluating the significance 

of impacts in the City.  

 

Regulatory Framework  

 

The primary regulations governing development of the proposed project is the City of Ontario 

General Plan, which is known as The Ontario Plan (TOP).  In addition to TOP, there are local, 

regional and statewide regulations that govern development activities in order to ensure 

protection of resources, public and private property, and the local population.  Examples of these 

regulations include the Ontario Community Climate Action Plan (November 2014), 2012 Air 

Quality Management Plan (AQMP), Uniform Building Code, and National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (NPDES) permit system, among others.  Area growth and housing 

allocations are coordinated by regulatory agencies.  Regulations that are relevant to particular 

resources are discussed in the relevant resource sections in Chapter 3.   

 

Impacts  

 

The project impacts discussion describes potential consequences to each resource that would 

result from project implementation.  The applicant proposes to construct a project that includes 

housing, parks and open space and an elementary school site as described in detail in Chapter 2.  

Environmental impacts could potentially occur from this action.  

 

Potential environmental impacts have been classified in the following categories:  

 

Less Than Significant - Results in no substantial adverse change to existing environmental 

conditions.  
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Potentially Significant - Constitutes a substantial adverse change to existing environmental 

conditions that can be mitigated to less than significant levels by implementation of feasible 

mitigation measures or by the selection of an environmentally superior project alternative  

 

Significant and Unavoidable - Constitutes a substantial adverse change to existing environmental 

conditions that cannot be fully mitigated by implementation of all feasible mitigation measures, 

or by the selection of an environmentally superior project alternative.  

 

Cumulative Impacts  

 

This discussion (contained within each environmental resource section of Chapter 3) describes 

potential impacts from the proposed project in combination with development of concurrent 

specific plan areas proposed within the area of the City of Ontario south of Interstate 60 (refer to 

Chapter 2 for a description of the other specific plan areas considered in the cumulative impacts 

analysis).  

 

Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts  

 

If potential project-related impacts are considered potentially significant, mitigation measures are 

proposed to reduce or avoid these impacts.  This section also describes the level of significance 

of impacts following the implementation of mitigation measures.  Impacts are defined as either 

significant, can be mitigated, or significant and unavoidable.  Significant, but mitigated impacts 

are those impacts that could be reduced to a less than significant level with the incorporation of 

mitigation measures.  Significant and unavoidable impacts are those impacts that would remain 

significant either due to the unavailability of feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts or 

the inability for mitigation measures to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.  
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3.1 AESTHETICS 

 

3.1.1 Introduction 

 

This section describes existing visual and aesthetic resources of the project site and the 

surrounding area and evaluates the potential impacts of the project with respect to the 

development proposed for the site.  CEQA describes the concept of aesthetic resources in terms 

of scenic vistas, scenic resources (such as trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within 

a state scenic highway), the existing visual character or quality of the project site, and light and 

glare impacts.  The following impact analysis is based on information in the Armstrong Ranch 

Specific Plan and TOP Community Design requirements.  
  
 

 

3.1.2 Existing Conditions 

 

The project site is located in a mixed agricultural - urban area that includes both agriculture and 

urban land uses.  The existing uses on the site include vacant dairy farms, a horse farm, a 

trucking company and agricultural cropland.     

 

The land uses adjacent to and surrounding the site include existing and vacant dairy farms to the 

west and south, a water retention basin associated with the Cucamonga Channel to the south, 

vacant agricultural land and cropland to the east and further east of agricultural uses are 

residential homes.  North of the site is a mixture of urban uses including a public golf course, 

residential homes, pre-school and a shopping center.        

 

Unique Visual Features 

 

The project site is developed with existing agricultural uses, including row crops, equestrian 

farm, as well as several dairies that are now vacant and no longer in operation.  The agricultural 

uses on the site are characteristic and similar to the types of agricultural uses that exist in the 

area.  While all of the streets adjacent to and within the boundary of the project are paved, none 

of the streets within the project boundary have curbs and gutters.  There are no unique visual 

features within the boundary of the project as identified by TOP.  There are no features on the 

site that are identified as unique by TOP.     

   

Regulatory Context 

 

In terms of community and character design, TOP Community Design Element has several 

principles, goals and policies that are applicable to the project to distinguish Ontario as a unique, 

highly aesthetic built environment that fosters enjoyment, financial benefit and well-being for the 

entire community. 

 

The applicable principles include: 

 

 Quality design of buildings, streets, City gateways and open spaces is vital to prosperity 

and makes Ontario a place where people want to be. 
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 Ontario’s unique history and heritage – expressed in its streets, landscaping and buildings 

– help define the community’s identity. 

 Well maintained property and infrastructure are required to protect and encourage 

community investment. 

 A diverse mix of residential and commercial districts and neighborhoods is vital to 

achieving the Vision. 

 

The Community Design Element sets forth specific goals and policies towards meeting TOP 

community design principles.  The following goals and policies of the Community Design 

Element are applicable to the project: 

 

COMMUNITY DESIGN  

 

The intent of this section is to define the various requirements relating to the visual image of the 

community within the context of the Community Design Element.  

 

For image and identity, the applicable goals and policies include:  

 

Goals 

 

CD1 A dynamic, progressive city containing distinct neighborhoods and commercial districts 

that foster a positive sense of identity and belonging among residents, visitors, and 

businesses. 

 

Policies 

 

CD1-2 Growth Areas.  We require development in growth areas to be distinctive and unique 

places within which there are cohesive design themes. 

 

CD1-4 Transportation Corridors.  We will enhance our major transportation corridors within 

the City through landscape, hardscape, signage and lighting. 

 

CD1-5 View Corridors.  We require all major north-south streets be designed and redeveloped to 

feature views of the San Gabriel Mountains, which are part of the City’s visual identity and a key 

to geographic orientation. Such views should be free of visual clutter, including billboards and 

may be enhanced by framing with trees. 

 

For design quality, the applicable goals and policies include: 

 

Goals 

 

CD2 A high level of design quality resulting in public spaces, streetscapes, and developments 

that are attractive, safe, functional and distinct. 
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Policies 

 

CD2-1 Quality Architecture.  We encourage all development projects to convey visual interest 

and character through: 

 

 building volume, massing, and height to provide appropriate scale and proportion; 

 a true architectural style which is carried out in plan, section and elevation through 

all aspects of the building and site design and appropriate for its setting; and 

 exterior building materials that are visually interesting, high quality, durable, and 

appropriate for the architectural style. 

 

CD2-2 Neighborhood Design.  We create distinct residential neighborhoods that are functional, 

have a sense of community, emphasize livability and social interaction, and are 

uniquely identifiable places through such elements as: 

 

 a pattern of smaller, walkable blocks that promote access, activity and safety; 

 variable setbacks and parcel sizes to accommodate a diversity of housing types; 

 traffic calming measures to slow traffic and promote walkability while maintaining 

acceptable fire protection and traffic flows; 

 floor plans that encourage views onto the street and de-emphasize the visual and 

physical dominance of garages (introducing the front porch as the “outdoor living 

room”), as appropriate; and 

 landscaped parkways, with sidewalks separated from the curb. 

 

CD2-5 Streetscapes.  We design new and, when necessary, retrofit existing streets to improve 

walkability, bicycling and transit integration, strengthen connectivity, and enhance 

community identity through improvements to the public right of way such as sidewalks, 

street trees, parkways, curbs, street lighting and street furniture. 

 

CD2-6 Connectivity.  We promote development of local street patterns and pedestrian 

networks that create and unify neighborhoods, rather than divide them, and create 

cohesive and continuous corridors, rather than independent “islands” through the 

following means (Link to Mobility): 

 

 local street patterns that provide access between subdivisions and within 

neighborhoods and discourage through traffic; 

 a local street system that is logical and understandable for the user.  A grid system 

is preferred to avoid circuitous and confusing travel paths between internal 

neighborhood areas and adjacent arterials; and 

 neighborhoods, centers, public schools, and parks that are linked by pedestrian 

greenways/open space networks.  These may also be used to establish clear 

boundaries between distinct neighborhoods and/or centers. 

 

CD2-7 Sustainability.  We collaborate with the development community to design and build 

neighborhoods, streetscapes, sites, outdoor spaces, landscaping and buildings to reduce 

energy demand through solar orientation, maximum use of natural daylight, passive 

http://www.ontarioplan.org/policy-plan/mobility-element/
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solar and natural ventilation, building form, mechanical and structural systems, building 

materials and construction techniques. 

 

CD2-8 Safe Design.  We incorporate defensible space design into new and existing 

developments to ensure the maximum safe travel and visibility on pathways, corridors, 

and open space and at building entrances and parking areas by avoiding physically and 

visually isolated spaces, maintenance of visibility and accessibility, and use of lighting. 

 

CD2-9 Landscape Design.  We encourage durable landscaping materials and designs that 

enhance the aesthetics of structures, create and define public and private spaces, and 

provide shade and environmental benefits. 

 

CD2-11 Entry Statements.  We encourage the inclusion of amenities, signage and landscaping at 

the entry to neighborhoods, commercial centers, mixed use areas, industrial 

developments, and public places that reinforce them as uniquely identifiable places. 

 

CD2-12 Site and Building Signage.  We encourage the use of sign programs that utilize 

complementary materials, colors, and themes.  Project signage should be designed to 

effectively communicate and direct users to various aspects of the development and 

complement the character of the structures. 

 

Pedestrian and Transit Environment:  

 

Goals 

 

CD3 Vibrant urban environments that are organized around intense buildings, pedestrian and 

transit areas, public plazas, and linkages between and within developments that are 

conveniently located, visually appealing and safe during all hours. 

 

Policies 

 

CD3-1 Design.  We require that pedestrian, vehicular, bicycle and equestrian circulation on 

both public and private property be coordinated and designed to maximize safety, 

comfort and aesthetics. (Link to Bicycle and Pedestrians Section of the Mobility 

Element and Policies M2-3 and M2-4) 

 

CD3-2 Connectivity Between Streets, Sidewalks, Walkways and Plazas.  We require 

landscaping and paving be used to optimize visual connectivity between streets, 

sidewalks, walkways and plazas for pedestrians. 

 

CD3-5 Paving.  We require sidewalks and road surfaces to be of a type and quality that 

contributes to the appearance and utility of streets and public spaces. 

 

CD3-6 Landscaping.  We utilize landscaping to enhance the aesthetics, functionality and 

sustainability of streetscapes, outdoor spaces and buildings. 

 

http://www.ontarioplan.org/policy-plan/mobility-element/m2-bicycle-pedestrians/
http://www.ontarioplan.org/policy-plan/mobility-element/m2-bicycle-pedestrians/
http://www.ontarioplan.org/policy-plan/mobility-element/m2-bicycle-pedestrians/#M2-3
http://www.ontarioplan.org/policy-plan/mobility-element/m2-bicycle-pedestrians/#M2-4
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3.1.3 Thresholds of Significance 

 

An aesthetic impact with the development of the proposed Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan 

would be considered significant if any of the following conditions would result from 

implementation of 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. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 

surroundings; 

 

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would adversely affect day or 

nighttime views in the area. 

 

3.1.4 Project Impacts 

 

AE-1 Have a Substantial Adverse Effect on a Scenic Vista. This impact is considered less than 

significant. 

 

The Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan would change and transform the site from mostly 

agricultural use to a planned residential development, including up to 994 residential units and an 

elementary school site.  TOP does not identify any scenic vistas either on or adjacent to the site 

that would be impacted by the project.  The San Bernardino Mountains are approximately 18 

miles north and visible from the project.  Views of the mountains will continue to be available to 

the project residents and the project will not affect the views of the mountains by residents near 

the project site.   The project would not have any significant scenic vista impacts.         

 

AE-2 Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway. This is considered no 

impact. 

 

There are no State scenic highways within or adjacent to the site, or within 30 miles of the site.  

Highway 38 near Big Bear is the closest State designated scenic highway to the site.  The project 

would not have an impact to any scenic resources such as trees, rock outcroppings, or historic 

buildings in a State scenic highway.  

 

AE-3 Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 

surroundings.  This impact is considered less than significant. 

 

The proposed Specific Plan will change and alter the existing agricultural character of the site to 

urban development with the construction of 944 residential units, elementary school, parks, open 

space, roads, etc.  The existing vacant dairy farms, horse farm, trucking company and 



Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan Draft EIR September 2016 
City of Ontario 3-8 

agricultural cropland field will ultimately be changed to urban uses as planned for the site by 

TOP.  

 

The Specific Plan provides design criteria for the residential development proposed for Planning 

Areas 1-7 and discussed below.  

 

Residential Land Use 

 

Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan proposes both single-family detached and single-family attached 

homes within Planning Areas 1-6A and 6B.  An elementary school is planned for PA 7.  The 

Planning Areas will be connected by a network of streets, sidewalks and trails that connect 

neighborhoods to proposed parks, proposed elementary school and local and City trail systems.  

Charlotte Armstrong Trail is proposed to extend east/west through the project to allow residents 

pedestrian access to the proposed elementary school.  A proposed pedestrian bridge across the 

Cucamonga Channel at the east project boundary will connect with the Countryside Specific 

Plan east of Armstrong Ranch.   

 

The residential homes that are proposed within each Planning Area are designed to address a 

variety of lifestyles, such as singles, families, executives and “empty nesters” by providing a 

variety of house sizes, lot sizes, one and two story homes, various architecture, etc.  The types of 

residences proposed for the site are described below.     

   

Single- Family Detached 

 

The project includes three types of single-family detached units, including conventional homes, 

Z-Lot homes and Cluster homes.   

 

Conventional Homes 

 

Conventional homes will be built on lots that range from 50 to 75 feet in width.  The units will 

have porches and other design features that focus on the street and a mixture of garages such as 

turn-in garages, deep or mid recessed garages and split or tandem garages. 

 

Z-Lot Homes 

 

The Z-Lot homes are designed with a larger usable side yard through the use of benefit 

easements.  The visual impact of views of garages from the street will be reduced by locating 

alternating garages at the rear of the lot and use the adjacent house to screen a direct view of the 

garage from the street.   

 

Cluster Homes 

 

Cluster homes are proposed around short private streets in groups of up to eight lots to minimize 

the visual impact of garages from area streets that creates a cul-de-sac design and eliminates 

through traffic.  The cluster design provides house elevations on lots less than 50 feet in width 

and minimal driveway interruptions along the neighborhood sidewalks. 
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Single-Family Attached  

 

The single-family attached homes are proposed for the Planning Areas close to the proposed 

elementary school and the Cucamonga channel.  The single family attached homes are designed 

to be aesthetically compatible with the various types of single family detached homes of the 

project.  The single-family attached homes include duplexes, triplexes and row townhomes with 

up to six units per building. 

 

Single Family Attached Conventional Duplex/Townhomes 

 

The duplex/townhomes are designed with 2 to 7 units per building and provide a conventional 

private rear-yard along with porches and entry courtyards.  The garage setbacks will vary from 

unit to unit.  

 

Single Family Attached Alley Loaded Rowtowns/Condominiums 

 

The rowhomes/condominiums are designed in a row configuration along neighborhood streets 

and common greenbelts.  The homes will range from 2 to 6 unit buildings with garages that 

primarily load from private alleys to reduce a visual impact from neighborhood streets and 

sidewalks.  Front doors and porches will face common open space areas and adjacent streets. 

 

Parks and Recreational Facilities 

 

Armstrong Ranch proposes a variety of parks and recreational facilities that will be integrated 

throughout the site.  The proposed park and recreational facilities include a 2.06 acre central park 

(Armstrong Park), a theme trail (Charlotte Armstrong Trail), pocket parks within each 

neighborhood and paseo connections to the City master planned multi-use trail along Chino 

Avenue.  The parks and trails will be accessible to the project residents by sidewalks along both 

sides of all internal neighborhood streets.  Charlotte Armstrong Trail will extend from Vineyard 

Avenue on the west, to Armstrong Park in the center of the project and east to a proposed 

pedestrian bridge that will extend east across the Cucamonga Channel.  The pedestrian bridge 

will provide access to the proposed elementary school for students within the Countryside 

Specific Plan east of the Cucamonga Channel.  The Charlotte Armstrong Trail will provide a 

continuous east-west pedestrian trail through the site.  Charlotte Armstrong Trail will be a 

minimum of 30 feet wide and include an all-weather 8 foot wide trail with landscaping that, 

when mature, will shade the trail.  

 

Private Pocket parks are proposed within each residential Planning Area and will be a minimum 

of .25 acres.  A typical pocket park will include a tot lot, picnic and barbecue facilities, multi-

purpose trails, and informal turfed play areas. 

 

Parkways 

 

Enhanced landscaped parkways are proposed within the neighborhood edges of all master 

planned streets consistent with the City’s master plan of streets.  The parkways will include 

landscaping behind the public street right of way.   
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School Site 

 

A 10-acre elementary school site is proposed in the eastern portion of the property adjacent to the 

Charlotte Trail (Planning Area 7) for pedestrian and bike access.  The elementary school will be 

accessible to all neighborhoods within Armstrong Ranch as well as the Countryside Specific 

Plan to the east.   

 

Street Design 

 

The street system includes sidewalks and landscaped parkways along most roadways.  Three 

major arterial/collector roadways adjacent to the project include Vineyard Avenue to the west, 

Riverside Drive to the north and Chino Avenue to the south.  The landscaped edges of these 

roadways are consistent with the landscape requirement of the Ontario Plan Streetscape Master 

Plan.  Therefore, the landscaping proposed for these roadways will be consistent with the City of 

Ontario’s pedestrian pathway system and maintain the City desired streetscape for the roadways 

that form the project boundary.  All residential streets are designed with sufficient on-street 

travel area for automobiles and off-street areas for pedestrians, and bicycles.  The street system 

provides connectivity within the project as well as to the surrounding off-site uses.  

 

Landscape Design 

 

All project landscaping that will be maintained by the City will conform to the City of Ontario’s 

Landscape Requirements and Ontario Plan Landscape Guidelines in the Ontario Plan Streetscape 

Master Plan.  In addition, all warm season turf grass will not exceed 50% of the streetscape 

planting with low groundcover allowed in traditional turf areas like parkways.  All parkways and 

right-of-ways will be landscaped with living plant material less than 18” high, automatically 

irrigated and contain street trees per the Master Street Tree Plan spaced 25’-35’ apart and 

coordinated with utility setbacks.  All landscaping and irrigation will comply with the City of 

Ontario’s Landscape Development Standards and the Ontario Plan Streetscape Master Plan.  The 

proposed landscape concept plan is shown in Figure 3-1. 

 

Community Entry 

 

Entry monuments are proposed throughout Armstrong Ranch to establish a hierarchy for each 

Planning Area.  At the key entry to each Planning Area, landscaping and monuments are 

proposed to identify each community.  Two monument treatments are proposed including the 

Primary Community Entry and Monumentation and the Second Community Entry.  

 

The primary Community Entry and Monumentation is proposed at Chino Avenue and Hellman 

Avenue and the Secondary Community Entry and Monumentation proposed for Chino Avenue 

and Vineyard Avenue.  The Primary Community Entry and Monumentation will have 9’ high 

colored block entry pilaster with decorative copper cap and a pre-cast concrete base that will not 

be provided by the Secondary Community Entry and Monumentation.  However, both entries 

will include the following design features: 

 

• Project identification signage/logo on fabricated raised, black matte panel. 



ARMSTRONG RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN  |  CITY OF ONTARIOPhil Martin & Associates, Inc.

Source:  Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan

Figure 3.1-1
Conceptual Landscape Plan

N
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• Freestanding 24” high colored block garden wall with precast concrete cap (approx. 20’ 

long) anchored on each end by 2’-6” high pilasters with decorative precast concrete cap. 

• Matching perimeter colored block wall with matching pilasters, large multi or single 

trunk specimen trees to anchor each entry with background landscaping. 

• Roses and seasonal perennial flowers to allow for seasonal flowering interest throughout 

the year. 

• Accent trees and shrub masses planted in series of foreground, mid-ground, and 

background layers to help define borders and plant groupings while combining 

interesting foliage textures and color. 

• Accent lighting of landscape/monumentation. 

• Placement of the monumentation shall be in accordance with the Traffic Division’s line-

of-sight requirements and outside of the public right-of-way. 

• Entry monuments shall be designed in accordance with City of Ontario Traffic and 

Transportation Guidelines for monument placement.  Generally, each entry will include a 

design theme with hardscape and planting elements to create a positive first impression to 

visitors and residents.  The entry treatment includes enhanced paving, a planter with a 

large specimen tree, and  

 

Consistency with TOP  

 

The Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan includes design guidelines that meet the intent of TOP 

Community Design goals and policies for suitable design in the community.  Design guidelines 

are provided by the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan for all of the various residential units, 

interior and perimeter streetscapes, project entries and monuments, parks, paseos and private 

recreation areas, community walls and fencing, outdoor lighting, and landscaping to comply with 

TOP Community Design goals and policies.  In addition, the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan 

provides criteria for maximum lot coverage, building orientation, building massing, building 

form and height, pedestrian connectivity, parking, etc. to ensure the project meets the goals and 

policies of the Community Design Element of TOP.  The Specific Plan also includes language 

that will require project landscaping and irrigation to comply with the City of Ontario’s 

Landscape Development Standards and the Ontario Plan Streetscape Master Plan. 

 

The Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan design guidelines express the desired character of future 

development within the project and address site planning, architecture, and landscaping.  The 

design for the residential units, streets, landscaping, monument entries, etc. are consistent with 

the many City goals and associated policies that are applicable to the project. 

 

The project will improve the architectural quality of the project site compared to the existing site 

conditions with the distinct neighborhoods to create a sense of identity and belonging among 

residents, create a design quality resulting in public spaces, streetscapes, and developments that 

are attractive, safe, functional and distinct and develop a vibrant urban environment that is  

organized around intense buildings, pedestrian and linkages between and within residential 

neighborhoods that are conveniently located, visually appealing and safe during all hours to meet 

the intent of TOP Goals CD1, CD2 and CD3.  The types of residential homes along with the 

proposed architectural design of the Specific Plan will minimize aesthetic impacts to surrounding 

land uses and provide a well-designed residential development.  
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The Specific Plan has incorporated the appropriate Community Design guidelines from TOP and 

the City of Ontario’s Landscape Development Standards and the Ontario Plan Streetscape Master 

Plan for the framework necessary to ensure the project is unified with the community and the 

characteristics that are expected for the entire city are incorporated into the specific plan.   

 

The project will change and alter the existing agricultural and rural characteristics of the site to 

urban development.  The general area south of Riverside Drive and west of the Cucamonga 

Channel that is adjacent to and in close proximity to the project remains in agricultural use and 

includes active and vacant dairy farms, dryland farming and row crop production.  There are no 

aesthetic resources associated with the existing uses within the project that are specifically 

unique to the site or this area of the city.   

 

The Ontario Plan policies, such as the policies in the Housing Element and the Community 

Design Element, will provide guidance issues.  Implementation of those policies will ensure that 

development pursuant to the Land Use Element will not result in adverse aesthetic impacts.   

The development of the site consistent with and in accordance of TOP would change the existing 

visual character of the existing agricultural uses in the project area.  However, impacts are not 

considered significant because The Ontario Plan policies of the Community Design Element 

described above have the common goal of improving the visual quality of the area by developing 

guidelines to improve future development projects.
1
           

 

The Specific Plan Design Guidelines have precedence over the Ontario zoning regulations.   

Development of the Specific Plan Design Guidelines in compliance with TOP Land Use 

Element, Housing Element and Community Design Element policies would ensure that the 

design of the project is consistent throughout and meets the intent of the City.  Therefore, the 

project would not have any significant aesthetic impacts if developed as proposed.   

 

AE-.4 Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would adversely affect day or 

nighttime views in the area.  This is a considered a less than significant impact.  

 

There is minimal light and glare generated by the existing uses on the site.  The existing light 

that is generated includes interior and exterior lighting from the residential homes, the trucking 

company and horse farm and the few agricultural buildings that remain on the site.  Glare from 

the site is due to the sun reflecting off of metal flashing and metal roofing of the dairy shade 

structures of the vacant dairies and windows.  The glare that is generated from the site has 

existed for a long time and does not significantly impact any surrounding land uses or motorists 

on adjacent streets.  

 

The project will introduce new sources of light and glare and increase its intensity compared to 

the existing condition.  Light and glare will be generated from areas of the site that are presently 

vacant and light and glare does not exist.  The sources of light by the project include interior and 

exterior lights of the residential units, street lights throughout the residential development areas, 

entry lighting, etc.  Lights from automobile headlights will also increase compared to the existing 

                                                 
1
 The Ontario Plan Draft EIR, April 2009, page 5.1-9,   
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condition.  The sources of glare will be generated mostly by metal trim and surfaces and 

materials on the exterior of the residential units and windows.     

 

Both interior and exterior project lighting will be visible to the surrounding land uses.  While the 

project will increase on-site lighting, all lighting, including construction lighting, must comply 

with the Ontario Municipal Code.  The City does not allow flood lighting and all lighting will be 

required to be directed downward to reduce high intensity lighting from extending off-site.  The 

lighting restrictions of the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan that encourages the use of “cut-off”, 

louverred lamps or locating light fixtures to minimize light sources to pedestrians or vehicular 

traffic will minimize light impacts.  Where decorative lighting is visible, the Specific Plan 

encourages the use of frosted, louvered or prismatic lens to minimize lighting impacts.     
     

The light and glare by the project will not be significantly different or more intense than other 

similar urban development in the Ontario Ranch.  The light and glare impacts of the project are 

not anticipated to significantly impact light sensitive land uses in the immediate project area.            

 

3.1.5 Cumulative Impacts 

 

The project will have cumulative aesthetic impacts, including light and glare impacts in the 

project vicinity.  The project along with other cumulative projects propose to develop properties 

that are largely used for various types of agricultural uses including dairies, field crops, row 

crops, nurseries, etc. and generate minimal light and glare.  The development of the project along 

with other cumulative development will change and alter the aesthetics of the area from largely 

agricultural to urban development with residential and commercial uses and will change the 

existing agricultural landscaping and increase the intensity of light and glare in this area of 

Ontario.  All development in Ontario and the project area must meet and comply with applicable 

TOP Land Use Element, Housing Element and Community Design Element policies to minimize 

aesthetic and visual impacts.  All development must meet lighting restrictions of the Municipal 

Code to minimize light and glare impacts to the project area.  However, the development is 

planned for the area by TOP anticipates the change in the aesthetics of the area from agricultural 

to urban development and an increase in light and glare.  The project will not have a significant 

aesthetic or light and glare impact because the development proposed for the site along with the 

cumulative projects have been planned and anticipated for the area by TOP.   

 

3.1.6 Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

 

Since no significant impact have been identified, no mitigation measures are required. 
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3.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES  
 

3.2.1 Introduction  

 

This section of the EIR examines the effects of the project on agricultural resources and 

operations in the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan area.  Specifically, this section discusses the 

conversion of prime farmland to urban uses as identified in the Initial Study prepared for the 

proposed project (included as Appendix A to this EIR).  The Initial Study identified the potential 

for project development to displace existing agricultural uses and convert prime farmland to a 

nonagricultural use.  No letters regarding agricultural resources have been received in response 

to the Notice of Preparation and Initial Study prepared for the proposed project and circulated for 

public comment.  

 

Sources of information used to prepare this analysis include The Ontario Plan Final 

Environmental Impact Report (July 2009), other environmental analysis prepared by the City of 

Ontario, the California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 

and various other sources.   

 

3.2.2 Existing Conditions  

 

This section describes the existing agricultural and farmland uses that exist on the site.  

 

The Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan site is located on twenty-one parcels that are owned by 8 

owners and encompass approximately 199 acres.  The majority of the site is used for agricultural 

production including vacant dairies, row crops, field crops and a horse farm.  Some of these uses, 

including the horse farm, field crops and row crops continue on the site today.  The existing 

agricultural uses on the site are described below by planning area.  

 

Planning Area 1 – Row crops  

Planning Area 2 – Vacant dairy, field crops  

Planning Area 3 – Vacant dairy  

Planning Area 4 – Vacant dairy 

Planning Area 5 – Field crops 

Planning Area 6A – Vacant dairy 

Planning Area 6B - Horse farm 

Planning Area 7 – Trucking company 

 

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 

 

The California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 

(FMMP) was established in 1982 to track changes in agricultural land use and to help preserve 

areas of Important Farmland.  It divides the state's land into eight categories of land use 

designation based on soil quality and existing agriculture uses to produce maps and statistical 

data.  These maps and data are used to help preserve productive farmland and to analyze impacts 

on farmland.  Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, and 

Farmland of Local Importance are all Important Farmland and are collectively referred to as 
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Important Farmland in this DEIR.  The highest rated Important Farmland is Prime Farmland.  

Each type of farmland is briefly described below:  

 

 Prime Farmland. This has the best combination of physical and chemical features and is 

able to sustain long-term agricultural production. The land has the soil quality, growing 

season, and moisture supply needed to produce sustained high yields and it must have 

been used for irrigated agricultural production at some time during the four years prior to 

the mapping date. 

 

 Farmland of Statewide Importance. This is similar to Prime Farmland but with minor 

shortcomings, such as greater slopes or less ability to store soil moisture. The land must 

have been used for irrigated agricultural production at some time during the four years 

prior to the mapping date. 

 

 Unique Farmland. This has lesser-quality soils and is used for the production of the 

state’s leading agricultural crops.  The land is usually irrigated, but may include 

nonirrigated orchards or vineyards, as found in some climatic zones in California. The 

land must also have been cropped at some time during the four years prior to the mapping 

date. 

 

 Farmland of Local Importance. This is of importance to the local agricultural economy, 

as determined by each county’s board of supervisors and a local advisory committee. 

 

 Grazing Land. This has existing vegetation that is suited to the grazing of livestock. This 

category was developed in cooperation with the California Cattlemen’s Association, 

University of California Cooperative Extension, and other groups interested in the extent 

of grazing activities.  The minimum mapping unit for Grazing Land is 40 acres. 

 

 Urban and Built-up Land. This land is occupied by structures with a building density of 

at least one unit to 1.5 acres, or approximately six structures to a 10-acre parcel. This land 

is used for residential, industrial, commercial, construction, institutional, public 

administration, railroad, and other transportation yards, cemeteries, airports, golf courses, 

sanitary landfills, sewage treatment, water control structures, and other developed 

purposes. 

 

 Other Land. This land is not included in any other mapping category. Common examples 

include low density rural developments; brush, timber, wetland, and riparian areas not 

suitable for livestock grazing; confined livestock, poultry, or aquaculture facilities; strip 

mines or borrow pits; and water bodies smaller than 40 acres.  Vacant and nonagricultural 

land surrounded on all sides by urban development and greater than 40 acres is mapped 

as Other Land. 

 

 Water. These are areas with perennial water bodies with an extent of at least 40 acres. 

 

The majority of the project area consists of agricultural or related uses, although urban and built-

up land and other land are growing as development occurs and the total acreage of agricultural 
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land in the project area (and the City of Ontario) has declined.  Substantial quantities of existing 

agricultural land in the project area are likely to continue to be converted to nonagricultural 

(urban) uses in the near future.  Figure 3.2-1 shows the prime farmland and other important 

farmland on the site and the area surrounding the site.  

 

USDA Criteria for Prime Farmland  

 

The USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NCRS, formerly the Soil Conservation 

Service [SCS]) defines “prime farmland” as:  

 

…land that is best suited for producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops and also 

available for these uses (the land could be cropland, pastureland, rangeland, forest land, or other 

land but not urban built-up land or water).  It has the soil quality, length of growing season, and 

moisture supply needed to produce a sustained high yield of crops economically when treated 

and managed, including water management, according to modern farming methods.  

 

On a finer level, the specific properties of a particular soil determine its class, with the lower 

numbers being more suitable for agriculture.  Class I and II are considered inherently prime, and 

Class III may sometimes be considered prime with proper irrigation and/or cultivation practices.  

Variations exist in the form of particular inherent moisture regimes, specific water capacities, 

temperature ranges, and PH levels.  Prime soils also have neither water table problems, nor a 

water table at excessive depth to allow cultivation of crops common to the area.  Other 

considerations include topsoil coarseness, permeability, erosion factors, flooding frequency, and 

rooting depth.  The definitions have been slightly modified for California soils: rooting depth in 

particular is not a national criterion.  

 

Prime Farmland in the Specific Plan Area  

 

According to the California Department of Conservation, the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan 

Area contains about 60 acres of prime farmland as shown in Figure 3-2.  The Prime Farmland on 

the site is concentrated between Riverside Drive and Chino Avenue, east of Vineyard Avenue 

and west of Carpenter Avenue within Planning Areas 1 and 2.   

 

Williamson Act Criteria for Prime Farmland  

 

The Williamson Act definition of prime agricultural land includes land designated as prime by 

the USDA, but also includes additional economic considerations, which captures a wider variety 

of soils.  Prime farmland under the Williamson Act meets any of the following criteria:  

 

 All land that qualifies for rating as class I or class II in the Soil Conservation Service 

(SCS) land use capability classifications.  

 Land which qualifies for rating 80–100 in the Storie Index Rating.  



ARMSTRONG RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN  |  CITY OF ONTARIOPhil Martin & Associates, Inc.

Source: : California Dept. of  Conservation

Figure 3.2-1
Farmland Type

N
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 Land which supports livestock used for the production of food and fiber and which has an 

annual carrying capacity equivalent to at least one animal unit per acre as defined by the 

United States Department of Agriculture. 

   

 Land planted with fruit- or nut-bearing trees, vines, bushes, or crops which have a 

nonbearing period of less than five years and which will normally return during the 

commercial bearing period on an annual basis from the production of unprocessed 

agricultural plant production not less than two hundred dollars ($200) per acre  

 Land which has returned from the production of unprocessed agricultural plant products 

an annual gross value of not less than two hundred dollars ($200) per acre for three of the 

last five years.  

 

As shown in Figure 3.2-2, none of the properties within the project site are under a Williamson 

Act contract.    

 

Agricultural Overlay Zone (Right to Farm Ordinance) 

 

When Ontario Ranch, formerly the New Model Colony, which includes the Armstrong Ranch 

Specific Plan site, was annexed into the City in 1999, the City zoned the area as Specific Plan, 

which requires the area to be developed with specific plans.  The development of the project area 

will be gradual and agricultural uses will continue to exist on an interim basis before the land is 

developed.  In January 2001, the City adopted the Agricultural Overlay Zone, or the Right to 

Farm ordinance, for the area within Ontario Ranch to act as a “buffering” device between 

existing agricultural uses and urban development.  Homeowners near existing farm uses would 

be given notice in the form of a deed disclosure that agricultural nuisances (odors, noises, etc.) 

are present and that they have a right to exist as long as the land is not developed otherwise. 

 

The intent of the Right to Farm ordinance is “to allow for the continuation of agricultural uses 

and agricultural support uses as defined herein on an interim basis in those areas which The 

Ontario Plan may designate for more intensive urban uses in the future.  The Agricultural 

Overlay District is further intended to protect vital agricultural uses by limiting land use activity 

to those uses which are compatible and supportive of agricultural and related uses and/or 

agricultural by-products” (City of Ontario Development Code, Section 6.01.035). 

 

The following agricultural land uses are prohibited in the Agricultural Overlay Zone.  The 

proposed Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan does not include any of the prohibited land uses. 

 

• Animal slaughter operations 

• Commercial poultry ranches 

• Commercial hog ranches (City of Ontario 2002) 

 

3.2.3 Thresholds of Significance  

 

The following thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.  For 

purposes of this EIR, implementation of the project may have a significant adverse impact on 

Agricultural Resources if it would result in any of the following:  



AR
M

ST
RO

N
G 

RA
N

CH
 S

PE
CI

FI
C 

PL
AN

  |  
 CI

TY
 O

F 
O

N
TA

RI
O

Ph
il 

M
ar

tin
 &

 A
ss

oc
ia

te
s,

 In
c.

So
ur

ce:
 T

he
 O

nt
ar

io 
Pl

an
 D

ra
ft 

E
IR

N

Fi
gu

re
 3

.2
-2

W
ill

ia
m

so
n 

A
ct

 C
on

tr
ac

t S
ta

tu
s



Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan Draft EIR September 2016 
City of Ontario 3-21 

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? 

 

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

 

 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))? 

 

 Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

 

 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? 

 

3.2.4 Project Impacts  

 

Significant  

 

Impact AG-1  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?  This impact is considered significant and unavoidable.  

 

The project site is comprised of approximately 60 acres of Prime Farmland and the remaining 

139 acres of designated “Other Land” by the California Department of Conservation.  The 

project would convert the approximately 60 acres of Prime Farmland from agriculture to urban 

use.  At the time the TOP was prepared, Ontario had approximately 3,269.3 acres of Important 

Farmland, which includes Prime Farmland.
2
  The conversion of approximately 60 acres of Prime 

Farmland within the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan to urban use would represent a reduction of 

1.8 percent of the Important Farmland that exists in Ontario.  Although the proportion of the total 

loss is low, the California Department of Conservation considers any loss of important farmland 

to be significant.  Further, this conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses is considered 

significant.  

 

The Ontario Plan EIR, completed in 2009, included a discussion and evaluation of the impacts of 

implementation of the General Plan on agricultural land.  The Ontario Plan Draft EIR examined 

whether the General Plan would have significant effects on agricultural land by considering the 

following impacts: 

  

• BUILDOUT OF THE ONTARIO PLAN WOULD CONVERT THE EXISTING 3,269.3 

ACRES OF CALIFORNIA RESOURCE AGENCY–DESIGNATED PRIME 

                                                 
2
 The Ontario Plan Draft EIR, page 5.2-2.  
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FARMLAND, UNIQUE FARMLAND, AND FARMLAND OF STATEWIDE 

IMPORTANCE TO RESIDENTIAL, COMMERCIAL, MIXED-USE, AND 

INDUSTRIAL LAND USES. [THRESHOLD AG-1] 

 

• BUILDOUT  OF  THE  ONTARIO  PLAN  WOULD  CONFLICT   WITH  EXISTING 

WILLIAMSON ACT CONTRACT LANDS. [THRESHOLD AG-2] 

 

• BUILDOUT OF THE ONTARIO PLAN WOULD IMPACT ADJACENT 

AGRICULTURAL LAND USES IN NEIGHBORING COMMUNITIES AND CITIES 

[THRESHOLD AG-3]  

 

TOP EIR explained that while agriculture has been a predominant industry in the southern 

portion of Ontario for over half a century, agricultural lands and agricultural production have 

declined due to increasing population, which has put pressure on cities in southern California to 

turn Important Farmland into uses that would support residential, economic and employment 

needs.  Within the City of Ontario, dairies and farms have also found that they are being 

outcompeted by dairies and farms in the Central Valley, so they have either converted their land 

to more productive, nonagricultural uses or they have left Ontario for the Central Valley.  As a 

result, agricultural resources within the City are fragmented and commercial agriculture is 

substantially compromised.   

    

TOP EIR described the City’s interest in preserving aspects of the City’s agricultural heritage.  

Private parcels of land that continue in agricultural production help to preserve the traditional 

rural character of the community, maintain open space, and reduce congestion within the City.   

One of the ways to attempt to retain existing agricultural land uses in Ontario and the County 

was the establishment of the Southern California Agricultural Land Foundation Preserves.  The 

San Bernardino County Agricultural Land Preserves within the City were managed by the 

Southern California Agricultural Land Foundation (SoCALF) until 2006, when the County of 

San Bernardino took over management of these parcels.  Hence these areas are still referred to as 

SoCALF Preserves in the City.  The SoCALF Preserves were established and maintained with 

funds from the 1988 Park Bond Act regulations.  The San Bernardino County Agriculture Land 

Preserve once covered about 15,000 acres, mainly in southern Ontario and Chino.  However, 

much of this area is now being developed by both cities.  An amount of $20 million was paid to 

the County of San Bernardino from the State of California to establish and fund these lands as 

long as they remained in agricultural use within the San Bernardino County Agriculture Land 

Preserve (California Public Resources Code Sections 5905–5907).  When the SoCALF Preserves 

are no longer being used for agricultural purposes, these funds must be returned to the state or 

used to purchase property of equal size and similar use within the San Bernardino County 

Agriculture Land Preserve. Approximately 200 acres are designated as SoCALF Preserves in the 

former New Model Colony (Ontario Ranch)
3
, which is the southern portion of Ontario. 

 

While the City maintains a Right-to-Farm ordinance, use of farm equipment and odors associated 

with dairy farming in the project area is not compatible with the land uses proposed for 

Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan.  Historically, the dairy farms in the southern portion of Ontario 

represented the highest concentration of dairy cattle in the United States.  This type of industrial 

                                                 
3
     The Ontario Plan Draft EIR, April 2009, page 5.2-5. 
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agriculture has burdened the San Bernardino County region with air quality problems resulting 

from methane from dry lot operations, water quality problems from high levels of nitrates and 

other water pollutants percolating into the groundwater basin and surface waters, and hazards 

from methane and hydrogen sulfide emissions from manure.
4
    

 

Several mitigation measures to reduce the impacts of the development allowed by the 

implementation of The Ontario Plan on agriculture were considered in the TOP Draft EIR
5
.  The 

five mitigation measures that were considered and subsequently rejected include: 

 

• Retention of On-Site Agricultural Uses 

• Replacement of Agricultural Resources Off-Site 

• Relocation of Prime Farmland Topsoil 

• Establishment of Conservation Easement or Preserves 

• Payment in Lieu or Transfer of Development Rights 

 

However, none of these mitigation measures would feasibly be able to reduce the significant 

impacts to levels less than significant and the loss of agricultural land would remain significant 

and unavoidable. 

 

The development of the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan, which is consistent with the 

development allowed by TOP, would occur as part of a wider pattern of development in the 

project area and as a result, other agricultural land would likely be converted to nonagricultural 

use as allowed by TOP.  The Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan could promote and encourage 

urban growth by contributing to the encirclement of other agricultural land with urban 

development.  Although development proposals for substantial portions of the project area are 

pending, as described in Chapter 2 (Cumulative Projects), and the proposed project intends only 

to develop property within the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan Area, development of the 

Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan could facilitate the conversion of other farmland outside of the 

Specific Plan.  Consequently, implementation of the proposed project could indirectly result in 

the conversion of farmland to urban (nonagricultural) use that is not located within the project 

boundary.  

 

As stated above, in January 2001, the City adopted the Agricultural Overlay Zone, or the Right 

to Farm ordinance, for the area as a “buffering” device between existing agricultural uses and 

urban development to allow existing agricultural uses to continue through notice in the form of a 

deed disclosure to future homeowners that agricultural nuisances (odors, noises, etc.) are present 

and that they have a right to exist as long as the land is not developed otherwise.  The deed 

disclosure ensures that new residents within the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan Area are made 

aware of nearby agricultural operations and the potential effects of these operations on the 

residents by the developer, thereby reducing potential conflicts between existing agricultural use 

and other non-agricultural uses.  The right-to-farm ordinance also protects against the forced sale 

or conversion of agricultural lands within the greater Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan area.  

 

                                                 
4
     The Ontario Plan Draft EIR, April 2009, page 5.2-12. 

5
     The Ontario Plan Draft EIR, April 2009, pages 5.2-12-14. 
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Despite this policy and mitigation measures, the proposed project would increase economic and 

other pressures to convert existing agriculture to urban uses, which could indirectly result in the 

conversion of land outside the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan, and although City adopted 

mechanisms (right-to-farm ordinances) exist to substantially reduce potential pressure to convert 

agricultural land to other uses, and project-specific mitigation measure AG-1-SP would serve to 

minimize conflicts between agricultural and other uses within the project area, this impact would 

remain significant and unavoidable.  

 

Impact AG-2 Implementation of the proposed project would result in conflicts with existing 

zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?  This is considered no 

impact.  

 

As shown previously in Figure 3.2-2, the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan Area does not include 

any properties that are in a Williamson Act contract.  While the project would change Prime 

Farmland to urban use, the project would not impact any Williamson Act contracts.   

 

Impact AG-3 Implementation of the proposed project would 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))? This is considered no impact.  

 

There is no land in the City of Ontario or the project site that qualify 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.  Consequently, to the extent that the proposed project would result 

in changes to the existing environment, the changes would not impact any forest land.  The 

project would not conflict with or impact any zoning that allows forests or timberland.   

 

Impact AG-4 Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

This is considered no impact. 

 

As discussed in AG-3 above, there are no forests on the site.  The project would not impact any 

forest land. 

 

Impact AG-5 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? This impact is considered significant 

and unavoidable. 

 

As discussed in AG-1 above, the conversion of approximately 60 acres of Prime Farmland to 

urban, or non-farmland use, would have a significant and unavoidable impact.   The project site 

is currently zoned (AG) Specific Plan (AG Preserve).  The project site is currently used for a 

variety of agricultural purposes including field crops, a trucking company and horse farm.  There 

are several dairies on the site that were fully operational in the past, but are presently vacant.  

The project would convert existing prime farmland and farmland of local importance to non-
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agricultural use and have a significant impact.  The project would not impact any forest land as 

discussed in AG-3 and AG-4 above.    

 

3.2.5 Cumulative Impacts  

 

Throughout the County of San Bernardino, pending development proposals exist that would 

result in the conversion of agricultural land, including Prime Farmland and Important Farmlands 

to nonagricultural land, including the cumulative projects in this EIR.  Each proposal would 

result in the conversion of agricultural land to nonagricultural (primarily residential) uses.  

Important farmland in San Bernardino County has declined in the past and all of the prime 

agricultural land in the southern area of Ontario where most agricultural activity occurs (Ontario 

Plan) will eventually be developed.  Therefore, this trend is likely to continue as development 

pressure throughout the City increases.  This is a significant cumulative impact, and was 

identified as such in The Ontario Plan Draft EIR.  Implementation of the Specific Plan would 

contribute to this significant cumulative impact.  Further, because no feasible mitigation, due to 

the lack of available contiguous parcels of high-quality agricultural land in the project region, as 

well as rising land costs and competition for use of land for commercial and residential uses, is 

available to reduce this impact, cumulative impacts would be significant.  The loss of this prime 

farmland and other agricultural land is considered to be a significant cumulative impact, and the 

contribution of the proposed project, although small as a percentage, would still constitute a 

cumulatively considerable contribution.  Consequently, the cumulative impact of the proposed 

project on Prime Farmland and the conversion of agricultural uses would be significant and 

unavoidable. 

 

3.2-6 Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts  

 

The following mitigation measure is recommended:  

 

AG-1-SP  Deed Disclosure - In order to reduce conflicting issues between sensitive 

receptors and agricultural uses, all residential units in the Armstrong Ranch 

Specific Plan shall be provided with a deed disclosure or similar notice 

approved by the City Attorney regarding the proximity and nature of 

neighboring agricultural uses.  This disclosure shall be applied at the tentative 

map stage to the affected properties, or otherwise prior to finalizing the sale or 

rental agreement of any property.  The written disclosure shall be supplied to 

the property purchaser or renter by the vendor or vendor’s agent.  The content 

and text of the disclosure shall be approved by the City Attorney, and shall 

include language to inform new residents that existing agricultural uses may 

create nuisances such as flies, odors, dust, night-light, and chemical spraying.  

 

No additional project-specific mitigation is available to reduce Impact AG-1 due to the lack of 

available contiguous parcels of high-quality agricultural land in the project region, as well as 

rising land costs and competition for use of land for commercial and residential uses.  The City 

has no adopted mechanism for off-setting the loss of agricultural land or prime farmland, and any 

effort to do so through other agencies, such as the County of San Bernardino, would be outside 

of the jurisdiction of the City to require.  Further, the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan is located 
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within the area designated by the County as an agricultural preserve.  The conversion of land 

within this preserve area would, therefore, also represent a loss of opportunity to mitigate 

potential agricultural land losses due to development, absent a superseding area or procedure 

established in the place of the preserve.  

 

Section 15364 of the CEQA Guidelines defines “feasible” as, “capable of being accomplished in 

a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, 

environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.”  Because the City cannot reasonably 

anticipate adoption of an agricultural mitigation program within any reasonable period of time, 

establishment of such a program is not considered feasible.  

 

Further, as described above, in Impact AG-1, although mitigation measure AG-1-SP would 

reduce development pressure on agricultural lands adjacent to urban uses, the Armstrong Ranch 

Specific Plan project could, as described above, facilitate the conversion of farmland to urban 

use by making such conversions more easy to justify, based on adjacency or encirclement by 

other urban uses (including the proposed project).  This could increase the incentive and, 

therefore, the economic pressure to develop.  Even though this effect is indirect, it remains a 

foreseeable consequence of the proposed project, and because no mitigation is available to 

reduce Impact AG-1 to a less than significant level, this impact would remain significant and 

unavoidable.  
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3.3 AIR QUALITY  

 

3.3.1 Introduction  

 

This section evaluates the potential air quality impacts resulting from the development of the 

proposed Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan.  The project includes the potential to conflict with or 

obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan, violate an air quality standard or 

contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, result in a cumulatively 

considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is not in 

attainment, or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  The potential 

impact associated with the creation of objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number 

of people resulting from implementation of the project was discussed in the Initial Study 

(Appendix A).  The air quality analysis is included as Appendix C.   

  

3.3.2  Existing Conditions 

 

Sensitive Receptors 

 

Land uses that are considered sensitive receptors for air quality impacts include residences, 

schools, playgrounds, childcare centers, athletic facilities, long-term health care facilities, 

rehabilitation centers, convalescent centers, and retirement homes.  The nearest existing sensitive 

receptors to the project are the single family homes and pre-school/child care facility located 

north of Riverside Drive.  There are a few rural residential units south of the project, south of 

Chino Avenue.  In addition, there are single-family homes located northwest of the project site 

north of Riverside Drive and west of Vineyard Avenue.  Westwind Park and Community Center 

is located northeast of the project site, north of Riverside Drive and east of the Cucamonga Creek 

Channel.  There are no other sensitive receptors located in the immediate project vicinity.   

  

Local, State, and Federal Air Quality Agencies 

 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is the primary federal agency for regulating air 

quality.  The EPA implements the provisions of the Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA).  This Act 

establishes National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) that are applicable nationwide.  

The EPA designates areas with pollutant concentrations that do not meet the NAAQS as non-

attainment areas for each criteria pollutant.  States are required by the FCAA to prepare State 

Implementation Plans (SIP) for designated non-attainment areas.  The SIP is required to 

demonstrate how the areas will attain the NAAQS by the prescribed deadlines and what 

measures will be required to attain the standards.   

 

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) was established in 1967 by the California 

legislature to attain and maintain healthy air quality, conduct research into the causes and 

solutions to air pollution, and systematically attack the serious problem caused by motor 

vehicles, which are the major causes of air pollution in the State.  CARB sets and enforces 

emission standards for motor vehicles, fuels, and consumer products in the state of California.  It 

sets the health based California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) and monitors air 
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quality levels throughout the state.  CARB is also responsible for compiling the SIP for 

submission to the EPA.   

 

California is divided into 15 Air Basins.  The project is located in the South Coast Air Basin 

(SCAB).  The SCAB is comprised of parts of Los Angeles, Riverside and San Bernardino 

counties and all of Orange County.  The Basin is bounded on the west by the Pacific Ocean and 

surrounded on the other sides by mountains.  The Basin forms a low plain and the mountains 

channel and confines airflow that trap air pollutants. 

 

The State has established 35 air pollution control districts to set and enforce regulations to 

control pollutant emissions from local pollution sources within their jurisdictions.  The air 

district responsible for the SCAB is the South Coast Air Quality Management District 

(SCAQMD).  The local air districts are responsible for preparing the portion of the SIP 

applicable within their boundaries.  The districts also adopt and enforce regulations for stationary 

sources as well as develop and implement indirect source and transportation control measures. 

 

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is an important partner to the 

SCAQMD, as it is the designated metropolitan planning authority for the area.  SCAG is 

responsible for preparing the portion of the SIP that relates to transportation control measures 

(TCM) as well as providing land use and population projections.  TCM are intended to reduce 

and improve vehicular travel and associated pollutant emissions. 

 

The California Clean Air Act (CCAA) required all air pollution control districts to prepare a plan 

prior to December 31, 1994 to reduce pollutant concentrations exceeding the CAAQS and 

ultimately achieve the CAAQS.  The SCAQMD satisfies this requirement through the 

publication of an Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP).  The AQMP is developed by 

SCAQMD and SCAG in coordination with local governments and the private sector.  The 

AQMP is incorporated into the SIP by CARB to satisfy the FCAA requirements discussed 

above.   

 

Criteria Pollutants, Health Effects and Standards 

 

Under the Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA), the U.S. EPA has established National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards (NAAQS) for six major pollutants; ozone (O3), respirable particulate matter 

(PM10), fine particulate matter (PM2.5), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur 

dioxide (SO2), and lead.  These six air pollutants are often referred to as the criteria pollutants.  

The NAAQS are two tiered: primary, to protect public health, and secondary, to prevent 

degradation to the environment (i.e., impairment of visibility, damage to vegetation and 

property).   

 

Under the California Clean Air Act (CCAA), the California Air Resources Board has established 

California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) to protect the health and welfare of 

Californians.  State standards have been established for the six criteria pollutants as well as four 

additional pollutants; visibility reducing particles, sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride.   

Table 3.3-1 presents the state and national ambient air quality standards.  A brief explanation of 

each pollutant and their health effects is presented follows. 
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Table 3.3-1  

Ambient Air Quality Standards 

 
 

Pollutant Averaging Time 

State 

Standards
1,3

 

Federal Standards
2
 

Primary
3,5

 Secondary
3,6

 

Ozone (O3) 
1 Hour 

0.09 ppm 

(180 µg/m3) 
-- -- 

8 Hour 
0.070 ppm 

(137 µg/m3) 

0.075 ppm 

(157 µg/m3) 
Same as Primary 

Respirable 

Particulate Matter 

(PM10)
8
 

24 Hour 50 µg/m3 150 µg/m3 Same as Primary 

AAM6 20 µg/m3 -- Same as Primary 

Fine Particulate 

Matter (PM2.5)
8
 

24 Hour -- 35 µg/m3 Same as Primary 

AAM6 12 µg/m3 12 µg/m3 Same as Primary 

Carbon Monoxide 

(CO) 

1 Hour 
20 ppm 

(23 mg/m3) 

35 ppm 

(40 mg/m3) 
None 

8 Hour 
9.0 ppm 

(10 mg/m3) 

9 ppm 

(10 mg/m3) 
None 

8 Hour 

(Lake Tahoe) 

6 ppm 

(7 mg/m3) 
-- -- 

Nitrogen Dioxide  

(NO2) 

1 Hour 
0.18 ppm 

(338 mg/m3) 

100 ppb 

(196 µg/m3) 
-- 

AAM12  
0.30 ppm 

(56 µg/m3) 

0.053 ppb 

(100 mg/m3) 
Same as Primary  

Sulfur  

Dioxide  

(SO2) 

1 Hour 
0.25 ppm 

(655 µg/m3) 
-- -- 

3 Hour -- -- 
0.5 ppm 

(1,300 µg/m3) 

24 Hour 
0.04 ppm 

(105 µg/m3) 

0.14 ppm 

(365 µg/m3) 
-- 

AAM12  -- 
0.030 ppb 

(80 mg/m3) 
--  

Lead
7
 

30 day Avg. 1.5 µg/m3 -- -- 

Calendar Quarter -- 1.5 µg/m3 -- 

Rolling 3 month 

Average 
-- 1.5 µg/m3 Same as Primary 

Visibility Reducing 

Particles 
8 hour 

Extinction coefficient of 0.23 

per km -- visibility ≥ 10 miles 

( 0.07 per km -- ≥30 miles for 

Lake Tahoe) No 

Federal 

Standards 

Sulfates 24 Hour 25 µg/m
3
 

Hydrogen Sulfide 1 Hour 
0.03 ppm 

(42 µg/m
3
) 

Vinyl Chloride
7
 24 Hour 

0.01 ppm 

(26 µg/m
3
) 

1. California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide (except Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1 and 24 hour), nitrogen dioxide, 
PM10, PM2.5, and visibility reducing particles, are values that are not to be exceeded.  All others are not to be equaled or 

exceeded.  California ambient air quality standards are listed in the Table of Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the 

California Code of Regulations. 

2. National standards (other than ozone, PM10, PM2.5, and those based on annual averages or annual arithmetic mean) are 
not to be exceeded more than once a year.  The ozone standard is attained when the fourth highest eight-hour concentration 
in a year, averaged over three years, is equal to or less than the standard.  For PM10, the 24-hour standard is attained when 

the expected number of days per calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration above 150 µg/m3 is equal to or less 

than one.  For PM2.5, the 24-hour standard is attained when 98 percent of the daily concentrations, averaged over three 
years, are equal to or less than the standard.  Contact EPA for further clarification and current federal policies. 

3. Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated.  Equivalent units given in parentheses are based 

upon a reference temperature of 25˚ C and a reference pressure of 760 torr.  Most measurements of air quality are to be 
corrected to a reference temperature of 25˚ C and a reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm in this table refers to ppm by 
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volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole of gas.   

(Notes Continued on Next Page) 

4. National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to protect the public 
health.  

5. National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or 
anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant. 

6. On December 14, 2012, the national annual PM2.5 primary standard was lowered from 15 μg/m3 to 12.0 μg/m3.  The 

existing national 24-hour PM2.5 standards (primary and secondary) were retained at 35 μg/m3, as was the annual 
secondary standard of 15 μg/m3.  The existing 24-hour PM10 standards (primary and secondary) of 150 μg/m3 also were 

retained.  The form of the annual primary and secondary standards is the annual mean, averaged over 3 years. 

7. To attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the annual 98th percentile of the 1-hour daily maximum 
concentrations at each site must not exceed 100 ppb.  Note that the national 1-hour standard is in units of parts per billion 

(ppb).  California standards are in units of parts per million (ppm).  To directly compare the national 1-hour standard to the 

California standards the units can be converted from ppb to ppm.  In this case, the national standard of 100 ppb is identical 
to 0.100 ppm. 

8. On June 2, 2010, a new 1-hour SO2 standard was established and the existing 24-hour and annual primary standards 
were revoked.  To attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the annual 99th percentile of the 1-hour daily 

maximum concentrations at each site must not exceed 75 ppb.  The 1971 SO2 national standards (24-hour and annual) 

remain in effect until one year after an area is designated for the 2010 standard, except that in areas designated 
nonattainment for the 1971 standards, the 1971 standards remain in effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain 

the 2010 standards are approved. 

Note that the 1-hour national standard is in units of parts per billion (ppb).  California standards are in units of parts per 
million (ppm).  To directly compare the 1-hour national standard to the California standard the units can be converted to 

ppm.  In this case, the national standard of 75 ppb is identical to 0.075 ppm. 

9. The ARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as 'toxic air contaminants' with no threshold level of exposure for 
adverse health effects determined.  These actions allow for the implementation of control measures at levels below the 

ambient concentrations specified for these pollutants.  

10. The national standard for lead was revised on October 15, 2008 to a rolling 3-month average.  The 1978 lead standard 
(1.5 μg/m3 as a quarterly average) remains in effect until one year after an area is designated for the 2008 standard, except 
that in areas designated nonattainment for the 1978 standard, the 1978 standard remains in effect until implementation 

plans to attain or maintain the 2008 standard are approved. 

11. In 1989, the ARB converted both the general statewide 10-mile visibility standard and the Lake Tahoe 30-mile 
visibility standard to instrumental equivalents, which are "extinction of 0.23 per kilometer" and "extinction of 0.07 per 

kilometer" for the statewide and Lake Tahoe Air Basin standards, respectively. 

12. Annual Arithmetic Mean 

-- No Standard 

 

Ozone (O3) 
 

Ozone is a secondary pollutant; it is not directly emitted.  Ozone is the result of chemical 

reactions between volatile organic compounds (VOC) (also referred to as reactive organic gasses 

(ROG)) and nitrogen oxides (NOx), which occur only in the presence of bright sunlight.  Sunlight 

and hot weather cause ground-level ozone to form in the air.  As a result, it is known as a 

summertime air pollutant.  Ground-level ozone is the primary constituent of smog.  Because 

ozone is formed in the atmosphere, high concentrations can occur in areas well away from 

sources of its constituent pollutants. 

 

People with lung disease, children, older adults, and people who are active can be affected when 

ozone levels are unhealthy.  Numerous scientific studies have linked ground-level ozone 

exposure to a variety of problems, including: 

• lung irritation that can cause inflammation much like a sunburn; 

• wheezing, coughing, pain when taking a deep breathe, and breathing difficulties 

during exercise or outdoor activities; 

• permanent lung damage to those with repeated exposure to ozone pollution; and 
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• aggravated asthma, reduced lung capacity, and increased susceptibility to 

respiratory illnesses like pneumonia and bronchitis. 
 

Ground-level ozone can have detrimental effects on plants and ecosystems.  These effects 

include: 

• interfering with the ability of sensitive plants to produce and store food, making 

them more susceptible to certain diseases, insects, other pollutants, competition 

and harsh weather; 

• damaging the leaves of trees and other plants, negatively impacting the 

appearance of urban vegetation, national parks, and recreation areas; and 

• reducing crop yields and forest growth, potentially impacting species diversity 

in ecosystems. 

 

Particulate Matter (PM10 & PM2.5) 

 

Particulate matter includes both aerosols and solid particles of a wide range of size and 

composition.  Of particular concern are those particles smaller than 10 microns in size (PM10) 

and smaller than or equal to 2.5 microns (PM2.5).  The size of the particulate matter is referenced 

to the aerodynamic diameter of the particulate.  Smaller particulates are of greater concern 

because they can penetrate deeper into the lungs than large particles. 

 

The principal health effect of airborne particulate matter is on the respiratory system.  Short-term 

exposures to high PM2.5 levels are associated with premature mortality and increased hospital 

admissions and emergency room visits.  Long-term exposures to high PM2.5 levels are associated 

with premature mortality and development of chronic respiratory disease.  Short-term exposure 

to high PM10 levels is associated with hospital admissions for cardiopulmonary diseases, 

increased respiratory symptoms, and possible premature mortality.  The EPA has concluded that 

available evidence does not suggest an association between long-term exposure to PM10 at 

current ambient levels and health effects. 
 

PM2.5 is directly emitted in combustion exhaust and formed from atmospheric reactions between 

of various gaseous pollutants.  PM10 is generally emitted directly as a result of mechanical 

processes that crush or grind larger particles or the re suspension of dusts most typically through 

construction activities and vehicular travels.  PM2.5 can remain suspended in the atmosphere for 

days and weeks and can be transported long distances.  PM10 generally settles out of the 

atmosphere rapidly and are not readily transported over large distances. 

 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

 

Carbon monoxide is a colorless and odorless gas, which, in the urban environment, is associated 

primarily with the incomplete combustion of fossil fuels in motor vehicles.  Carbon monoxide 

combines with hemoglobin in the bloodstream and reduces the amount of oxygen that can be 

circulated through the body.  High carbon monoxide concentrations can lead to headaches, 

aggravation of cardiovascular disease, and impairment of central nervous system functions.  

Carbon monoxide concentrations can vary greatly over comparatively short distances.  Relatively 
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high concentrations are typically found near crowded intersections, along heavily used roadways 

carrying slow-moving traffic, and at or near ground level.  Even under the most severe 

meteorological and traffic conditions, high concentrations of carbon monoxide are limited to 

locations within a relatively short distance (300 to 600 feet) of heavily traveled roadways.  

Overall carbon monoxide emissions are decreasing as a result of the Federal Motor Vehicle 

Control Program, which has mandated increasingly lower emission levels for vehicles 

manufactured since 1973. 
 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 

 

Nitrogen gas, normally relatively inert (unreactive), comprises about 80% of the air.  At high 

temperatures (i.e., in the combustion process) and under certain other conditions it can combine 

with oxygen, forming several different gaseous compounds collectively called nitrogen oxides 

(NOx).  Nitric oxide (NO) and nitrogen dioxide (NO2) are the two most important compounds.  

Nitric oxide is converted to nitrogen dioxide in the atmosphere.  Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) is a red-

brown pungent gas.  Motor vehicle emissions are the main source of NOx in urban areas. 

 

Nitrogen dioxide is toxic to various animals as well as to humans.  Its toxicity relates to its 

ability to form nitric acid with water in the eye, lung, mucus membrane and skin.  In animals, 

long-term exposure to nitrogen oxides increases susceptibility to respiratory infections lowering 

their resistance to such diseases as pneumonia and influenza.  Laboratory studies show 

susceptible humans, such as asthmatics, exposed to high concentrations of NO2 can suffer lung 

irritation and potentially, lung damage.  Epidemiological studies have also shown associations 

between NO2 concentrations and daily mortality from respiratory and cardiovascular causes and 

with hospital admissions for respiratory conditions.  

 

NOx is a combination of primarily NO and NO2.  While the NAAQS only addresses NO2, NO 

and the total group of nitrogen oxides is of concern.  NO and NO2 are both precursors in the 

formation of ozone and secondary particulate matter.  Because of this, and that NO emissions 

largely convert to NO2, NOx emissions are typically examined when assessing potential air 

quality impacts. 

 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 

 

Sulfur oxides (SOx) constitute a class of compounds of which sulfur dioxide (SO2) and sulfur 

trioxide (SO3) are of greatest importance.  Ninety-five percent of pollution related SOx emissions 

are in the form of SO2.  SOx emissions are typically examined when assessing potential air 

quality impacts of SO2.  Combustion of fossil fuels for generation of electric power is the 

primary contributor of SOx emissions.  Industrial processes, such as nonferrous metal smelting, 

also contribute to SOx emissions.  SOx is also formed during combustion of motor fuels.  

However, most of the sulfur has been removed from fuels greatly reducing SOx emissions from 

vehicles.   

 

SO2 combines easily with water vapor, forming aerosols of sulfurous acid (H2SO3), a colorless, 

mildly corrosive liquid.  This liquid may then combine with oxygen in the air, forming the even 

more irritating and corrosive sulfuric acid (H2SO4).  Peak levels of SO2 in the air can cause 
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temporary breathing difficulty for people with asthma who are active outdoors.  Longer-term 

exposures to high levels of SO2 gas and particles cause respiratory illness and aggravate existing 

heart disease.  SO2 reacts with other chemicals in the air to form tiny sulfate particles which are 

measured as PM2.5.   

  

Lead (Pb) 

 

Lead is a stable compound, which persists and accumulates both in the environment and in 

animals.  In humans, it affects the blood-forming or hematopoletic, the nervous, and the renal 

systems.  In addition, lead has been shown to affect the normal functions of the reproductive, 

endocrine, hepatic, cardiovascular, immunological, and gastrointestinal systems, although there 

is significant individual variability in response to lead exposure.  Since 1975, lead emissions 

have been in decline due in part to the introduction of catalyst-equipped vehicles, and decline in 

production of leaded gasoline.  In general, an analysis of lead is limited to projects that emit 

significant quantities of the pollutant (i.e. lead smelters) and are not applied to transportation 

projects.  

 

Visibility Reducing Particulates 

 

Visibility-reducing particles consist of suspended particulate matter, which is a complex mixture 

of tiny particles that consists of dry solid fragments, solid cores with liquid coatings, and small 

droplets of liquid.  These particles vary greatly in shape, size, chemical composition, and can 

be made up of many different materials such as metals, soot, soil, dust, and salt.  The Statewide 

standard is intended to limit the frequency and severity of visibility impairment due to regional 

haze.  A separate standard for visibility-reducing particles that is applicable only in the Lake 

Tahoe Air Basin is based on reduction in scenic quality. 

 

Sulfates (SO4) 

 

Sulfates are the fully oxidized ionic form of sulfur.  Sulfates occur in combination with 

metal and / or hydrogen ions.  In California, emissions of sulfur compounds occur primarily from 

the combustion of petroleum-derived fuels (e.g., gasoline and diesel fuel) that contain sulfur.  

This sulfur is oxidized to sulfur dioxide (SO2) during the combustion process and subsequently 

converted to sulfate compounds in the atmosphere.  The conversion of SO2 to sulfates takes place 

comparatively rapidly and completely in urban areas of California due to regional meteorological 

features. 

 

The ARB's sulfates standard is designed to prevent aggravation of respiratory symptoms.  Effects 

of sulfate exposure at levels above the standard include a decrease in ventilatory function, 

aggravation of asthmatic symptoms, and an increased risk of cardio-pulmonary disease.  Sulfates 

are particularly effective in degrading visibility, and, due to fact that they are usually acidic, can 

harm ecosystems and damage materials and property. 
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Hydrogen Sulfide (H2S) 

 

Hydrogen sulfide (H2S) is a colorless gas with the odor of rotten eggs.  It is formed during 

bacterial decomposition of sulfur-containing organic substances.  It can also be present in sewer 

gas and some natural gas, and can be emitted as the result of geothermal energy exploitation.  

Breathing H2S at levels above the standard will result in exposure to a very disagreeable odor.  In 

1984, an ARB committee concluded that the ambient standard for H2S is adequate to protect 

public health and to significantly reduce odor annoyance. 

 

Vinyl Chloride (Chloroethene) 

 

Vinyl chloride (chloroethene), a chlorinated hydrocarbon, is a colorless gas with a mild, sweet 

odor.  Most vinyl chloride is used to make polyvinyl chloride (PVC) plastic and vinyl products.  

Vinyl chloride has been detected near landfills, sewage plants, and hazardous waste sites, 

due to microbial breakdown of chlorinated solvents. 

 

Short-term exposure to high levels of vinyl chloride in air causes central nervous system effects, 

such as dizziness, drowsiness, and headaches.  Long-term exposure to vinyl chloride through 

inhalation and oral exposure causes in liver damage.  Cancer is a major concern from exposure 

to vinyl chloride via inhalation.  Vinyl chloride exposure has been shown to increase the risk of 

angiosarcoma, a rare form of liver cancer in humans. 

 

South Coast Air Basin Air Quality Attainment Designations 

 

Based on monitored air pollutant concentrations, the U.S. EPA and CARB designate areas 

relative to their status in attaining the NAAQS and CAAQS respectively.  Table 3.3-2 lists the 

current attainment designations for the SCAB.  For the Federal standards, the required attainment 

date is also shown.  The Unclassified designation indicates that the air quality data for the area 

does not support a designation of attainment or nonattainment. 

 

Table 3.3-2  

Designations of Criteria Pollutants for the SCAB 

 

Pollutant Federal State 

Ozone (O3) 

Extreme  

Non-Attainment 

(2024) 

Non-Attainment 

Respirable Particulate 

Matter (PM10) 

Attainment/ 

Maintenance 
Non-Attainment 

Fine Particulate 

Matter (PM2.5) 

Non-Attainment 

(2021) 
Non-Attainment 

Carbon Monoxide 

(CO) 

Attainment/ 

Maintenance 
Attainment 

Nitrogen Dioxide 

(NO2) 

Attainment/ 

Maintenance 
Attainment 

Sulfur Dioxide Attainment Attainment 
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(SO2) 

Lead Attainment* Attainment 

Visibility Reducing 

Particles 
n/a Unclassified 

Sulfates n/a Unclassified 

Hydrogen Sulfide n/a Attainment 

Vinyl Chloride n/a Attainment 
* A portion of Los Angeles County is designated as non-attainment for Lead due  

to high lead concentrations near the Excide automobile battery plant. 

 

 

Table 3.3-2 shows that the U.S. EPA has designated SCAB as extreme non-attainment for ozone, 

non-attainment for PM2.5 and attainment/maintenance for PM10, CO and NO2.  The basin has 

been designated by the state as non-attainment for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5.  For the federal 

designations, the qualifiers, “extreme” affects the required attainment dates as the federal 

regulations have different requirements for areas that exceed the standards by greater amounts at 

the time of attainment/non-attainment designation.  The SCAB is designated as in attainment of 

the federal SO2 and lead NAAQS as well as the state CO, NO2, SO2, lead, hydrogen sulfide, and 

vinyl chloride CAAQS. 

 

Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) 

 

As discussed above, the FCAA requires all states with designated non-attainment areas to 

prepare SIP to demonstrate attainment of the NAAQS.  SIPs for California are compiled by 

CARB.  Local air pollution control districts are responsible for preparing the portions of the SIP 

that address local non-transportation pollutant sources within their jurisdiction and demonstrate 

attainment of the NAAQS by the required date.  Further, the CCAA requires SCAQMD to 

publish a plan to reduce pollutant concentrations exceeding the CAAQS.  In the SCAB, 

SCAQMD develops the AQMP for the air basin to satisfy these requirements.   

 

The AQMP provides considerable background information on historical air quality in the SCAB 

and control efforts as well as pollution sources and impacts.  Existing and future air pollutant 

emissions inventories for the basin are presented and analyzed along with the results of modeling 

of the pollutant concentrations that would occur under each of the inventoried conditions.  To 

comply with the FCAA SIP requirements, the plan must then present control measures, along 

with their estimated effectiveness, to ensure that future concentrations will be less than the 

NAAQS by the attainment date required for each pollutant.   

 

The Plans often discuss emerging air pollution issues.  For example the most recent Plan, the 

2012 AQMP, discusses the considerable hurdles that the Basin will have in achieving the revised 

ozone NAAQS adopted in 2008 that will need to be addressed in the next AQMP.  In order to 

attain the eight-hour ozone NAAQS, the NOX emissions in the Basin will need to be reduced by 

about 65% by 2023, and 75% by 2032 below the emission rates projected for those years that 

include known future reductions.   

 

The 2012 AQMP also discusses ultrafine particulates, which are particulates with a diameter of 

less than 0.1 µm (UFP or PM0.1).  Due to their small size, UFPs can penetrate deeply into the 
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human respiratory tract, into the blood stream, and be transported to other critical organs such as 

the heart and brain.  UFPs have been shown to be toxic and have health impacts, but are not 

specifically regulated.  The Plan describes the results of research to characterize the physical and 

chemical properties of UFPs and their potential impact on people as well as the results of 

ambient UFP measurements in different environments.   

 

The AQMP is required to be updated every three years by the CCAA.  It also must be updated in 

response to new or modified NAAQS.  In recent years, updating of the AQMP has primarily 

been driven by new or modified NAAQS.  As discussed above, the SCAB is not in attainment of 

the ozone and particulate NAAQS.  Previously, the basin was not in attainment of the CO and 

NO2 NAAQS as well.  The 1997 AQMP included a demonstration of attainment of the NO2 

NAAQS as well as the Maintenance Plan required to assure continued attainment of the standard.  

The EPA re-designated the SCAB as attainment/maintenance for NO2 in 1998 and approved 

SCAQMD’s maintenance plan to ensure continued attainment of the standard.  In 2005, 

SCAQMD submitted re-designation request and maintenance plan for the CO NAAQS separate 

from the AQMP process.  The EPA approved the CO Re-Designation and Maintenance plan in 

2007. 

 

The pollutant that is most problematic in the SCAB is ozone.  The basin has been designated as 

non-attainment since the adoption of the FCAA in 1971.  The SCAB was designated as non-

attainment for the 1997 eight-hour ozone standard in 2004. 

 

All of the AQMPs up to and including the 2003 AQMP addressed attainment of the one-hour 

ozone standards.  The 2007 AQMP was prepared to address the 1997 eight-hour ozone NAAQS 

and demonstrate attainment of the standard by 2024 as required by the EPA.  The EPA approved 

this plan in December 2011. 

 

Climate 

 

The climate in and around the project area, as with all of Southern California, is controlled 

largely by the strength and position of the subtropical high-pressure cell over the Pacific Ocean.  

It maintains moderate temperatures and comfortable humidity, and limits precipitation to a few 

storms during the winter "wet" season.  Temperatures are normally mild, excepting the summer 

months, which commonly bring substantially higher temperatures.  In all portions of the basin, 

temperatures well above 100 degrees F. have been recorded in recent years.  The annual average 

temperature in the basin is approximately 62 degrees Fahrenheit. 

 

Southern California frequently has temperature inversions, which inhibit the dispersion of 

pollutants.  Inversions may be either ground based or elevated.  Elevated inversions act as a lid 

or upper boundary and restrict vertical mixing.  Below the elevated inversion, dispersion is not 

restricted.  Mixing heights for elevated inversions are lower in the summer and more persistent.  

This low summer inversion puts a lid over the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) and is responsible 

for the high levels of ozone observed during summer months in the air basin. 
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Monitored Air Quality  

 

Air quality at any site is dependent on the regional air quality and local pollutant sources.  

Regional air quality is determined by the release of pollutants throughout the air basin.  

Estimates of existing emissions in the SCAB are presented in the 2012 AQMP.  The data 

indicate that on-road (e.g.; automobiles, busses and trucks) and off-road (e.g.; trains, ships, and 

construction equipment) mobile sources are the major source of current emissions in the SCAB.  

Mobile sources account for approximately 59% of VOC emissions, 88% of NOX emissions, 40% 

of direct PM2.5 emissions, and 75% of SOX emissions.  Area sources (e.g., architectural coatings, 

residential water heaters, and consumer products) account for approximately 26% of VOC 

emissions and 39% of direct PM2.5 emissions.  Point sources (e.g., chemical manufacturing, 

petroleum production, and electric utilities) account for approximately 23% of SOX emissions.  

Entrained road dust account for approximately 10% of direct PM2.5 emissions. 

 

The SCAQMD is divided into 38 source receptor areas (SRA) with a designated ambient air 

monitoring station in most areas.  The project is located in the Southwest San Bernardino Valley 

SRA (SRA 33).  The designated monitoring station for this SRA is the Ontario-Francis Street 

Station, which is approximately 1.5 miles north-northeast of the site near the intersection of 

Francis Street and Grove Avenue.  The air pollutants measured at the Ontario-Francis Street 

Station is particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) 

 

The nearest station where other pollutants are monitored is the Upland Station.  This station is 

located approximately 6 miles north of the site near the intersection of Grove Avenue and 

Foothill Boulevard.  The air pollutants measured at the Upland site include ozone, carbon 

monoxide (CO), and nitrogen dioxide (NO2).  Sulfur dioxide (SO2) is not measured at either the 

Ontario-Francis Street Station or the Upland Station because levels in the SCAB have been well 

below state and federal standards for many years. 

 

The air quality data monitored at the Ontario Fire Station site from 2011 to 2014 are shown in 

Table 3.3-3.  The data monitored for the same time period at the Upland Station are presented in 

Table 3.3-4.  The air quality data monitored were obtained from the CARB air quality data 

website (www.arb.ca.gov/adam/) and the SCAQMD Historical Data website 

(http://www.aqmd.gov/home/library/air-quality-data-studies/historical-data-by-year).  As shown, 

2014 is the latest data available.      

 

Table 3.3-3 

Air Quality Measured at the Ontario Francis Street Monitoring Station 

 
Pollutant California 

Standard 

National 

Standard 

Year % 

Msrd.
1
 

Max. 

Level 

Days State 

Standard 

Exceeded
2
 

Days National 

Standard 

Exceeded
2
 

Respirable 50 µg/m
3
 150 µg/m

3
 2014 31 67.0 4/-- 0/-- 

Particulates 2013 96 113.0 3/19 0/0 

PM10   2012 100 57.0 4/24 0/0 

24 Hour Average 2011 92 68.0 3/18 0/0 

        

Respirable 20 µg/m
3
 None 2014 31 33.2 Yes n/a 

Particulates 2013 96 33.9 Yes n/a 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/library/air-quality-data-studies/historical-data-by-year
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PM10 2012 100 30.9 Yes n/a 

AAM
3
 2011 92 33.9 Yes n/a 

        

Fine None 35 µg/m
3
 2014 47 38.4 n/a 1/-- 

Particulates   2013 87 49.3 n/a 1/-- 

PM2.5 2012 97 35.2 n/a 0/0 

24 Hour Average 2011 96 52.9 n/a 2/6.8 

        

Fine 12 µg/m
3
 15 µg/m

3
 2014 47 -- -- -- 

Particulates  2013 87 -- -- -- 

PM2.5 2012 97 12.4 No No 

AAM
3
 2011 96 13.2 Yes No 

 

 

Table 3.3-4 

Air Quality Measured at the Upland Monitoring Station 

 
Pollutant California 

Standard 

National 

Standard 

Year % 

Msrd.
1
 

Max. 

Level 

Days State 

Standard 

Exceeded
2
 

Days National 

Standard 

Exceeded
2
 

Ozone 0.09 ppm None 2014 91 0.126 34 n/a 

1 Hour 2013 96 0.143 25 n/a 

Average 2012 72 0.136 42 n/a 

2011 97 0.143 36 n/a 

        

Ozone 0.070 ppm 0.075 ppm 2014 85 0.101 60 42 

8 Hour 2013 90 0.112 44 27 

Average 2012 69 0.112 66 45 

2011 93 0.122 45 36 

        

CO 9.0 ppm 9 ppm 2014 99 1.2 0 0 

8 Hour 2013 93 1.7 0 0 

Average 2012 99 1.1 0 0 

2011 98 1.3 0 0 

        

NO2 0.25 ppm 0.10 ppm 2014 89 0.074 0 0 

1 Hour 2013 73 0.062 0 0 

Average 2012 86 0.067 0 0 

2011 84 0.069 0 0 

        

NO2 None 0.053 ppm 2014 89 0.016 n/a No 

AAM
3
 2013 73 0.019 n/a No 

2012 86 0.020 n/a No 

2011 84 0.020 n/a No 

1. Percent of year where high pollutant levels were expected that measurements were made. 
2. For annual averaging times a yes or no response is given if the annual average concentration exceeded the applicable standard.  For the PM10 

and PM2.5 24-hour standards, daily monitoring is not performed.  The first number shown in Days State Standard Exceeded column is the actual 

number of days measured that State standard was exceeded.  The second number shows the number of days the standard would be expected to be 

exceeded if measurements were taken every day.   

3. Annual Arithmetic Mean 

-- Data Not Reported,  n/a – no applicable standard 
Sources: CARB Air Quality Data Statistics web site www.arb.ca.gov/adam/ accessed 1/7/16 

SCAQMD Historical Data Website  http://www.aqmd.gov/home/library/air-quality-data-studies/historical-data-by-year accessed 1/7/16 
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The monitoring data presented above show the only air quality standards exceeded in the project 

area in the past four years are particulates and ozone.  The state 1 hour ozone standard has been 

exceeded between 25 and 42 days each of the past four years at the Upland Monitoring Station.  

The state 8-hour ozone standard has been exceeded between 44 and 66 days each of the past four 

years while the federal 8-hour ozone standard has been exceeded between 27 and 42 days each 

year. 

 

The Ontario monitoring station shows the federal 24-hour PM10 standard was not exceeded in the 

previous four years.  However, the state standard has been exceeded between 18 and 24 days 

each year.  Further, the state annual average PM10 standard has been exceeded the previous four 

years.  The Ontario monitoring station also shows that the federal 24-hour PM2.5 standard was 

exceeded between 0 and 7 days each of the past four years.  The state annual average PM2.5 

standard was exceeded in 2011 but not in 2012.  The federal annual average PM2.5 standard was 

not exceeded in either of those years.  There is insufficient data for CARB to provide annual 

average PM2.5 concentrations for 2013 and 2014. 

 

The monitored data in both tables show that other than ozone, PM10, and PM2.5 exceedances as 

discussed above, no State or Federal standards were exceeded for the remaining criteria 

pollutants in the project area 

 

Existing Project Site Emissions 

 

The existing uses on the project site include former dairy farms, agricultural fields, a trucking 

company and a horse farm.  Several scattered residential homes are located throughout the site.  

Existing operation on-site consists of some farming equipment.  Specific information is not 

available to calculate existing emissions.  However, given the nature of the farming operation 

and the size of the site, the existing emissions being generated on-site would be relatively small 

and less than significant. 

 

3.3.3 Thresholds of Significance 

 

Regional Air Quality 

 

In their “1993 CEQA Air Quality Handbook”, the SCAQMD has established significance 

thresholds to assess the regional impact of project related air pollutant emissions.  Table 3.3-5 

presents these significance thresholds.  There are separate thresholds for short-term construction 

and long-term operational emissions.  A project with daily emission rates below these thresholds 

are considered to have a less than significant effect on regional air quality throughout the South 

Coast Air Basin.  It should be noted the thresholds recommended by the SCAQMD are very low 

1. Percent of year where high pollutant levels were expected that measurements were made. 

2. For annual averaging times a yes or no response is given if the annual average concentration exceeded the applicable standard.  For the PM10 

and PM2.5 24-hour standards, daily monitoring is not performed.  The first number shown in Days State Standard Exceeded column is the actual 

number of days measured that State standard was exceeded.  The second number shows the number of days the standard would be expected to be 
exceeded if measurements were taken every day.   

3. Annual Arithmetic Mean 

-- Data Not Reported,  n/a – no applicable standard 
Sources: CARB Air Quality Data Statistics web site www.arb.ca.gov/adam/ accessed 1/7/16 

SCAQMD Historical Data Website http://www.aqmd.gov/smog/historicaldata.htm accessed 1/7/16 
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and subject to controversy.  It is up to the individual jurisdictions to determine if the SCAQMD 

thresholds are appropriate for projects in their city. 
 

Table 3.3-5  

SCAQMD Regional Pollutant Emission Thresholds of Significance 

 

 Regional Significance  Thresholds (lbs./day) 

 CO VOC NOx PM10 SOx 

Construction 550 75 100 150 150 

Operation 550 55 55 150 150 

 

3.3.4 Project Impacts 

 

Impact AQ-1 Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?  This 

impact is considered less than significant. 

 

The SCAQMD’s CEQA Handbook states that "New or amended GP Elements (including land 

use zoning and density amendments), Specific Plans, and significant projects must be analyzed 

for consistency with the AQMP.”  A project should be considered consistent with the plan if it 

furthers one or more policies and does not obstruct other policies.  The Handbook identifies two 

key indicators of consistency: 

 

(1) Whether the project will result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air 

quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations, or delay timely attainment of 

air quality standards or the interim emission reductions specified in the AQMP (except 

as provided for CO in Section 9.4 for relocating CO hot spots). 

(2) Whether the project will exceed the assumptions in the AQMP based on the year of 

project buildout and phase. 

 

Both of these criteria are evaluated as follow: 

 

Criterion 1 - Increase in the Frequency or Severity of Violations? 

 

With the incorporation of the recommended mitigations for short-term construction emissions 

discussed in Impact AQ-2 below, construction emissions will be reduced to less than the 

SCAQMD regional and localized significance thresholds and not result in a significant short-

term air quality impact.  As also discussed in Impact AQ-2 below, on-site emissions generated 

during the operation and life of the project will not exceed SCAQMD’s LST criteria, and 

therefore, the project likely will not increase the frequency or severity of existing air quality 

violations in the immediate vicinity of the project.  Furthermore, the project is not calculated to 

result in an exceedance of emissions due to traffic volume increases at intersections and on 

roadways serving traffic from the Project.   

 

As discussed in Impact AQ-2 below, total project VOC and NOX emissions are calculated to 

exceed the SCAQMD regional significance thresholds.  As discussed, there is no feasible 

mitigation to reduce the emissions to less than the thresholds.  The primary impact of VOC and 
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NOX emissions is their contribution to ozone formation.  As these pollutants react in the presence 

of sunlight they form ozone.  Based on the 2030 emissions estimate from the 2012 AQMP, the 

project’s estimated VOC and NOX emissions represent 0.010% and 0.014% of the total 

emissions in the SCAB.  This small increase in emissions would not result in a considerable 

increase in downwind ozone contraptions.  Therefore, the project is not projected to considerably 

contribute to the exceedance of any air pollutant concentration standards and consistent with the 

AQMP for the first criterion.  

 

Criterion 2 - Exceed Assumptions in the AQMP? 

 

Consistency with the AQMP assumptions is determined by performing an analysis of the project 

with the assumptions in the AQMP.  The emphasis of this criterion is to insure the project 

analyses is based on the same forecasts as the AQMP.  The Regional Comprehensive Plan and 

Guide (RCP&G) consists of three sections: Core Chapters, Ancillary Chapters, and Bridge 

Chapters.  The Growth Management, Regional Mobility, Air Quality, Water Quality, and 

Hazardous Waste Management chapters constitute the Core Chapters of the document.  These 

chapters currently respond directly to federal and state requirements placed on SCAG.  Local 

governments are required to use these as the basis of their plans for purposes of consistency with 

applicable regional plans under CEQA. 

 

Since the SCAG forecasts are not detailed, the test for consistency of this project is not specific.  

The SCAG forecasts are based on the General Plans of the municipalities in the basin.  The 

current General Plan designation for the project site is Low Density Residential (2.1 to 5.0 

dwelling units per acre).  The project proposes to develop the site consistent with the specified 

by the Low Density Residential Use.  Therefore, the project is consistent with the current 

General Plan and emissions will not be greater than those anticipated in the AQMP.   

 

The project will be consistent with and not impact the AQMP.   

 

Impact AQ-2 Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 

projected air quality violation?  This impact is considered potentially significant. 

 

As part of the SCAQMD’s environmental justice program, attention is focused on localized 

effects of air quality.  SCAQMD developed localized significance threshold (LST) methodology 

and mass rate look-up tables by source receptor area (SRA) that are used to determine whether or 

not a project will generate significant adverse localized air quality impacts.  The LST’s represent 

the maximum emissions from a project that will not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the 

most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard, and are developed based 

on the ambient concentrations of that pollutant for each SRA.   

 

The LST mass rate look-up tables determine if daily emissions for construction or operational 

activities could result in significant localized air quality impacts.  If the on-site emissions for 

construction or operational activities are below the LST emission levels the proposed 

construction or operation activity will not result in a significant impact to local air quality.  
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The LST mass rate look-up tables are applicable to the following pollutants only: oxides of 

nitrogen (NOX); carbon monoxide (CO); respirable particulate matter (PM10); and fine particulate 

matter (PM2.5).  LST’s are derived based on the location of the activity (i.e., the source/receptor 

area), the emission rates of NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5, and the distance to the nearest exposed 

individual.  The distance is based upon the uses around the project and the Ambient Air Quality 

Standard (AAQS) averaging times for the pollutants of concern.  The shortest AAQS averaging 

time for CO and NO2 are for one-hour and the nearest exposed individual is the location where a 

person could be expected to remain for one hour.  The shortest averaging time for the PM10 and 

PM2.5 AAQS is 24 hours and the nearest exposed individual is the location a person could be 

expected to remain for 24 hours, which is typically the closest residential use. 

 

The LST methodology presents mass emission rates for each SRA, project sizes of 1, 2, and 5 

acres, and the nearest receptor distance of 25, 50, 100, 200, and 500 meters.  For project sizes 

between the given values given or with receptors at distances between the given distances, the 

methodology uses linear interpolation to determine the thresholds.   

 

The project is located in SRA 33.  The closest sensitive receptors are the residential uses north of 

Riverside Drive and approximately 80 feet north of the project.  Therefore, the thresholds were 

calculated based on an observer distance of 82 feet (25 meters).  The project is approximately 

199 acres.  When the site is larger than 5-acres, the largest project size for which screening tables 

are provided, the thresholds for a 5-acre project site can be used as a screening threshold.  If the 

emissions from a project with a larger site are less than the allowable emissions for a 5-acre 

project site, then the larger project site will not result in a significant localized air quality impact.   

The LST thresholds specific for the proposed project are presented below in Table 3.3-6.  A 

project with on-site daily emission rates below these thresholds is considered to have a less than 

significant effect on local air quality. 

Table 3.3-6 

Localized Significance Thresholds 

 

  Localized Significance Threshold (lbs./day) 

 CO NOx PM10 PM2.5 

Construction 2,193.0 270.0 40.0 11.1 

Operation 2,193.0 270.0 9.7 2.7 

 

In addition, the project would result in a local air quality impact if the project results in increased 

traffic volumes and/or decreases in Level of Service (LOS) that would result in an exceedance of 

the CO ambient air quality standards of 20 ppm for 1-hour Carbon Monoxide (CO) concentration 

levels, and 9 ppm for 8-hour CO concentration levels. 

 

Short-Term Impacts 

 

Temporary impacts will result from project construction activities.  Air pollutants will be emitted 

during project demolition and construction with the operation of construction equipment and the 

generation of fugitive dust during grading activities.  Emissions during the primary phases of 

construction were calculated using CalEEMod (version 2013.1.2).  Information to calculate the 
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short-term emissions was based on estimated construction schedules provided by the project 

applicant.    

 

Regional Construction Emissions 

 

The construction air emissions are shown in Table 3.3-7.  The daily emissions represent the 

highest level of emissions during each construction activity, including truck deliveries and 

construction workers commuting to the site.  Daily Emissions that exceed the Significance 

Thresholds are shown in bold-italics. 

 

Table 3.3-7 

Total Construction Emissions by Activity 

 

  

  
Daily Emissions (lbs./day) 

Activity CO NOx VOC PM10 PM2.5 SOx 

 Demolition 35.1 43.1 4.1 2.6 2.1 0.0 

 Site Preparation 40.5 51.8 4.9 21.0 12.5 0.0 

 Grading (2017) 115.7 174.6 15.2 28.5 15.0 0.2 

 Grading (2018) 103.3 149.7 13.3 27.3 13.9 0.2 

 Wet Utilities 13.4 13.7 1.4 1.0 0.9 0.0 

 Paving 15.3 17.2 1.8 1.1 0.9 0.0 

 Painting (2018) 7.5 2.4 22.0 1.3 0.5 0.0 

 Painting (2019) 7.0 2.2 22.0 1.3 0.4 0.0 

 Painting (2020) 6.6 2.0 21.9 1.2 0.4 0.0 

 Painting (2021) 6.3 1.9 21.9 1.2 0.4 0.0 

 Bldg. Const. (2018) 60.3 37.4 5.6 8.4 3.4 0.1 

 Bldg. Const. (2019) 56.9 33.9 5.0 8.2 3.2 0.1 

 Bldg. Const. (2020) 54.2 30.5 4.6 8.0 3.0 0.1 

 Bldg. Const. (2021) 52.3 27.2 4.3 7.8 2.9 0.1 

Significance Threshold 550 100 75 150 55 150 

Exceed Threshold? No Yes No No No No 

 

As shown, NOX emissions during grading will exceed the 100 lbs./day significance threshold.  

No other individual construction activity will generate emissions during grading that exceed the 

SCAQMD Regional Emissions Significance Thresholds.   

 

Table 3.3-8 shows the total emissions that will be generated during concurrent construction 

activities.  These are simply the sum of the emissions presented in the table above for concurrent 

construction activities as identified.  The daily emissions that exceed the Significance Thresholds 

are shown in bold-italics. 
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Table 3.3-8 

Total Concurrent Construction Emissions 

 

  

  
Daily Emissions (lbs./day) 

Activity CO NOx VOC PM10 PM2.5 SOx 

 
Demolition &  

Site Preparation 
75.6 95.0 9.0 23.6 14.6 0.1 

 
Grading (2018), Wet 

Utility, & Paving 
132.0 180.6 16.4 29.4 15.6 0.2 

 

Paving,  

Painting (2018),  

Bldg. Const. (2018) 

83.2 57.13 29.4 10.8 4.7 0.2 

 
Painting (2019), 

Bldg. Const. (2019) 
63.8 36.2 27.0 9.4 3.6 0.1 

 
Painting (2020), 

Bldg. Const. (2020) 
60.8 32.5 26.5 9.2 3.4 0.1 

 
Painting (2021),  

Bldg. Const. (2021) 
58.6 29.1 26.2 9.0 3.2 0.2 

Significance Threshold 550 100 75 150 55 150 

Exceed Threshold? No Yes No No No No 

 

As shown, NOX emissions generated during grading, wet utility and paving construction will 

exceed the 100 lbs./day significance threshold.    

 

On-site Construction Emissions 

 

On-site emissions for each of the construction activities were calculated based on the CalEEMod 

model and shown in Table 3.3-9.  The on-site emissions do not include truck deliveries and 

construction workers commuting to the site.  The applicable LST thresholds are also shown.     

 

Table 3.3-9 

On-Site Emissions By Construction Activity 

 

  

  
Daily Emissions (lbs./day) 

Activity CO NOx PM10 PM2.5 

 Demolition 33.9 42.7 2.4 2.0 

 Site Preparation 39.4 51.8 20.8 12.5 

 Grading (2017) 113.0 174.4 28.1 14.9 

 Grading (2018) 100.9 149.5 26.8 13.7 

 Wet Utilities 12.7 13.7 0.9 0.8 

 Paving 14.5 17.2 0.9 0.9 

 Painting (2018) 1.9 2.0 0.2 0.2 

 Painting (2019) 1.8 1.8 0.1 0.1 
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 Painting (2020) 1.8 1.7 0.1 0.1 

 Painting (2021) 1.8 1.5 0.1 0.1 

 Bldg. Const. (2018) 17.5 23.3 1.5 1.4 

 Bldg. Const. (2019) 17.1 21.0 1.3 1.2 

 Bldg. Const. (2020) 16.8 19.1 1.1 1.0 

 Bldg. Const. (2021) 16.5 17.3 1.0 0.9 

Significance Threshold 2,193.0 270.0 40.0 11.1 

Exceed Threshold? No No No Yes 

 

As shown, site preparation and grading activities are estimated to exceed the significance 

threshold for PM2.5 emissions.   

 

In 2017, Demolition and Site Preparation activities will occur concurrently.  In 2018 Grading, 

Wet Utilities, and Paving will occur concurrently as will Paving, Painting, and Building 

Construction.  In 2019, 2020, and 2021, Painting and Building Construction will occur 

concurrently.  Table 3.3-10 shows the total emissions that will be generated during these 

concurrent construction activities.  These are simply the sum of the emissions shown in Table 

3.3-9 above for the various construction activities as noted.   

 

Table 3.3-10 

On-Site Emissions By Concurrent Construction Activities 

 

  

  
Daily Emissions (lbs./day) 

Activity CO NOx PM10 PM2.5 

 Demolition & Site 

Preparation 
73.3 94.5 23.2 14.5 

 Grading (2018), Wet 

Utility, & Paving 
128.1 180.3 28.6 15.4 

 Paving,  

Painting (2018),  

Bldg. Const. (2018) 

33.9 42.4 2.6 2.4 

 Painting (2019),  

Bldg. Const. (2019) 
19.0 22.8 1.4 1.3 

 Painting (2020),  

Bldg. Const. (2020) 
18.6 20.8 1.2 1.2 

 Painting (2021),  

Bldg. Const. (2021) 
18.4 18.9 1.0 1.0 

Significance Threshold 2,193.0 270.0 40.0 11.1 

Exceed Threshold? No No No Yes 

 

As shown above, concurrent Demolition and Site Preparation as well as concurrent Grading, Wet 

Utility and Paving will generate PM2.5 emission greater than the Localized Significance 

Threshold.   
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Diesel Particulate Matter Emissions During Construction 

 

In 1998, the California Air Resources Board (ARB) identified particulate matter from diesel-

fueled engines (Diesel Particulate Matter or DPM) as a Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC).  Impacts 

from toxic substances are related to cumulative exposure and are assessed over a 70-year period.  

Cancer risk is expressed as the maximum number of new cases of cancer projected to occur in a 

population of one million people due to exposure to the cancer-causing substance over a 70-year 

lifetime.
6
 Demolition and grading for the project, when the peak diesel exhaust emissions would 

occur, is expected to take approximately 18 months, cumulatively, with all construction expected 

to take approximately five years.  Because of the relatively short duration of construction 

compared to a 70-year lifespan, diesel emissions resulting from the construction of the project 

will be less than significant. 

 

Long Term Impacts 

 

The primary source of long-term operational air emissions of the project are motor vehicles.  

Long-term project operational emissions also include the combustion of natural gas for water and 

space heating, the operation of landscape maintenance equipment and maintenance painting.   

 

Project air emissions were calculated using the CalEEMod Program.  The CalEEMod model 

calculates total daily emissions resulting from six operational emission sources; (1) motor 

vehicle travel, (2) natural gas combustion for space and water heating, (3) fireplaces, (4) 

landscaping equipment, (5) VOC emissions from the use of consumer products, and (6) VOC 

emissions from repainting of structures.  The model reports total on-site and off-site emissions 

and compared to the SCAQMD Regional Thresholds.   

 

Regional Project Emissions 

 

The maximum daily air pollutant emissions for the buildout year of the project are shown in 

Table 3.3-11.  The regional emissions were modeled with and without the elementary school 

proposed for PA 7.  The all residential project resulted in slightly higher CO, NOX, and PM2.5 

emissions while the project with the school resulted in slightly higher VOC emissions.  The 

project emissions shown below represent the worst-case emissions of the project with and 

without the school.    

 

Table 3.3-11 

Total Project Emissions  

 

  Daily Emissions (lbs./day) 

Source CO VOC NOX PM10 PM2.5 SOX 

Vehicular Emissions 321.1 27.6 70.1 74.1 20.8 1.12 

Natural Gas Combustion 3.2 0.9 7.5 0.6 0.6 0.05 

Fireplace 0.1 1.8 0.0 1.3 1.3 0.00 

Landscaping 82.0 2.4 0.9 0.5 0.5 0.00 

                                                 
6
 California Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, Guide to Health 

Risk Assessment.   
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Consumer Products 0.0 41.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 

Architectural Coatings 0.0 6.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 

Total Emissions 406.4 80.1 78.5 76.7 23.2 1.2 

Significance Threshold 550 55 55 150 55 150 

Exceed Threshold? No Yes Yes No No No 

 

As shown, VOC and NOX emissions will be greater than the SCAQMD regional significance 

thresholds and have a significant regional air quality impact.   

 

On-Site Project Emissions 

 

The on-site operational project emissions for the buildout year are shown in Table 3.3-12.  The 

project, without the elementary school, resulted in slightly higher emissions of all pollutants 

compared to the project with the elementary school.  CO emissions were 4.0 lbs./day higher, 

NOX emissions 0.2 lbs./day higher and PM10 and PM2.5 emissions were 0.1 lbs./day higher.  The 

difference in CO emissions is due to higher landscaping emissions for residential uses compared 

to a school.  The difference in NOX emissions is primarily due to slightly higher natural gas 

combustion emissions and the difference in particulate emissions is due to the elimination of 

fireplace emissions with the school.  The project emissions shown below represent the worst-

case emissions of the project with and without the school.  

 

Table 3.3-12 

On-Site Project Emissions 

 

 Daily Emissions (lbs./day) 

Source CO NOx PM10 PM2.5 

Vehicular Emissions 17.1 3.7 4.0 1.1 

Natural Gas Combustion 3.2 7.5 0.6 0.6 

Fireplace 0.1 0.0 1.3 1.3 

Landscaping 82.0 0.9 0.5 0.5 

Consumer Products 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Architectural Coatings 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total Emissions 102.4 12.1 6.3 3.5 

Significance Threshold 2,193.0 270.0 9.7 2.7 

Exceed Threshold? No No No Yes 

 

As shown, the on-site emissions are not estimated to exceed the Localized Significance 

Thresholds.  The particulate threshold values are based on the project emissions from a 5-acre 

project site that results in particulate concentrations (PM10 or PM2.5) exceeding 2.5 µg/m
3
 at a 

receptor 25 meters from the site.  Five acres is the largest site for the SCAQMD’s published 

Localized Significance Threshold methodology provides emissions lookup values.  The project 

site is 199 acres, less than 40 times larger than the 5-acre site that the thresholds are based.  

Because the emission will be spread over an area nearly 40 times larger, concentrations around 

the project will be much lower than if contained in a 5-acre area.  
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To demonstrate that the concentrations for the project will be less than and meet the 2.5 µg/m
3
 

significance threshold a dispersion model was performed.  A dispersion model takes the total 

pollutant emissions along with source/receptor/site geometry and weather conditions and 

determines the pollutant concentrations at the sensitive receptors.  Because 24-hour 

concentrations of both PM2.5 and PM10 are proportional to the amount of daily emissions, 

showing that the pollutant with the higher emissions will result in concentrations less than the 

standard will demonstrate that concentrations from both pollutants will be less than the 

significance threshold.  Therefore, by demonstrating that the PM10 emission will not result in a 

concentration greater than the 2.5 µg/m
3
 significance threshold also demonstrates that PM2.5 will 

not exceed the threshold. 

 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s required regulatory pollutant dispersion model
7
 

was used to estimate pollutant concentrations at sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the project.  

The results of the modeling show that the maximum off-site PM10 concentration from on-site 

PM10 emissions will be 0.63 µg/m
3
.  The maximum off-site PM2.5 concentration from on-site 

PM2.5 emissions will be 0.35 µg/m
3
.  The modeled off-site PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations from 

on-site project emissions will be less than 2.5 µg/m
3 

threshold.  Therefore, the on-site project 

generated emissions will not significantly increase either PM10 or PM2.5 concentrations to any 

off-site sensitive receptor.  The operations of the project will not have a significant localized air 

quality impact. 

 

Local Air Quality Impacts Near Project Intersections  

 

Traffic generated by the project can increase pollutant emissions in the vicinity of the roads used 

by project residents and can cause carbon monoxide (CO) and particulates (PM10 and PM2.5) 

pollutant levels to exceed the ambient air quality standards.  The most notable source of CO is 

motor vehicles.  CO concentrations are highest near intersections where queuing increases 

emissions.  Local air quality impacts can be assessed by comparing future carbon monoxide 

levels with State and Federal carbon monoxide standards moreover by comparing future CO 

concentrations with and without the project.   

 

CO modeling was performed for the 2003 AQMP to demonstrate attainment of the federal CO 

standards in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB).  Modeling was performed for four intersections 

considered the worst-case intersections in the SCAB and include; Wilshire at Veteran; Sunset at 

Highland; La Cienega at Century; and Long Beach at Imperial.  The modeled 1-hour average 

concentrations at the four intersections for the 2002 condition were below the 8-hour standard of 

9 ppm.  Generally, only intersections that operate at LOS of E or worse are considered to have 

the potential to have CO concentrations that exceed the state ambient air quality standards of 20 

ppm for a 1-hour averaging time and 9 ppm for an 8-hour average. 

 

The project traffic study shows that nine intersections are projected to operate at LOS E or 

worse.  Peak hour traffic volumes at the intersections were evaluated for the year 2021.  Based 

on the CO analysis, peak hour traffic volumes at the nine intersections are less than the levels 

intersections analyzed in the CO attainment demonstration.  Therefore, CO concentrations at the 

intersections shown to operate at LOS E or worse will not cause any new exceedances or worsen 

                                                 
7
 American Meteorological Society/Environmental Project Agency Regulatory Model (AERMOD) 
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any exceedances of the CO ambient air quality standards.  The project will not significantly 

impact the air quality adjacent to any of the intersections that will serve the project. 

 

Roads with substantial diesel truck volumes have the potential to have particulate hot spots.  The 

FHWA published guidance to perform a qualitative analysis of particulate hot spots and 

established a screening threshold for potential impacts.  The FHWA guidance considers a road 

with an average daily diesel truck volume of 10,000 or less does not have the potential to result 

in a particulate hot-spot.   

 

The only roadway in the area with an average daily diesel truck volume greater than 10,000 

diesel trucks per day is SR-60, which is approximately one mile north of the site.  Caltrans data 

shows there are approximately 18,000 daily diesel trucks on SR-60 in the vicinity of the site.  

While a fair amount of project generated traffic will utilize the freeway, only a small fraction of 

the project traffic will be diesel fueled, and an even smaller fraction, approaching zero on an 

average day, would be diesel fueled heavy trucks.  CARB’s Air Quality Land Use Handbook 

suggested not siting residential units within 500 feet of a freeway because within a distance of 

500 feet or less air pollutant concentrations, and cancer risks are higher due to the freeway.  

However, beyond 500 feet air pollutant concentrations are near background levels.  Because the 

project is approximately 4,000 feet from the SR-60 freeway, air pollutant concentrations at the 

project would not be substantially affected by the freeway vehicle emissions.  Even if there were 

particulate hotspots along SR-60 in the project vicinity where the particulate ambient air quality 

standards are exceeded, the project would not considerably contribute to the emissions causing 

the exceedance.  Therefore, the project will not have any significant particulate hotspot impacts 

or be significantly impacted by vehicle emissions on SR-60. 

 

Impact AQ-3 Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 

which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state 

ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed 

quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?  This impact is considered 

potentially significant.  

 

As discussed in Impact AQ-2 above, the project will generate operational emissions that exceed 

VOX and NOx emission thresholds and cannot be mitigated to less than significant levels.  

Therefore, the project will have significant and unavoidable adverse cumulative VOX and NOx 

emission impacts.    

 

Impact AQ-4 Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?  This impact is 

considered potentially significant. 

 

As discussed in Impact AQ 2 above, the project will generate VOX and NOx emissions during 

the life of the project due to vehicle emissions that exceed SCAQMD thresholds for these 

pollutants.  As a result, the project will have a significant impact to sensitive receptors in the 

project area.  

 

Impact AQ-5 Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?  This 

impact is considered no impact.   
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The residential uses proposed for the subject site by the project will not create any odors that 

could be considered objectionable.  The project will not have any odor impacts. 

 

3.3.5 Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

 

The following measures are recommended to reduce potential air emission impacts.  

 

Short-Term Impacts 

 

Project construction activities will generate NOX emissions greater than the SCAQMD Regional 

Significance Thresholds.  In addition, PM2.5 emissions generated during demolition and site 

preparation and concurrent grading, construction of wet utilities and paving would exceed LSTs.  

The following measures are recommended to reduce the emissions to less than significant.   

 

Mitigation Measure AQ-1-SP  All heavy grading equipment with engines with a rating of 150 

horsepower or greater shall be compliant with CARB/EPA Tier 

IV Final emissions standards.   

 

Mitigation Measure AQ-2-SP  All grading and construction activities shall meet SCAQMD’s 

Rule 403 to address fugitive dust emissions.   

 

The implementation of the above mitigation measures will reduce all construction emissions less 

than the SCAQMD Regional and Localized Significance Thresholds.  Therefore, project 

construction will not result in a significant short-term local air quality impact.   

 

Long-Term Impacts 

 

During the life of the project, VOC and NOX emissions will be greater than and exceed 

SCAQMD regional significance thresholds for these emissions.  The primary impact of VOC and 

NOX emissions is their contribution to ozone formation in the presence of sunlight.  The only 

feasible solution to reduce these two operational emissions by the project is to reduce natural gas 

combustion and the use of fireplaces and landscape maintenance equipment.  However, even if 

the VOC and NOX emissions from these sources were completely eliminated, project emissions 

would still exceed SCAQMD significance thresholds.  There is no feasible way for the project 

developer or the City to control driving habits of the residents, limit their use of consumer 

products, or limit the use of architectural coatings.  Emissions from these sources generate 75.0 

of the 80.1 lbs./day of VOC emissions and 70.2 of the 78.5 lbs./day of NOX emissions and 

greater than the 55 lbs./day significance thresholds for VOC and NOX emissions.  Therefore, it is 

not feasible to mitigate the operational emissions from the project to a less than significant 

impact.   

 

Even though VOC and NOX emissions of the project cannot be reduced to a level of 

insignificance, all feasible mitigation measures are to be incorporated into the project.   
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Natural gas combustion emissions result from space and water heating.  Measures to increase 

insulation of the structures and reduce hot water usage would result in reductions of natural gas 

combustion emissions.  However, current California building codes provide little room to 

increase insulation and reduce hot water usage.  Furthermore, measures required to comply with 

the City’s Community Climate Action Plan as discussed in the Greenhouse Gas Assessment will 

increase insulation in the residential units and reduce hot water usage to the greatest extent 

feasible to minimize VOC and NOX emission from natural gas combustion. 

 

The emission modeling that was conducted for the project assumed that each residential unit 

included a gas fireplace.  Eliminating fireplaces from the project would eliminate the emissions 

and reduce VOC by 1.9 lbs./day.  However, this would not measurably reduce NOX emissions to 

a level of insignificance.  As discussed above, the primary impact of the VOC and NOX 

emissions is ozone formation that occurs during hot sunny days when people would not be 

expected to use a fireplace.  While eliminating fireplaces would reduce VOC emissions, the 

reductions would occur during colder winter months when harmful ozone concentrations do not 

typically occur.  Therefore, eliminating fireplaces would not reduce ozone concentrations on 

days when harmful ozone concentrations occur and as a result, would not reduce these impacts to 

less than significant.  

 

Landscape emissions are due to the operation of gas powered landscape equipment.  The only 

practical way to reduce landscape emissions is to include convenient electrical outlets in the front 

and rear of all homes to allow for the use of electrically powered landscaping equipment.  It is 

not feasible to estimate the amount of emission reductions that would occur with this mitigation 

because it would depend on the number of residences that opted to use electrical landscaping 

equipment over combustion engine powered equipment.   

 

The following measure is recommended to reduce landscape emissions to the greatest extent 

feasible.  Total VOC and NOX emissions would still exceed the significance thresholds with the 

implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-3. 

 

Mitigation Measure AQ-3-SP Electrical outlets shall be provided at both the front and rear of 

all homes to encourage the use of electrical powered landscape 

maintenance equipment.   

 

Even with mitigation, the project will exceed total VOC and NOX emission thresholds during the 

operation and life of the project.  Therefore, the project will have unavoidable adverse VOC and 

NOX impacts. 
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3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  

 

3.4.1 Introduction  
 

This section has been prepared using information from three biological reports that were 

prepared for the project, including a report for approximately 60.8 acres of the 199 acre site that 

are not controlled by the project applicant
8
(PAs 1, 6A, 6B, 7), a report that was prepared for 

approximately 145.7 acres of the site that are controlled by the project applicant (PAs 2-5), 

including off-site property adjacent to the site
9
, TOP EIR (SCN 2008101140), and other 

published federal, state, and local documents.  The biological reports are included as Appendix D 

of this EIR.   

 

This section discusses the biological resources that are known and suspected to occur on the 

Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan site that could be affected by the project, evaluates potential 

project impacts on these resources, and provides mitigation measures to avoid or reduce any 

identified impacts.   

 

3.4.2 Existing Conditions  

 

Site Characteristics.   

 

The Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan consists of approximately 199 acres and is located on the 

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Guasti 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle in Section 10 of 

Township 2 South, Range 7 West, San Bernardino Baseline and Meridian.  The site includes 

open land for dairy farming (including feeding and spreading grounds), truck crops, a horse farm 

(equestrian), trucking company, abandoned farm lands, and the Cucamonga Creek Flood Control 

Channel along the east project boundary.    

 

Vegetation on the site includes various non-native grass and weed species and no natural or 

semi-natural vegetation communities are present.  The biological resources that are present 

include species that are conducive and adapted to highly degraded and manipulated landscapes.  

The Cucamonga Creek Flood Control Channel is a federal and state jurisdictional water that is 

fully concrete-lined (concrete-bottom and concrete-sided) and supports no vegetation within the 

portion of the channel adjacent to the project. 

 

Study Methodology  

 

Literature Search  

 

                                                 
8
 Biological Technical Report for Portions of The Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan, (Remaining Lands – Non-CVRC 

Ontario Investment, LLC Properties), City of Ontario, San Bernardino, California, Glenn Lukos Associates, Inc., 

August 19, 2015. 
9
 Biological Technical Report for Portions of The Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan, (Tentative Tract 19966 (CVRC 

Ontario Investment, LLC Properties and Off-site Improvement Lands), City of Ontario, San Bernardino, California, 

Glenn Lukos Associates, Inc., August 19, 2015. 



Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan Draft EIR September 2016 
City of Ontario 3-53 

Information for the plant surveys was determined through a review of the California Department 

of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB 2015), California 

Native Plant Society (CNPS) 8
th

 edition online inventory (2015) and NRCS soil data   

 

Prior to conducting fieldwork, pertinent literature on the flora of the region was examined.  A 

thorough archival review was conducted using available literature and other historical records.  

These resources included the following: 

 

 CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California (CNPS 2015); and 

 CNDDB for the nine USGS 7.5’ quadrangles centered on the Guasti, California, 

quadrangle area, thus including that of the Mount Baldy, Devore, Cucamonga Peak, 

Prado Dam, Riverside West, Fontana, Ontario, and Corona North California, quads 

(CNDDB 2015). 

 

Special-Status Plant Species and Habitats Evaluated for the Project Site 

 

For the approximately 145.7 acres of the site and adjacent off-site areas that are controlled by the 

applicant, the biological surveys were based on aerial photographs, a review of the CNDDB 

[CDFW 2015a], CNPS 8
th

 edition online inventory (CNPS 2054), NRCS soil data and other 

pertinent literature.  A site survey was conducted April 10, 2015 for each target plant or animal 

species.  A focused survey for burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) was conducted June 4 and 18 

and July 1 and 18, 2014 for the site and June 18, 19, 23, and 24, 2015 for the off-site land 

adjacent to the site.  

 

The existing vegetation at the time of the survey was relatively sparse overall and reflects 

ornamental plantings (e.g. nonnative trees) or spontaneous, herb-dominated species strongly 

adapted to anthropogenic disturbance.  Due to the highly disturbed site conditions, there are no 

natural vegetation alliances or associations fitting or approaching criteria for membership rules in A 

Manual of California Vegetation, Second Edition or MCVII (Baldwin et al 2012). 

 

A habitat suitability evaluation was conducted February 13, 2015 for the potential of the site to 

support the federally listed Delhi sands flower-loving fly (Rhaphiomidas terminatus 

abdominalis).  The evaluation included a field review of soils, vegetation, and existing 

disturbances as well as a review of the ecology of the species, current distribution of the species 

in relationship to the site, and the potential value of the site for future recovery actions for the 

Delhi sands flower-loving fly.  Due to the inability to access property that is not controlled by the 

applicant, the habitat suitability was not performed on any land that is not under the control of 

the project applicant.  

 

Field Survey  

 

A visual site survey of the project site, including the approximately 60.8 acres that are not 

controlled by the project applicant and the 145.7 acres that are controlled by the applicant, was 

conducted April 10, 2015.  The area that is not controlled by the applicant was surveyed by 

visually surveying the area as best as possible from the public roads adjacent to the area.  The 

http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/vegcamp/veg_manual.asp
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/vegcamp/veg_manual.asp
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area of the site that is controlled by the applicant was surveyed by foot.  All plant species 

encountered during the field visit were identified and recorded. 

   

Wildlife Resources 

 

The wildlife species that are present on the portion of the site that is controlled by the applicant 

were detected during a field walk-over site survey on April 10, 2015 by sight, call, tracks, and 

scat.  The survey included birds (visually and vocalization), mammals (observation and 

diagnostic signs e.g. tracks, burrows, scat), reptiles and amphibians (observation and diagnostic 

signs e.g. shed skins, scat, tracks, snake prints, and lizard tail drag marks). 

 

Special-Status Animal Species  
 

A literature search was conducted to develop a list of special-status wildlife species with a 

potential to occur within the site.  Species were evaluated based on factors including: (1) species 

identified by the CNDDB as occurring (either currently or historically) on or in the vicinity of 

the site, and (2) any other special-status animals that are known to occur within the vicinity of 

the site or potential suitable habitat occurs.  No focused surveys were performed for any special-

status animal species on properties that are not controlled by the applicant (PAs 1, 6A, 6B, 7).  

 

Eight focused walk-over site surveys were conducted for burrowing owls on all suitable habitat 

areas on the properties that are controlled by the applicant.  All suitable burrows were inspected 

for diagnostic owl sign (e.g., pellets, prey remains, whitewash, feathers, bones, and/or 

decoration) to identify potentially occupied burrows.  There was an area on the Project site where 

several burrows were found, and because the burrows were very close to one another, they were 

mapped as a burrow complex.  

 

A visual focused burrowing owl survey was conducted for the areas of the site that are not 

controlled by the applicant by visually surveying the area with binoculars from public roadways.  

Figure 3.4-1 shows the survey coverage for the burrowing owl focused survey.    

 

Regulatory Framework  

 

The following regulations are applicable to the project.  

 

REGULATORY SETTING 

 

The ultimate development of the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan is subject to state and federal 

regulations associated with a number of regulatory programs.  The state and federal regulations 

that are applicable to the development of the project are described below.  

 



ARMSTRONG RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN  |  CITY OF ONTARIOPhil Martin & Associates, Inc.

Source: Biological Technical Report for Portions of  The Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan

Figure 3.4-1
Burrowing Owl Focused Survey Map

N
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State and/or Federally Listed Plants or Animals 

 

State of California Endangered Species Act 

 

California’s Endangered Species Act (CESA) defines an endangered species as “a native species 

or subspecies of a bird, mammal, fish, amphibian, reptile, or plant that is in serious danger of 

becoming extinct throughout all, or a significant portion, of its range due to one or more causes, 

including loss of habitat, change in habitat, overexploitation, predation, competition, or disease.”  

The State defines a threatened species as “a native species or subspecies of a bird, mammal, fish, 

amphibian, reptile, or plant that, although not presently threatened with extinction, is likely to 

become an endangered species in the foreseeable future in the absence of the special protection 

and management efforts required by this chapter.  Any animal determined by the commission as 

rare on or before January 1, 1985 is a threatened species.”  Candidate species are defined as “a 

native species or subspecies of a bird, mammal, fish, amphibian, reptile, or plant that the 

commission has formally noticed as being under review by the department for addition to either 

the list of endangered species or the list of threatened species, or a species for which the 

commission has published a notice of proposed regulation to add the species to either list.”  

Candidate species may be afforded temporary protection as though they were already listed as 

threatened or endangered at the discretion of the Fish and Game Commission.  The CESA does 

not include invertebrate species. 

 

Federal Endangered Species Act 

 

The FESA of 1973 defines an endangered species as “any species that is in danger of extinction 

throughout all or a significant portion of its range.”  A threatened species is defined as “any 

species that is likely to become an endangered species within the foreseeable future throughout 

all or a significant portion of its range.”  Under provisions of Section 9(a)(1)(B) of the FESA it is 

unlawful to “take” any listed species.  “Take” is defined in Section 3(18) of FESA:  “...harass, 

harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any 

such conduct.”  Further, the USFWS, through regulation, has interpreted the terms “harm” and 

“harass” to include certain types of habitat modification that result in injury to, or death of 

species as forms of “take.”  In a case where a property owner seeks permission from a Federal 

agency for an action that could affect a federally listed plant and animal species, the property 

owner and agency are required to consult with USFWS.   

 

State and Federal Take Authorizations for Listed Species 

 

Federal or state authorizations of impacts to or incidental take of a listed species by a private 

individual or other private entity would be granted in one of the following ways: 

 

 Section 7 of the FESA stipulates that any federal action that may affect a species listed as 

threatened or endangered requires a formal consultation with USFWS to ensure that the 

action is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the listed species or result in 

destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat. 16 U.S.C. 1536(a)(2). 

 In 1982, the FESA was amended to give private landowners the ability to develop Habitat 

Conservation Plans (HCP) pursuant to Section 10(a) of the FESA.  Upon development of 
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an HCP, the USFWS can issue incidental take permits for listed species where the HCP 

specifies at minimum, the following: (1) the level of impact that will result from the 

taking, (2) steps that will minimize and mitigate the impacts, (3) funding necessary to 

implement the plan, (4) alternative actions to the taking considered by the applicant and 

the reasons why such alternatives were not chosen, and (5) such other measures that the 

Secretary of the Interior may require as being necessary or appropriate for the plan.   

 Sections 2090-2097 of the CESA require that the state lead agency consult with CDFW 

on projects with potential impacts on state-listed species.  These provisions also require 

CDFW to coordinate consultations with USFWS for actions involving federally listed as 

well as state-listed species.  In certain circumstances, Section 2080.1 of the California 

Fish and Game Code allows CDFW to adopt the federal incidental take statement or the 

10(a) permit as its own based on its findings that the federal permit adequately protects 

the species under state law. 

 

Jurisdictional Water Resources 
 

Army Corps of Engineers 

 

Pursuant to Section 404 of the CWA, the Corps regulates the discharge of dredged and/or fill 

material into waters of the United States.  The term "waters of the United States" is defined in 

Corps regulations at 33 CFR Part 328.3(a).    

 

Waste treatment systems, including treatment ponds or lagoons designed to meet the 

requirements of CWA (other than cooling ponds as defined in 40 CFR 123.11(m) which also 

meet the criteria of this definition) are not waters of the United States.  

 

Notwithstanding the determination of an area's status as prior converted cropland by any other 

federal agency, for the purposes of the Clean Water Act, the final authority regarding Clean 

Water Act jurisdiction remains with the EPA. 

 

In the absence of wetlands, the limits of Corps jurisdiction in non-tidal waters, such as 

intermittent streams, extend to the OHWM which is defined at 33 CFR 328.3(e) as: 

 

...that line on the shore established by the fluctuation of water and indicated by 

physical characteristics such as clear, natural line impressed on the bank, 

shelving, changes in the character of soil, destruction of terrestrial vegetation, the 

presence of litter and debris, or other appropriate means that consider the 

characteristics of the surrounding areas. 

 

The term “wetlands” is defined at 33 CFR 328.3(b) as "those areas that are inundated or 

saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support...a 

prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions."  A wetland 

should normally meet each of the following three criteria: 
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 more than 50 percent of the dominant plant species at the site must be typical of wetlands 

(i.e., rated as facultative or wetter in the National List of Plant Species that Occur in 

Wetlands
10

);  

 soils must exhibit physical and/or chemical characteristics indicative of permanent or 

periodic saturation (e.g., a gleyed color, or mottles with a matrix of low chroma 

indicating a relatively consistent fluctuation between aerobic and anaerobic conditions); 

and 

 Whereas the 1987 Manual requires that hydrologic characteristics indicate that the 

ground is saturated to within 12 inches of the surface for at least five percent of the 

growing season during a normal rainfall year, the Arid West Supplement does not include 

a quantitative criteria with the exception for areas with “problematic hydrophytic 

vegetation”, which require a minimum of 14 days of ponding to be considered a wetland. 

 

Regional Water Quality Control Board 

 

Section 401 of the CWA requires any applicant for a Section 404 permit to obtain certification 

from the State that the discharge (and the operation of the facility being constructed) will comply 

with the applicable effluent limitation and water quality standards.  In California this 401 

certification is obtained from the Regional Board.   

 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

 

Pursuant to Division 2, Chapter 6, Sections 1600-1603 of the California Fish and Game Code, 

the CDFW regulates all diversions, obstructions, or changes to the natural flow or bed, channel, 

or bank of any river, stream, or lake, which supports fish or wildlife. 

 

The Ontario Plan 

 

Armstrong Ranch is located in the southern area of the City.  The southern portion of the City, 

(Ontario Ranch, has been used predominantly for dairy farms for over half a century.  Other 

types of agricultural uses include cultivated crops, fallow fields and plant nurseries.  The City of 

Ontario adopted a right to farm ordinance that recognizes the right of agricultural operations to 

continue.  However, increased environmental regulations are causing existing dairies to relocate 

out of the region, resulting in a continued decline in the long term viability of agricultural 

operations in the Ontario Ranch. 

 

The County of San Bernardino owns and manages approximately 200 acres of land within the 

Ontario Ranch that was previously operated by Southern California Agricultural Land 

Foundation (SoCALF).  The majority of the 200 acres is prime agricultural land as identified by 

the Department of Conservation.  The use of 1988 Park Bond Act funds for the acquisition and 

maintenance of these properties insures that the property will be used for agricultural and/or open 

space. 

 

                                                 
10

 Lichvar, R. W. 2013.  The National Wetland Plant List:  2013 wetland ratings.  Phytoneuron 2013-49:  1-241. 
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Rare and/or endangered species that have the potential to occur in Ontario, including the project 

site, include Delhi Sands Flower Loving Fly and San Bernardino Kangaroo Rat.  Habitat for 

these species is of poor quality and/or is limited to isolated pockets.  As the City further 

develops, there may be opportunities to integrate suitable habitat for sensitive species into new 

developments and/or participate in regional efforts in conservation of high quality habitat, 

thereby expanding and creating new habitat corridors. 

 

The applicable Ontario Plan goal and policies to protect biological resources on the site include 

the following:  

 

Goals 

 

ER5 Protected high value habitat and farming and mineral resource extraction activities that 

are compatible with adjacent development. 

 

Policies 

 

ER5-1 Habitat Conservation Areas.  We support the protection of biological resources through 

the establishment, restoration and conservation of high quality habitat areas. 

ER5-2 Entitlement and Permitting Process.  We comply with state and federal regulations 

regarding protected species. 

 

3.4.3 Thresholds of Significance  

 

The following thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G of the 2015 CEQA 

Guidelines, as Amended.  For purposes of this EIR, implementation of the project may have a 

significant adverse impact on Biological Resources if it would result in any of the following: 

  

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 Wildlife 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 Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 

404 of the Clean Water Act (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? 

 



Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan Draft EIR September 2016 
City of Ontario 3-60 

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? 

 

3.4.4 Project Impacts  

 

Impact BIO-1  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 Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? This impact is considered 

less than significant with mitigation.  

 

Based on the site survey of the areas controlled by the applicant, no special-status plants were 

identified and none are expected to be present.  In addition, no special-status plants were 

identified and none are expected to be present on the areas of the site that are not controlled by 

the applicant.  As a result, for those areas of the project that were surveyed, the project does not 

have the potential to significantly impact any special-status plant or animal species because 

based on the site surveys no special-status plants or animals exist on the site.  The potential exists 

for those areas of the site that have not been surveyed for the presence special-status plants.  If 

present, the disturbance or removal of special-status plants would be a potentially significant 

impact.    

 

There are several special-status animal species with potential to occur on the site.  These species 

include the white-tailed kite, burrowing owl, loggerhead shrike, western mastiff bat, big free-

tailed bat, and western yellow bat.  Information on the potential for any of the species to exist on 

the site is provided below.   

 

White-tailed Kite. This species hunts in open lands vegetated with grasses and low-growing 

shrubs.  This species has no potential to nest on the site, as it requires low trees and/or large 

shrubs with little disturbance, while the project site has taller mature trees.  However, this species 

has the potential to occur in the area during the fall and spring months as a migrant and may 

forage on the site during the winter.  Development of the entire specific plan site would remove 

approximately 180 acres of potential foraging habitat for this species.  The white-tailed kite is a 

State fully protected species.  The species is not expected to nest within the project site due to the 

lack of suitable nest habitat such as shrubs and trees.  The project is located within the coastal 

valley floor of San Bernardino County, which over the past several decades the foraging habitat 

for this species and other birds of prey has declined appreciably.  The loss of 180 acres of 

foraging habitat is less than one percent of the existing raptor foraging habitat still present in the 

City of Ontario.  Therefore, the removal of 180 acres of degraded foraging lands for white-tailed 

kite is not a significant impact. 
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Raptors. Raptors include owls, hawks, eagles, and falcons.  Common raptors with the potential 

to forage on the project site include the red-tailed hawk, American kestrel, barn owl and white-

tailed kite.    The project site supports raptor nesting habitat in the form of mature trees as well as 

approximately 180 acres of foraging habitat.  The project would remove approximately 180 acres 

of foraging habitat (e.g., mature trees).  While the project would result in the loss of 

approximately 180 acres of existing foraging habitat and less than 2 acres of potential nesting 

habitat (e.g., mature trees), it would not pose a significant impact to raptors.  The site has been 

actively managed for agricultural use for many years, affecting the prey base present. Certain 

raptor species eat small mammals, large insects, and reptiles.  The agricultural use of the site has 

been specifically managed to dissuade occupation by small mammals, and due to the high level 

of ongoing land disturbances, reptile populations are expected to be very low, with only a few 

individuals of western fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis) detected during the field surveys.  

Because the agricultural uses have greatly impaired the quality of the raptor habitat of the project 

site and because development of the project would eliminate less than one percent of the existing 

raptor foraging habitat still present in the City of Ontario, the impact to raptors would not be 

significant. 

 

Burrowing Owl. A focused burrowing owl survey was performed for the area controlled by the 

applicant (PAs 2, 3, 4, 5) and the species was confirmed absent.  A visual off-site focused survey 

was performed for Pas 6A, 6B and 7 that are not controlled by the applicant.  No burrowing owls 

were detected during the visual survey.  While no burrowing owls were present during the on-

site surveys and none were visually observed on lands where physical access was not provided 

(PAs 1, 6A, 6B and 7), owls could be present at the time of project grading and construction.  If 

present, their disturbance could have a significant impact.  

 

Loggerhead Shrike. This was a former common resident and occasional migrant in open natural 

areas throughout the cismontane (coastal side of mountain ranges) in southern California.  For 

breeding, the species requires areas with high productivity of large invertebrate and small 

vertebrate prey, along with low levels of predation for adults and young (e.g., from crows, 

ravens, hawks, and domestic pets).  The resident populations have slowly declined for decades 

and appear to be on the verge of extirpation in some areas, though small numbers still breed in 

relatively pristine, undisturbed grasslands and savannahs.  The specie's decline coincides with 

the introduction and increased use of chemical pesticides between the 1940s and the 1970s 

(Anderson and Duzan 1978
11

).  Migrant birds and winter visitors from areas north of the project 

site have declined substantially, but are somewhat more numerous than the resident birds.  Thus, 

migrant or winter visitors may visit the project site on occasion, as it is relatively open.  The 

project site may provide foraging habitat for the loggerhead shrike.  However, the shrike is not 

expected to nest on the site due to the lack of suitable nesting habitat on the areas surveyed.  The 

project would remove approximately 180 acres of low quality loggerhead shrike foraging habitat 

(agriculture, ruderal).  The project site does not provide valuable habitat given existing human 

manipulation and degradation of the lands, including possible pesticide use, which decreases the 

potential prey base.  Thus, the number of individuals potentially affected by the development of 

the project is anticipated to be minimal.  The removal of potential loggerhead shrike foraging 

habitat on the surveyed areas due to the project would not be a significant impact. 

                                                 
11

 Anderson, W. L. and R. E. Duzan. 1978. DDE residues and eggshell thinning in Loggerhead Shrikes. Wilson Bull. 

90:215-220. 
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The removal of loggerhead shrike foraging habitat on the areas of the site that have not been 

surveyed, if present, could have a potentially significant impact.     

 

Special-status Bats. There are three species of bats (western mastiff bat, big free-tailed bat, and 

western yellow bat) with a low potential to forage for insects while in flight.  All three species of 

bats are California Species of Special Concern.  All three species of bat forage over a wide 

variety of natural communities, with western yellow bat being the species most conducive to 

human environments.  The site is potentially suitable for foraging, given the broad array of 

conditions utilized by these species, but does not show potential to be valuable or productive for 

the species given routine disturbances to the lands.  Only the western yellow bat has potential to 

roost and breed on the site.  This species is classified as a solitary bat, in that it does not form 

large roosts, but instead roosts singly or with a few individuals.  The Western yellow bat is 

primarily a desert species, historically foraging, roosting and nesting in desert wetlands, 

especially native fan palm oases.  It has substantially declined in this role due to disturbance and 

degradation of desert wetlands.  However, it has also expanded its range into other areas in 

recent decades, apparently as an adaptation to increasing ornamental plantings of nonnative fan 

palms in the southwest and southern California.  The species was unrecorded in cismontane 

(coastal rather than desert) California prior to about 1969, with noteworthy increases since then 

(Constantine 1998).  The site supports a few fan palms and only marginal potential foraging 

habitat.  Thus, the potential for occurrence of a few individuals is possible. 

 

While the project would remove potential foraging habitat, the quality of the habitat is judged to 

be low given ongoing and long-term human disturbances to the property.  Land that supports 

valuable foraging habitat for bats or other insect-eating species typically have a detectible insect 

population day or night, but very few insects were detected during the biological surveys of the 

portions of the site controlled by the project applicant.  Existing ornamental fan palms on the site 

could be used by western yellow bats for roosting, although no roosting bats were observed.  The 

project would not have a significant impact to these three bat species due to the limited number 

of individuals on the site.  As discussed above, this species does not roost in large groups, but 

rather solitarily or with a few individuals and its population over the past several decades has 

increased in coastal-slope southern California with the plantings of nonnative Mexican fan 

palms.  The species is only in decline within its native habitat which is palm oases in the desert.  

As such, the removal of the nonnative palms within the project and the potential to impact 

roosting western yellow bat would not be significant.  In addition, based on the low quality of 

foraging habitat and thus the limited number of bats potentially present and affected by its 

removal, development of the project site would not have a significant impact to these three bat 

species. However, the areas of the site that were not surveyed could include foraging habitat that 

supports one or all three species of bats known to exist in the area and the removal of suitable 

foraging habitat could have a significant impact.    

 

Critical Habitat 

 

There is no federally designated Critical Habitat on the areas of the site that were surveyed or 

adjacent to the site.  The project will not impact any federally designated Critical Habitat on the 

areas of the site that were surveyed.  For those areas that were not surveyed, Critical Habitat may 
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exist and the removal of any Critical Habitat by the project could potentially have significant 

impacts.      

 

Nesting Native Birds 

 

The site contains vegetation, open land, and structures that potentially provide suitable nesting 

sites for species legally protected as native migratory birds.  The native birds with the potential 

to nest on the site would be those that are extremely common to the region and highly adapted to 

human landscapes, such as Anna’s hummingbird and the house finch.  Due to the limited habitat 

value of the project site for such birds and the commonness of the species potentially impacted, 

any impact to native birds by the project would not be considered a significant impact.  However, 

direct impacts to native nesting birds are prohibited under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

(MBTA) and California Fish and Game Code.  As such, the project has the potential to impact 

active native bird nests if existing on-site vegetation is removed during the nesting season, which 

typically extends from January 1 to August 31.     

 

Delhi Sands Flower-loving Fly (DSFF) 

 

A Delhi Sands Flower-loving Fly survey for PA’s 2-5 was conducted in February 2015.  A copy 

of the survey results is provided in a report in Appendix C of the biology report in Appendix B.  

Based on results of the focused habitat suitability evaluation performed in 2015, existing 

conditions on the land controlled by the applicant (PAs 2, 3, 4, 5) are not consistent with those 

known or expected to support Delhi sands flower-loving fly.  No exposed natural or semi-natural 

open areas with unconsolidated wind-worked granitic soils or dunes exist.  The exposure to 

extensive substrate disturbances (e.g. abandoned dairy) has substantial negative effects on 

potential Delhi sands flower-loving fly habitat and prevents potentially suitable Delhi sands 

flower-loving fly microhabitat conditions from developing.  Substrate conditions are not 

consistent with those most often correlated with potential Delhi sands flower-loving fly habitat 

and no Delhi sands flower-loving fly plant associations are present on the areas surveyed.  

 

Under current conditions, the site would generally be considered prohibitive to Delhi sands 

flower-loving fly occupation.  The underlying soil environment appears to be the most definitive 

factor of whether an area could potentially support Delhi sands flower-loving fly.  Accordingly, 

the quality of Delhi soils present within the lands controlled by the applicant (PAs 2, 3, 4, 5) was 

rated for its potential to support Delhi sands flower-loving fly.  The area mapped as Delhi soils 

within the applicant-controlled lands (PAs 2, 3, 4, 5) was visually inspected on foot and rated 

based on a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 being the best quality and most suitable habitat in the 

biologist’s judgment:  

 

1. Soils dominated by heavy deposits of alluvial material including coarse sands and gravels 

with little or no Delhi sands and evidence of soil compaction. Unsuitable.  

 

2. Delhi sands are present but the soil characteristics include a predominance of alluvial 

materials (Tujunga Soils). Very Low Quality.  
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3. Although not clean, sufficient Delhi sands are present to prevent soil compaction.  Some 

sandy soils exposed on the surface due to fossorial animal activity. Low Quality. 

 

4. Abundant clean Delhi sands with little or no alluvial material or Tujunga soils present.  

Moderate abundance of exposed sands on the soil surface.  Low vegetative cover.  

Evidence of moderate degree of fossorial animal activity by vertebrates and invertebrates. 

Moderate Quality  

 

5. Sand dune habitat with clean Delhi sands. High abundance of exposed sands on the soil 

surface.  Low vegetative cover.  Evidence (soil surface often gives under foot) of high 

degree of fossorial animal activity by vertebrates and invertebrates. High Quality  

 

Based on the above ratings and existing site conditions, the applicant-controlled lands (PAs 2, 3, 

4, 5) would be considered Unsuitable for Delhi sands flower-loving fly.  In view of the site’s 

highly degraded and isolated condition, exposure to significant surface disturbances, and 

analyses of correlative habitat information from a wide range (e.g., relatively disturbed to more 

natural habitats) of occupied Delhi sands flower-loving fly habitats in the region, the lands do not 

contain habitat suitable to support or sustain a viable Delhi sands flower-loving fly population.  

 

While a survey was not conducted for PAs 1, 6A, 6B and 7 that are not controlled by the 

applicant, a visual and satellite imagery analysis was conducted and soil records were reviewed.  

The off-site properties have the same type and level of disturbances as PAs 2, 3, 4, 5.  As a 

result, the off-site improvement lands are considered unsuitable for Delhi sands flower-loving fly 

based on off-site observations. 

 

Delhi sands flower-loving fly is a federal endangered species.  Although conditions on the lands 

not controlled by the applicant (PAs 1, 6A, 6B, 7) indicate the same degree of disturbance and 

conditions as PAs 2, 3, 4, 5, it cannot be confirmed unless a focused habitat suitability evaluation 

is performed on-foot by a USFWS permitted Delhi sands flower-loving fly biologist.  Because it 

has not been confirmed that PAs 1, 6A, 6B, and 7 are unsuitable for the species, development of 

the project may significantly impact Delhi sands flower-loving fly, if present.   

 

Impact BIO-2 Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive 

natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations by 

the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?  

This is considered no impact.  

 

A search of the CNDDB (CDFW 2015) revealed records for 10 special-status natural 

communities associated with riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities in the 

Guasti, California, USGS 7.5-minute quadrangle map area, which includes the project site, and 

eight surrounding quadrangle map areas.  The communities studied included the California 

Walnut Woodland, Riversidian Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub, Southern California Arroyo Chub / 

Santa Ana Sucker Stream, Canyon Live Oak Ravine Forest, Coastal and Valley Freshwater 

Marsh, Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest, Southern Cottonwood Willow Riparian Forest, 

Riparian Forest, Southern Sycamore Alder Riparian Woodland, and Southern Willow Scrub.  All 

of the species are absent from the project site.  The project site does not support any riparian 
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habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in any local or regional plans, policies, or 

regulations by the CDFW or USFWS.  Therefore, the project would not impact any riparian or 

natural communities.   

 

Impact BIO-3  Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal 

pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 

other means? This is considered no impact.  

 

The project site lacks water resources under the jurisdiction of the Corps, CDFW, and the 

Regional Water Quality Control Board based on site surveys of PAs 2, 3, 4 and 5.  There is no 

evidence of any wetlands on PAs 1, 6A, 6b or 7 based on the review of aerial photographs and 

off-site visual observations.  The project would not impact federally protected wetlands as 

defined by Section 404 of the CWA (including but limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) or 

any other federal or state protected water resources through direct removal, filling, hydrological 

interruptions, or other means. 

 

 

Impact BIO-4  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?  This impact is 

considered less than significant.  

 

Wildlife corridors provide specific opportunities for individual animals to disperse or migrate 

between areas, generally extensive but otherwise partially or wholly separated regions.  

Adequate cover and tolerably low levels of disturbance are common requirements for corridors.  

Habitat in corridors may be quite different than that in the connected areas, but if used by the 

wildlife species of interest, the corridor will still function as desired. 

 

The project site lacks land features (e.g. drainage) that would potentially support wildlife 

migration or large-scale nursery habitat, such as a heron rookery.  Lands surrounding the project 

site consist of active agriculture and high-density residential development.  The Cucamonga 

Creek Flood Control Channel, adjacent to and east of the project is not expected to support 

valuable, if any animal movement due to the lack of suitable habitat and the channel is concrete 

and the walls are vertical at 90-degree angles to the channel and over 8 feet tall.  Any animal 

within the channel would not be able to move out of the channel, which discourages its use as a 

wildlife corridor.  

 

Based on the existing conditions on the site and the absence of any existing wildlife corridors or 

nursery sites, the project will not interfere with or impact the movement of any native resident or 

migratory fish or wildlife on those areas of the site that were surveyed.  Therefore, the project 

will not impact the movement of or impede the use of any native wildlife corridors or nursery 

sites of the areas surveyed.  For those areas that were not surveyed, based on a review of aerial 

photographs and off-site observations, the potential for the presence of native resident or 

migratory wildlife corridors or native wildlife nursery sites on PAs 1, 6A, 6B and 7 and be 

disturbed and impacted by the project would be less than significant.    
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Impact BIO-5  Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, 

such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? This impact is considered less 

than significant.  

 

The project is consistent with the type and density of development allowed for the site by TOP.  

Based on the biological surveys of the site that have been completed for those areas of the site 

that are accessible to date, there are no known rare, endangered or sensitive plants or animals on 

the site.  Furthermore, measures are recommended to mitigate any potential significant impacts 

to the Delhi sands flower-loving fly, burrowing owls and/or nesting birds by the project for those 

areas that have been surveyed.  Because there are no known rare, endangered or sensitive plants 

or animals on the areas of the site that have been surveyed and measures are recommended to 

reduce potential impacts to the Delhi sands flower-loving fly, burrowing owls and nesting birds 

to less than significant, the project will not have any significant conflicts with TOP policies to 

protect biological resources to those areas that have been surveyed.  For those areas that have not 

been surveyed, the project could significantly impact rare, endangered or sensitive plants, if 

present.  

 

None of the existing biological resources present on the areas of the site that have been surveyed 

and will be removed or disturbed by the project are protected by a local or city ordinance.  The 

project will not have any conflicts with or be impacted by a tree preservation policy or ordinance 

for those areas surveyed.  As such, project impacts upon local applicable policies protecting 

biological resources for the areas surveyed would be less than significant. 

 

For those areas of the site that have not been surveyed, mitigation measures are recommended to 

survey the properties for the burrowing owl and DSFF and if present, measures required to 

reduce impacts to less than significant.   

 

Impact BIO-6 Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 

Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 

conservation plan? This is considered no impact.  

 

The project site, including both areas that have been surveyed and areas that have not been 

surveyed, is not located within any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 

Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.  The 

project will not impact a conservation plan.    

 

3.4.5 Cumulative Impacts  

 

Due to the development potential in the immediate area, the cumulative analysis takes into 

account potential impacts that would occur as a result of development of the identified 

cumulative projects.  The cumulative geographic context for the evaluation of impacts on 

biological resources is regional development, particularly in the southern portion of Ontario and 

other areas of the El Prado Basin proper (the Region), which contains habitat very similar to the 

project.  
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The cumulative impacts will be qualitatively based on assessments of the cumulative projects.  

The potential build out of the cumulative projects is approximately 3,590 acres (City of Ontario).  

Mitigation measures have been approved along with the project approvals of the cumulative 

projects to mitigate the potential biological impacts of each project, thus the cumulative impacts 

have been reduced.   

 

The primary effects of the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan, when considered with other projects 

in the Region (as defined above), would be the direct cumulative loss of open space, vegetation 

important to raptors, habitat of sensitive or special-status wildlife species, and regional 

movement corridors that support migratory avian species.  However, as discussed in the above 

biological assessment for the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan, the project will not significantly 

impact any sensitive, rare, or endangered plant or animal species.  Therefore, while other 

cumulative projects may individually have significant biological resource impacts, the proposed 

project will not have any significant cumulative biological impacts.    

 

The development of the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan in combination with the cumulative 

projects could lead to increased disturbance to the Delhi Sands Flower-loving fly, burrowing 

owl, native nesting birds, critical habitat, loggerhead shrike and special status bats and have 

cumulative biological impacts.  The implementation of the project recommended mitigation 

measures will reduce potential significant cumulative biological impacts to less than significant 

levels because the measures, when implemented, will reduce project impacts to less than 

significant.   

 

3.4.6 Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts  

 

The following mitigation measures would reduce potentially significant biological resource 

impacts identified above to less than significant levels.    

 

The following measures are proposed to reduce Impact BIO-1, to less than significant levels: 

 

BIO-1-SP A preconstruction presence/absence burrowing owl survey shall be conducted 

within 14 days prior to the start of any demolition, grading or construction of each 

phase of development (including clearing and grubbing) for Planning Area’s 2-5.  

Each pre-construction survey shall include the land proposed for development 

within the phase and any associated off-site improvements.  If burrowing owls are 

detected, a mitigation and eviction plan consistent with CDFW protocol for that 

phase shall be provided to CDFW for approval.   

 

BIO-2-SP     The removal of any vegetation by the project shall occur outside of the nesting 

season (January 1 through August 31).  If avoidance of the nesting season is not 

feasible, a qualified biologist shall conduct a nesting bird survey within three days 

prior to the disturbance of any vegetation, including disking, demolition, grading 

or construction.  If active nests of native bird species are identified, the biologist 

shall establish suitable buffers around the nests, and the buffer areas shall be 

avoided until the nests are no longer occupied and the juvenile birds can survive 

independently from the nests.  The buffer shall be 300 feet for raptors and 150 
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feet for songbirds; unless specifically determined to be less by a qualified 

biologist that is familiar with the nesting phenology of the nesting species. 

 

BIO-3-SP Prior to the demolition or grading within PA’s 1, 6A, 6B or 7 that have not been 

surveyed to date, a qualified biologist shall conduct a focused survey for 

burrowing owl following CDFW’s March 2012 recommended guidelines and 

shall consist of four visits between February 15 and July 15.  If the species is 

found, an eviction plan shall be drafted and submitted to CDFW for approval.  

Eviction shall only occur when the owls are not nesting.  If the species is not 

found during the focused survey, and the focused survey is completed more than 

14 days prior to ground disturbance, a preconstruction presence/absence survey 

for burrowing owl within 14 days prior to each phase of development (including 

clearing and grubbing) shall be completed to ensure no mortality to the species 

occurs (CDFW 2012).  If burrowing owls are detected, a mitigation and eviction 

plan for that phase will be drafted and provided to the CDFW for approval.  

Eviction shall occur only when the owls are not nesting. 

 

BIO-4-SP  Prior to the demolition of any buildings, site improvements, grading or 

construction activities within Planning Areas 1, 6A, 6B and 7, a focused Delhi 

Sands Flower-loving Fly (DSFF) habitat suitability survey shall be completed.    

If the results of the focused habitat survey indicate the potential for DSFF to be 

present and impacted by the project, a protocol survey shall be completed to 

determine the presence of the DSFF.  If DSFF is found to be present, the project 

developer shall complete the measures required to protect the species on the site, 

or provide off-site mitigation in compliance with established protocols acceptable 

to USFWS.   

 

BIO-5-SP  Prior to any demolition or grading within PA’s 1, 6A, 6B or 7 that have not been 

surveyed to date, a qualified biologist shall conduct a critical habitat survey.  If 

any critical habitat is identified, the project developer shall provide suitable 

critical habitat at a 1:1 ratio or a ratio acceptable to CDFW.  

 

BIO-6-SP  Prior to any demolition or grading within PA’s 1, 6A, 6B or 7 that have not been 

surveyed to date, a qualified biologist shall conduct Loggerhead Shrike and 

Special Status bat surveys.  If present, the project developer shall complete 

measures to protect the species in compliance with established protocols and 

regulations and approved by CDFW. 

 

The implementation of mitigation measures BIO-1(a)-SP - BIO-6-SP will reduce potentially 

significant project impacts to the Burrowing Owl, nesting native bird habitat, Delhi Sands 

Flower-loving Fly (DSFF), Critical habitat, Loggerhead Shrike and Special Status bats to less 

than significant.  
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3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES  

 

3.5.1 Introduction  

 

This section describes the historical, archaeological, and paleontological resources that are either 

known to occur or potentially present within the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan and evaluates 

the potential effects of the project to those resources.  Potential historical resources on the site 

include structures that may be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or the 

California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR).  

 

Data used for this section includes a historical and archaeological resources records check 

including a literature survey at the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC), 

California State University, Fullerton, cultural resources reports
12

, the National Register of 

Historic Places (NRHP), California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), California 

Historical Landmarks (CHL), California Points of Historical Interest (CPHI), and the California 

Directory of Properties (DOP, aka the Historic Resources Inventory [HRI]), a 2006 

historical/archaeological survey of 280+acres of dairy lands that included the entire 199-acre site 

and additional property to the west of Vineyard Avenue (CRM Tech 2006).  A Phase II 

Historical and Architectural Evaluation was conducted for six properties within Armstrong 

Ranch located at the southeast corner of Riverside Drive and Vineyard Avenue.
13

  Additionally, 

a paleontological resource assessment report that was prepared April 24, 2006 by CRM Tech for 

the City of Ontario, and The City of Ontario’s Historic Context For the Ontario Plan Area, 

Galvin & Associates, September 2004 and other data sources were reviewed.  The fact that 

cultural resources do not typically change over a short period of time, the studies completed in 

2004 and 2006 remain valid to evaluate the potential cultural effects of the portion of the project 

site that was not surveyed in the Phase II evaluation.  The combination of all three studies 

adequately evaluates the cultural and historic resources on the site.   

 

3.5.2 Existing Conditions  

 

Prehistoric and Historical Setting  

 

Prehistoric (Pre-Contact) Period  

 

The project lies on the eastern edge of the traditional territory of the Gabrieliño, a Takic-

speaking people who were considered the populous and most powerful ethnic group in aboriginal 

southern California (Bean and Smith 1978:538).  The Gabrieliño territory reached from San 

Clemente Island to the present-day San Bernardino-Riverside area and south into southern 

Orange County, but their influence spread as far as the Joaquin Valley, the Colorado River, and 

Baja California.  Unfortunately, most Gabrieliño cultural practices had declined long before 

                                                 
12

 Cultural Resources Records Search Update and Summary for the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan, 199-Acres 

Located Southeast of the intersection of Vineyard Avenue and East Riverside Drive, City of Ontario, Riverside 

County. See Appendix E.  
13

 Phase II Historical and Architectural Significant Evaluations for Six Properties with the Armstrong Ranch 

Specific Plan, 199-acres Located Southeast of the Intersection of Vineyard Avenue and East Riverside Drive, City 

of Ontario, Riverside County.  See Appendix E. 
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systematic ethnographic studies were instituted.  As a result, knowledge about them and their life 

ways is meager. 

 

Historical Period  

 

The San Bernardino Valley, along with the rest of Alta California, was claimed by Spain in the 

late 18
th

 century, and the first European explorers traveled through the area as early as 1772, only 

three years after the beginning of Spanish colonization.  For nearly four decades afterwards, 

however, the arid inland valley received little attention from the colonizers, who concentrated 

their efforts along the Pacific coast.  Following the establishment of Mission San Gabriel in 

1771, the San Bernardino Valley became a part of the mission’s vast land holdings.  The name 

“San Bernardino” was bestowed on the region at least by 1819, when a mission rancho bearing 

that name was established in the eastern end of the valley. 

 

The U.S. annexation of Alta California in 1848 brought waves of American immigrants into the 

once sparsely populated territory.  In the 1880’s, spurred by the completion of the Southern 

Pacific Railroad and the competing Santa Fe Railroad, a land boom swept across much of 

southern California.  A large number of towns, surrounded by irrigated farmland, were laid out in 

the San Bernardino Valley before the boom collapsed toward the end to the decade.  Among 

them were Etiwanda, and Ontario, both founded in the early 1880’s by George Chaffey, a 

prominent local developer who had migrated from Canada in 1880. 

 

It was in the creation of these two colonies that Chaffey pioneered the influential concept of the 

mutual water company, by which water rights, a precious commodity in southern California, are 

directly tied to land ownership.  Thanks partially to this practice, the Etiwanda and Ontario 

colonies survived the disastrous drought of the 1890s that brought the end to the land boom, and 

flourished with the rise of the citrus industry as the leading economic pursuit in rural southern 

California.  The area soon became known for the cultivation of citrus fruits and, to a lesser 

extent, olives, and grapes. 

 

Prior to 1850, dairying in southern California was almost nonexistent.  This changed with the 

arrival of the American Period, as the American use of cattle differed substantially from that of 

the Spanish/Mexican landholders.  American Period ranchers were more interested in milk 

products and, as the Anglo populations grew in Southern California, the demands for such 

products increased.  Between 1850 and 1860, the number of milk cows in Southern California 

increased dramatically.  The 1860 census of San Bernardino County (the County) identified as 

many as eighty people producing milk-related products, generally concentrated around the 

community of San Bernardino. 

 

Dairymen in the 1870s were increasingly active in national markets, resulting in a shift from 

individual use and local commerce to wide-ranging interactions.  Improvements in transportation 

(i.e., railroads) and increased populations provided the incentive for large-scale dairy industry 

participation, and larger tracts of land were needed to consolidate the dairy farms.  This trend has 

continued to the present day—large tracts are still held and dairy operations continue.  Similarly 

to citrus, dairy operations represent one of the oldest industries in the County.  
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In 1891, Ontario, the larger of the two colonies, incorporated as a city, but agriculture remained 

the primary livelihood of the region through much of the 20
th

 century.  During the recent 

decades, due to its favorable location near the Greater Los Angeles area and major transportation 

nexuses, the western San Bernardino Valley has become one of the fastest growing regions in 

inland southern California. 

 

Cultural Resources on the Project Site  

 

Definition of Historical Resources  

 

The National Historic Preservation Act established the NRHP to recognize resources associated 

with the country’s history and heritage. Structures and features must usually be at least 50 years 

old to be considered for listing on the NRHP, barring exceptional circumstances. Criteria for 

listing on the NRHP [set forth in Title 26, Part 63 of the Code of Federal Regulations (36 CFR 

Part 63)] include: significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and 

culture as present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of 

location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association; and that are (A) 

associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our 

history; (B) associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; (C) embody the 

distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction; represent the work of a 

master; possess high artistic values, represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose 

components may lack individual distinction; or (D) have yielded, or may be likely to yield, 

information important in prehistory or history. Criterion D is usually reserved for archaeological 

and paleontological resources.  

 

The CRHR was created to identify resources deemed worthy of preservation on a State level in 

California and was modeled closely after the NRHP. The criteria used to determine eligibility for 

inclusion on the CRHR are nearly identical to those of the NRHP but focus upon resources of 

statewide, rather than national, significance. The CRHR automatically includes resources listed 

on the NRHP.  

 

Records Check and Literature Survey Results  

 

A records search of the project site was at the South Central Coastal Information Center 

California State University, Fullerton, California.  The search included a review of all previously 

recorded prehistoric and historic archaeological sites situated on or within a one-mile radius of 

the project.  Additionally, the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), California Register 

of Historical Resources (CRHR), California Historical Landmarks (CHL), California Points of 

Historical Interest (CPHI), and the California Directory of Properties (DOP, aka the Historic 

Resources Inventory [HRI]) were reviewed for the purpose of identifying historic properties. 

 

Prehistoric Resources 

 

The results of the records search indicated that no prehistoric archaeological sites or isolates have 

been previously recorded within the boundaries of the project. 
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Historic Resources 

 

The results of the records search indicated that four historic buildings have been previously 

recorded within the project boundary as a result of the by CRM Tech 2006 study.   

 

Heritage Properties 

 

Listings of the National Register and California Historical Landmarks indicate that no heritage 

properties have been recorded within the study area.  However, one California Point of Historical 

Interest is listed along the northern boundary of the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan, which 

includes CPHI-SBr-027 (P36-015980) and includes the approximate route followed by Juan 

Bautista de Anza.   

 

Previous Surveys Within the Project Area  

 

In 1979, the San Bernardino County Museum Association conducted a pedestrian survey of a 

section of Chino Avenue, a portion of which forms the southern boundary of the Armstrong 

Ranch Specific Plan.  The results of the survey failed to identify any prehistoric or historic 

resources within the right-of-way of the road improvement project (Hearn 1979). 

 

2006 CRM Tech Report 

 

The 2006 CRM Tech cultural report that included the entire project site did not identify any 

prehistoric resources within the boundaries of the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan.  However, 

four historic period buildings were recorded and evaluated that were connected with the dairy 

industry that exists in the area.  The four sites are summarized in Table 3.5-1below: 

 

Table 3.5-1 

Recorded Historic Buildings within the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan 

 

Site Number 

(P36-0) 
Building Description 

13241 
APN 218-102-11. Ranch style residence with attached two-car garage.  

Possibly constructed between 1942-1949, perhaps later. Located at 9381-A 

Riverside Drive. 

13242 
APN 218-102-11. Vernacular style, multiple family residence. Possibly 

constructed between 1942-1949, perhaps later. Located at 9381-B Riverside 

Drive. 

13243 
APN 218-102-11. Storage barn converted into a Ranch style residence. 

Possibly constructed between 1942-1949, perhaps later. Located at 9381-D 

Riverside Drive. 

13244 APN 218-111-05. Vernacular style single family residence. Constructed circa 

1949.  Located at 13165 Ontario Avenue. 
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Subsequent evaluations by CRM Tech conclude that none of the four buildings qualify as 

“historical resources” as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).   

 

Stantec Cultural Resources Assessment 

 

In 2007, Stantec conducted a cultural resources assessment of the Ontario Plan East Backbone 

Infrastructure project and included numerous street, bridge, flood control and underground utility 

improvements throughout a large planning area that included the project site.  Stantec concurred 

with CRM Tech’s 2006 study that the approximate route (P36-015980, CPHI-SBr-027) followed 

by Juan Bautista de Anza through the current study area and beyond had been obliterated.  

Furthermore, Stantec did not identify any prehistoric or historic resources within the 

street/channel alignments that fall within the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan.  Stantec did not 

suggest any further work, including monitoring of earth disturbing activities. 

 

Phase II Historical Assessment 

 

A Phase II historical assessment was conducted specifically for six properties on the sites.  The 

properties include a vacant dairy farm at the southwest corner of E. Riverside Drive and 

Vineyard Avenue and the five properties within Armstrong Ranch that are located east of 

Vineyard Avenue from E. Riverside Drive on the north to Euclid Avenue on the south.  The 

purpose of the Phase II assessment was to: 1) evaluate the buildings/structures that are 50 years 

of age or older and; 2) reevaluate previously NRHP/CRHR evaluated resources for local 

significance through application of NMC criteria.  Detailed information for each property is 

included in the DPR 523 form packages that are currently being prepared.    

 

A records search was conducted at the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC), 

California State University, Fullerton.  The records search indicated that several previous cultural 

resource investigations were completed within the study area (Hearn 1979 Tang 2006, and 

Wetherbee 2007).  In particular, the 2006 CRM Tech survey undertaken by Tang resulted in the 

identification of several historic period buildings within the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan.  A 

number of evaluations were undertaken although some of the structures were of insufficient age 

(less than 50 years) for consideration at the time of CRM Tech’s assessment (Tang 2006).  

Historic and architectural significance evaluations were made pursuant to criteria found in the 

National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the California Register of Historical Resources 

(CRHR), and The City of Ontario’s Historic Context For the New Model Colony Plan Area 

(NMC). 

 

Paleontological Resources  

 

A resource assessment was conducted on the project site by CRM Tech between January and 

April 2006 that included the proposed Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan site and land further west 

of the project.  A records search was conducted at the San Bernardino County Museum and 

Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County.  In addition, a field survey of the project site in 

accordance with the guidelines of the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology was conducted.    
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Fossils—nonrenewable paleontological resources—are important for dating sedimentary rocks, 

and thus determining the time of movement of faults against which those sediments lie.  All 

vertebrate fossils are considered to be significant, while other kinds of paleontological resources 

must be evaluated individually for significance depending upon their potential scientific value.  

Geologic units containing fossils are present in many locations throughout the County.  Due to 

the fact that many paleontological resources have been found outside of the Armstrong Ranch 

Specific Plan Area and are relatively common, the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan site could 

contain significant resources.  However, surface examination often cannot reveal whether 

paleontological resources are present at a specific project location, particularly when, as in the 

case of the project, the ground surface is under agricultural operation.  

 

Most of the rock units containing fossils in southern California are sedimentary rocks associated 

with seas that covered most of California during the Mesozoic and early Paleozoic (about 75 to 

290 million years ago.  Riverside and San Bernardino Counties contain an extensive record of 

fossil life, ranging from diverse marine mollusks in the Jurassic period (about 150 million years 

ago) to the oldest known Tertiary (about 60 million years ago) flora in Southern California, to a 

wide range of large, ice age mammals in the Pleistocene epoch (2.5 million years ago – 10,000 

years ago).  These remains chronicle marine advances, beach and lake formation, and climate 

change.  Fossils from the Miocene epoch (24 – 4.5 million years ago) are known to be present in 

Western Riverside and San Bernardino Counties, which has fossiliferous sediments that occur in 

sediments lying on the surface of crystalline bedrock, or are deposited in or between the major 

fault zones.  Fossils recovered in these areas include saber-toothed cat, deer, horse, and 

mammoth bones, as well as large juniper logs.  Consequently, although no known fossils have 

been recovered on the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan site, the area could be characterized as 

having a moderate to high paleontological sensitivity.  

 

Regulatory Framework  

 

Federal  

 

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966  

 

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 established the NRHP as the official federal list 

of cultural resources that have been nominated by State Offices for their historical significance at 

the local, State, or national level.  Properties listed in the NRHP, or “determined eligible” for 

listing, must meet certain criteria for historical significance and possess integrity of form, 

location, and setting.  Significance is determined by four aspects of American history or 

prehistory recognized by the NRHP Criteria, which are listed below.  Eligible properties must 

meet at least one of the criteria and exhibit integrity, measured by the degree to which the 

resource retains its historical properties and conveys its historical character, the degree to which 

the original fabric has been retained, and the reversibility of changes to the property.  

 

(1) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 

of California’s history and cultural heritage. 

(2) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past. 
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(3) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 

construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses 

high artistic values. 

(4) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history 

(PRC §5024.1©). 

 

State  

 

The California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR)  

 

State law also protects cultural resources by requiring evaluations of the significance of 

prehistoric and historic resources in CEQA documents. A cultural resource is an important 

historical resource if it meets any of the criteria found in Section 15064.5(a) of the CEQA 

Guidelines. These criteria are nearly identical to those for the NRHP, which are listed above.  

 

The Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) maintains the CRHR.  Properties listed, or formally 

designated eligible for listing, on the NRHP are automatically listed on the CRHR, as are State 

Landmarks and Points of Interest.  The CRHR also includes properties designated under local 

ordinances or identified through local historical resource surveys.  

 

City of Ontario General Plan (TOP) 

 

The Community Design Policy Plan of The Ontario Plan recognizes the value of cultural 

resources associated with the history of the City. The applicable goal and policies of The Ontario 

Plan for Historic Preservation that would apply to the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan Area 

include:  

 

Goals 

 

CD4 

 

Historic buildings, streets, landscapes and neighborhoods, as well as the story of Ontario’s 

people, businesses, and social and community organizations, that have been preserved and serve 

as a focal point for civic pride and identity. 

 

Policies 

 

CD4-1 

 

Cultural Resource Management.  We update and maintain an inventory of historic sites and 

buildings, professional collections, artifacts, manuscripts, photographs, documents, maps and 

other archives. 
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CD4-2 

 

Collaboration with Property Owners and Developers.  We educate and collaborate with property 

owners and developers to implement strategies and best practices that preserve the character of 

our historic buildings, streetscapes and unique neighborhoods. 

 

CD4-5 

 

Adaptive Reuse.  We actively promote and support the adaptive reuse of historic sites and 

buildings to preserve and maintain their viability. 

 

Local Ordinances 

 

City of Ontario Development Code 

 

Chapter 4 Permits, Actions and Decisions and Chapter 7 Historic Preservation of the revised 

Ontario Development Code that became effective January 1, 2016, address historic preservation 

in Ontario.  The purpose of each Division is discussed below: 

 

 Chapter 4 – The purpose of this Division is to prescribe procedures for the consideration of 

discretionary permits or actions.  A discretionary permit or action, as established by Table 2.02-1 

(Review Matrix) of this Development Code, includes projects that require the exercise of 

judgement or deliberation when making a decision to approve, conditionally approve, or deny a 

particular activity.
14

  

 

Chapter 7 - The purpose of this Division is to specify significance criteria for the designation of 

historic resources, procedures for designation, and review procedures to: 

 

A. Safeguard the character and history of the City, which is reflected in its unique culturally, 

historically, and architecturally significant structures and heritage, with emphasis on the 

“Model Colony,” as recognized by an Act of Congress and presented at the St. Louis 

World’s Fair in 1904; 

 

B. Encourage and promote the adaptive reuse of the City's historic resources; 

 

C. Enhance, perpetuate, and preserve architecturally and historically significant structures 

and promote revitalization of historic neighborhoods and commercial areas; 

 

D. Ensure that the rights of the owners of historic resources are safeguarded; 

 

E. Foster civic pride in the beauty and noble accomplishments of the past by promoting 

private stewardship of historic resources that represent these accomplishments; 

 

F. Fulfill the City's responsibilities as a Certified Local Government under Federal 

preservation laws; 

                                                 
14

 Ontario Development Code, Division 4.02, Section 4.02.0000  

http://ww2.cityofpasadena.net/zoning/P-8.html#CITY
http://ww2.cityofpasadena.net/zoning/P-8.html#HISTORICRESOURCE
http://ww2.cityofpasadena.net/zoning/P-8.html#STRUCTURE
http://ww2.cityofpasadena.net/zoning/P-8.html#HISTORICRESOURCE
http://ww2.cityofpasadena.net/zoning/P-8.html#HISTORICRESOURCE
http://ww2.cityofpasadena.net/zoning/P-8.html#CITY
http://ww2.cityofpasadena.net/zoning/P-8.html#CERTIFIEDLOCALGOVERNMENT
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G. Promote the identification, documentation, and evaluation of the significance of 

individual historic resources and districts; 

 

H. Implement the historic preservation goals, policies, and programs of the Policy Plan 

(General Plan) component of The Ontario Plan; 

 

I. Promote the City as a destination for tourists and as a desirable location for business; 

 

J. Promote public awareness of the value of rehabilitation, restoration, and maintenance of 

the existing building stock as a means to conserve reusable material and energy 

resources; 

 

K. Recognize the City's historic resources as economic assets and provide economic 

financial incentives for historic preservation; 

 

L. Stabilize and improve property values, and enhance the aesthetic and visual character, 

place making, diversity, and environmental amenities of the City's historic properties and 

areas; 

 

M. Promote public knowledge, appreciation, and understanding of the City’s past, and foster 

civic and neighborhood pride in the beauty and accomplishments of the past; 

 

N. Promote the enjoyment and use of historic resources appropriate for the education and 

recreation of the people of the City; 

 

O. Recognize historic resources and protect areas of historic structures from encroachment 

of incompatible designs; 

 

P. Promote public awareness of the benefits of preservation; and 

 

Q. Encourage public participation in historic preservation, thereby increasing civic pride in 

the City’s heritage.
15

 

 

Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) 

 

Effective July 1, 2015, AB 52 requires early notice by a Lead Agency with California Native 

American Tribes on the Native American Heritage Commission List and if requested by a tribe, 

consultation by the Lead Agency with a tribe in consideration of whether a project may cause a 

substantial adverse change in the significance of a Tribal Cultural Resource (TCR).  In 

compliance with AB 52, on June 17, 2015 the City submitted letters to the following tribes: 

 Gabrieleno/Tonga San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians 

 Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians 

 Gabrieleno Tonga Nation 

                                                 
15

 Ontario Development Code, Division 7.01, Section 7.01.0000. 

http://ww2.cityofpasadena.net/zoning/P-8.html#HISTORICRESOURCE
http://ww2.cityofpasadena.net/zoning/P-8.html#DISTRICT
http://ww2.cityofpasadena.net/zoning/P-8.html#HISTORICPRESERVATION
http://ww2.cityofpasadena.net/zoning/P-8.html#GENERALPLAN
http://ww2.cityofpasadena.net/zoning/P-8.html#CITY
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To date, none of the tribes that were contacted have responded to the City, or requested 

consultation on the project.   

 

3.5.3 Thresholds of Significance  

 

The following thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.  For 

purposes of this EIR, implementation of the project may have a significant adverse impact on 

cultural resources if it would result in any of the following:  

 

 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined 

in Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines.  

 

 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource 

pursuant to Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines.  

 

 Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 

feature  

 

 Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.  

 

3.5.4 Project Impacts 
 

Impact CUL-1 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as 

defined in Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines.  This impact is considered 

less than significant.  

 

The historic-period buildings on the site date mostly to the post-WWII period.  Buildings from 

that period survive in large numbers in the Ontario area and throughout southern California, and 

generally require outstanding historical, architectural, aesthetic, or other merits to be considered 

“historical resources”, as defined above.  The only building on the project site that may predate 

1945, the residence at 8821 Riverside Drive, was evidently moved to this location at a much later 

time, and is of limited integrity to relate to the pre-WWII era. 

 

Of the six properties surveyed by the Phase II Assessment, four of the properties are less than 50-

years of age and require no further analysis as they are considered modern resources.  Three of 

the properties do not appear to be historically or architecturally significant pursuant to criteria of 

the NRHP, CRHR or the historic dairy context.  The fourth property appears eligible only for the 

CRHR under Criteria A and B and the historic dairy context local criteria.  No additional work in 

conjunction with historical resources is recommended for five of the six properties. 

 

For the property located at 9381 East Riverside Drive (Orange Blossom Dairy Farm/Ellsworth 

Ranch), a mitigation measure is recommended to reduce potential impacts to the removal of the 

existing buildings on the site to less than significant. 
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None of the properties within the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan, other than the buildings on the 

property at 9381 East Riverside Drive, are candidates for or considered a historical resource.  

Throughout the course of the historical resource studies for the project site, no historical figures 

or events of recognized significance in national, state, or local history were identified in 

association with any of the on-site buildings other than the property at 9381 East Riverside 

Drive.  Therefore, no further work in conjunction with cultural resources, in addition to the 

mitigation measure for the property at 9381 East Riverside Drive, is recommended for any of the 

on-site buildings, including monitoring of future grading activities, is warranted or recommended 

unless such resources are encountered during development activities of the site 

 

With the implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1-SP, the demolition and removal of the 

existing on-site buildings, including the buildings on the property at 9381 East Riverside Drive, 

will not have any significant historical impacts. 

 

Impact CUL-2  Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological 

resource pursuant to Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines.  This impact is 

considered potentially significant.   

 

The excavation, grading, and construction activities that would be required to develop the project 

would occur on parcels that have been subject to substantial disturbance over lengthy periods of 

time due to livestock movement, livestock waste collection and disposal, agriculture, and other 

development activity.  As previously discussed, no archaeological sites are known to exist on the 

Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan site.  The archaeological site survey on much of the site did not 

detect sites or surface indicators of potential sites.  While damage or destruction of 

archaeological resources is not anticipated by the project due to their absence, the areas of the 

site that have not been surveyed could contain archaeological resources.  Mitigation is 

recommended to reduce any archaeological resources uncovered during project grading and 

construction to less than significant.      

 

Impact CUL-3 Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 

geologic feature.  This impact is considered potentially significant.  

 

The records search indicated that no prehistoric resources have been identified within the 

boundaries of the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan over the course of two partial and one 

complete assessment.  Although no known fossils have been recovered on the Armstrong Ranch 

Specific Plan site, due to the existing rock formations on the site and the area, there is a moderate 

to high possibility of paleontological resources to be present and disturbed during project 

grading.  Mitigation is recommended to reduce potential paleontological impacts by the project 

to less than significant. 

 

Impact CUL-4 Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 

cemeteries. This impact is considered potentially significant.  

 

No formal cemeteries are known to either presently exist or existed in the past within the project 

boundary.  Any human remains encountered would likely come from archaeological or historical 

archaeological contexts.  As described above in Section 3.5.2, no archaeological materials, 
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including human burial sites, have been discovered within the project site.  However, 

archaeological resources are known in the general Ontario Plan area, and the potential exists for 

resources to be present within any areas of the site that have not been surveyed.  Therefore, 

excavation activities during project construction have the potential to disturb 

unknown/undiscovered human remains, if present, and be a significant impact.  

 

In the event that human remains are encountered during the course of any grading and 

construction activities, California State Law (Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Section 

5079.98 of the Public Resources Code) states that no further earth disturbance shall occur at the 

location of the find until the San Bernardino County Coroner has been notified.  If the remains 

are determined to be prehistoric, the Coroner will notify the Native American Heritage 

Commission (NAHC), which will determine and notify a Most Likely Descendant (MLD).   

 

Human burials, in addition to being potential archaeological resources, have specific provisions 

for treatment in Section 5097 of the California Public Resources Code.  Disturbing human 

remains could violate the health code, as well as destroy the resource, which would result in a 

potentially significant impact.  As such, mitigation measure CUL-4 SP is proposed to reduce 

potential human remain impacts to a less than significant.  

 

3.5.5 Cumulative Impacts  

 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative cultural resources impacts includes all 

current cumulative project development within Ontario Plan.  Pending development proposals 

exist for the cumulative projects in the Ontario Ranch area that would result in the disturbance of 

large areas of land.  Such development would require grading and excavation that could 

potentially affect archaeological or paleontological resources or human remains.  The cumulative 

effect of these projects would contribute to the continued loss of subsurface cultural resources, if 

present and not protected upon discovery.  

 

The City of Ontario recognizes the potential for the loss of cultural resources as a result of 

development in the Ontario Ranch.  Such impacts to cultural resources was and continues to be 

considered to be a significant impact, as these resources are nonrenewable and have the potential, 

unless specifically determined otherwise, to provide important scientific information regarding 

history and prehistory.  However, CEQA requirements for protecting archaeological and 

paleontological resources and human remains are applicable to development in the City of 

Ontario, as are local cultural resource protection ordinances.  However no such provisions 

protect resources that are discovered accidentally, which is a frequent occurrence and a result of 

the common lack of visibility of such resources from above ground.  Consequently, the 

cumulative impact to those resources would be potentially significant.  

 

Mitigation measures, discussed below, will be imposed upon the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan 

and enforced throughout grading and construction.  The mitigation measures will ensure that 

important scientific information provided by the resources of the history and prehistory would be 

retained.  Consequently, the contribution of potential impacts from the proposed project to the 

cumulative destruction of subsurface cultural resources throughout the City would be less than 

significant.  
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Significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts to historic resources would occur if 

implementation of the project results in the demolition of existing historically-aged structures in 

conjunction with development of the cumulative projects.  However, as stated above in Impact 

CUL-1, the project would not remove any historic resources.  Therefore, the project’s 

contribution to impacts on historic resources would not be cumulatively considerable, and 

cumulative impacts would be less than significant.  

 

3.5.6 Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts  

 

The following mitigation measures are recommended to reduce cultural and paleontological 

impacts to less than significant.   

 

CUL-1-SP Prior to the demolition of any buildings on the property at 9381 East Riverside 

Drive, a professional photographer meeting the Secretary of Interior Standards 

minimum qualifications, under the direction  of the project 

archaeologist/historian, shall take high quality digital and/or film photographs 

of the exterior of the surviving buildings to document the existing structures 

and the digital and/or film photographs pursuant to the National Park Service 

HABS/HAER standards presented to the City of Ontario for archiving. 

 

CUL 2-SP An archeologist shall be retained to observe all grading activities and conduct 

salvage excavation of any archeological resources deemed necessary by the 

archaeologist.  The archeologist shall be present at a pre-grading conference, 

establish procedures for archeological resource surveillance during grading 

and construction, and establish, in cooperation with the City, procedures to 

temporarily halt or redirect all work to allow the sampling, identification and 

evaluation of all resources as deemed necessary by the archaeologist.  If 

archeological features are discovered, the archeologist shall report such 

findings to the Ontario Planning Director.  If the archeological resources are 

found to be significant, the archeologist shall determine the appropriate 

actions, in cooperation with the City that shall be taken for exploration and/or 

salvage in compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(f).   

 

CUL-3(a)-SP Prior to site preparation or grading activities, construction personnel shall be 

informed of the potential for encountering paleontological resources.  This 

shall include the provision of written materials to familiarize personnel with 

the range of resources that might be expected, the type of activities that may 

result in impacts, and the legal framework of cultural resources protection.  

All construction personnel shall be instructed to stop work in the vicinity of a 

potential discovery, creating a 50’ radius buffer, until a qualified 

paleontologist assesses the significance of the find and implements 

appropriate measures to protect or scientifically remove the find.  

Construction personnel shall also be informed that unauthorized collection of 

paleontological resources is prohibited.  
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CUL-3(b)-SP Prior to site preparation and grading activities, the applicant shall retain a 

qualified (member of the American Society of Vertebrate Paleontologists) 

paleontologist to monitor earth-disturbing activities.  No paleontological 

monitoring is required for excavation up to a depth of five feet.  Periodic 

monitoring by a paleontologist shall be done during excavation from a depth 

of five feet to ten feet.  Full time monitoring by a paleontologist is required for 

all excavation below 10 feet, or if fossiliferous soils are discovered at 

shallower depths.  A paleontologist shall also be available on-call to assess 

any potential resources that may be exposed or discovered when the 

paleontologist is not present.     

 

CUL-3(c)-SP For any potential paleontological resource uncovered during construction, a 

qualified paleontologist shall first determine whether it is a “unique resource”.  

If the paleontological resource is determined to be a ”unique resource,” the 

paleontologist shall formulate a mitigation plan in consultation with the City 

that satisfies the requirements off the Conformable Mitigation Guidelines of 

the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (News Bulletin Number 163, January 

1995).  

 

• If the paleontologist determines that the paleontological resource is not a 

unique resource, the paleontologist may record the site and submit the 

recordation form to the Natural History Museum of San Bernardino 

County.  

 

• The paleontologist shall prepare a report of the results of any study 

prepared as part of a mitigation plan, following accepted professional 

practice.  Copies of the report shall be submitted to the City of Ontario and 

to the Natural History Museum of San Bernardino County. 

 

CUL-4-SP In the event of the discovery of a burial, human bone, or suspected human 

bone, all excavation or grading in the vicinity of the find shall halt 

immediately, the area of the find shall be protected, and the University 

immediately shall notify the San Bernardino County Coroner of the find and 

comply with the provisions of P.R.C. Section 5097 with respect to Native 

American involvement, burial treatment, and re-burial, if necessary.  
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3.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS  

 

3.6.1 Introduction  

 

This section discusses the geologic characteristics of the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan and 

evaluates the extent to which implementation of the project could be affected by seismic hazards, 

soil characteristics, soil erosion, and loss of topsoil.  Although many development projects have 

little to no effect on geology, any project involving construction will have some effect on soils, 

and all may be affected by certain geologic events, such as earthquakes.  

 

The Initial Study prepared for the project (Appendix A) identified the potential for the project to 

expose people or structures to risks from seismic effects (such as fault rupture, ground shaking, 

and liquefaction), soil erosion, and loss of topsoil, geologically unstable soils, and geologically 

expansive soils.  The project is located in an area of generally level terrain.  The project will 

connect to the public wastewater collection and treatment system, thus the use of septic tanks or 

alternative waste disposal systems is not proposed.   

 

Data used to prepare this section were taken from various sources including, but not limited to, 

The Ontario Plan, The Ontario Plan EIR, a preliminary geotechnical site investigation that was 

prepared for Planning Areas 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6A
16

 and a supplemental geotechnical letter.
17

   A 

copy of the geotechnical report and Supplemental letter are attached in Appendix F.  To date, 

studies have not been completed for Planning Areas 1, 6A and 7, which is the school site.    

 

3.6.2 Existing Conditions  

 

Stratigraphy 

 

The portion of the Armstrong Ranch project site that was geologically studied is underlain by 

middle Holocene age "Young alluvial fan deposits."  Thin veneers of topsoil cover a majority of 

the property.  A stockpile of artificial fill exists along the south central property line. The pile is 

approximately 800 feet in length, 100 feet wide, and 15 feet high at the tallest point.  The 

geologic units are briefly described below.  

 

Artificial Fill  

 

The on-site fill materials are composed of brown, fine grained silty sand with some cobbles in a 

dry and loose to dense condition. 

 

Topsoil  

 

Topsoil covers most of the site and has been disturbed by past and present agricultural 

cultivation.  The topsoil consists primarily of brown, moist, loose, fine silty sand.  Organics, such 

                                                 
16

 Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan, De Boer Parcels, Alta California 

Geotechnical Inc., April 14, 2015. 
17

 Supplemental to Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Alta California Geotechnical Inc., August 5, 2015.  
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as mulch and manure, are present in the top one-half foot in some locations.  The average 

thickness of the topsoil is approximately one foot. 

 

Young alluvial-fan deposits  

 

The Middle Holocene-aged surficial deposits, termed "Young alluvial-fan deposits" by Morton 

and Miller (2003), underlie the areas of the site that were studied.  The observed deposits consist 

primarily of fine-grained, silty sands and fine to medium-grained sand.  The unit is brown, gray, 

or yellowish brown, moist, and moderately dense. 

 

Geologic and Geomorphic Setting  

 

Regionally, the project site is located in the Peninsular Ranges geomorphic province, which 

characterizes the southwest portion of southern California. The Peninsular Ranges province is 

composed of plutonic and metamorphic rock, lesser amounts of Tertiary volcanic and 

sedimentary rock, and Quaternary drainage in-fills and sedimentary veneers. The project is 

located in the Riverside sub-block, which is bounded by the Elsinore fault zone to the west and 

the San Jacinto fault zone to the east.  The project site is located on gently sloping undeveloped 

terrain with a relatively uniform slope from the north to the south at an approximate 1 percent 

grade.    

 

Tectonic Framework 

 

Of the eight structural provinces within California that have been classified by predominant 

regional fault trends and similar fold structure, the project site is located within Structural 

Province I, which is controlled by the dominant northwest trend of the San Andreas Fault and 

divided into two blocks, the Coast Range Block and the Peninsular Range Block.  The project 

site is located on the Peninsular Range Block and characterized by a series of parallel, northwest 

trending faults that show right lateral dip-slip movement.  The northwest trending faults divide 

the Peninsular Range block into eight sub-blocks.  The Riverside Sub-block, one of the eight 

sub-blocks, is bound on the west by the Elsinore fault zone and on the east by the San Jacinto 

fault zone.  The project site is located on the northwest portion of the Riverside sub-block, 

approximately 6.6 miles from the Chino-Central Avenue fault, 8.3 miles from the San Jose fault, 

9.7 miles from the Cucamonga fault, 10.7 miles from the Sierra Madre fault, and 11.3 miles from 

the Elsinore fault. The property is not within an Alquist-Priolo earthquake fault zone. 

  

Several other large active fault systems, including the Whittier, San Jacinto, Sierra Madre and 

San Andreas faults, occur in the region surrounding the site.  These fault systems in a large part 

control the geologic structure of southern California. 

 

Groundwater 

 

Groundwater was not encountered during the subsurface investigation.  Groundwater in the 

project vicinity is generally at a depth of approximately 190 feet based on available data from a 

well that is located approximately 2.5 miles from the site (Department of Water Resources, 

2015). 
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Earthquake Hazards 

 

The project is located in southern California, which is a known tectonically active area.  The type 

and magnitude of seismic hazards affecting a site are dependent on the distance to the causative 

fault and the intensity and magnitude of the seismic event.  The seismic hazard may be primary, 

such as surface rupture and/or ground shaking, or secondary, such as liquefaction and/or ground 

lurching. 

 

Local and Regional Faulting 

 

The nearest active fault to the project is the Chino-Central Avenue fault, which is located 

approximately 6.6 miles to the west.  This fault has been identified as a Fault Rupture Hazard 

Zone by the State of California (Hart, 2007).  No "active" faults have not been identified on the 

portions of the Armstrong Ranch site that have been geologically studied, and therefore the 

probability of primary surface rupture or deformation at the site is considered unlikely. 

 

Ground shaking hazards caused by earthquakes along the Chino fault and other active regional 

faults exist.  The 2013 California Building Code requires use-modified spectral accelerations and 

velocities for most structural designs and applicable to the project.  

 

Liquefaction 

 

Seismic agitation of relatively loose saturated sands, silty sands, and some silts can result in a 

buildup of pore pressure.  If the pore pressure exceeds the overburden stresses, a temporary 

quick condition known as liquefaction can occur.  Liquefaction effects can manifest in several 

ways including: 1) loss of bearing; 2) lateral spread; 3) dynamic settlement; and 4) flow failure 

with lateral spreading typically being the most damaging mode of failure.  Due to the depth to 

groundwater on the site and the project area (approximately 190 feet below the existing ground 

surface), the potential for liquefaction based on the existing conditions is nil.
18

   

  

Surface Rupture 

 

Surface rupture is a break in the ground surface during or as a consequence of seismic activity. 

The potential for surface rupture at the site is considered to be remote. 

 

Seiches 

 

A seiche is a free or standing-wave oscillation on the surface of water in an enclosed or semi-

enclosed basin. The wave can be initiated by an earthquake and can vary in height from several 

centimeters to a few meters. The potential for a seiche impacting the property is considered to be 

non-existent. 

 

                                                 
18

 Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan, De Boer Parcels, Alta California 

Geotechnical Inc., April 14, 2015, page 13. 
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Tsunami 

 

A tsunami is a great sea wave produced by a submarine earthquake, landslide, or volcanic 

eruption.  The project is more than thirty miles from the Pacific Ocean and not within the State 

of California Tsunami Inundation Zone (Department of Conservation, 1997). 

 

Dry Sand Settlement 

 

Dry sand settlement is the process of non-uniform settlement of the ground surface during a 

seismic event.  Due to the great depth of the groundwater and upon accomplishment of 

recommended removals, the potential for this type of settlement will be minimal. 

 

Seismically Induced Landslides 

 

The project site and the area surrounding the site are relatively flat.  There are no slopes within 

or adjacent to the site.  

 

Ground Rupture/Lateral Spreading  

 

Surface rupture is a break in the ground surface during or as a consequence of seismic activity.  

As discussed above, the project site is not on or directly adjacent to any known faults.  The 

potential for surface rupture at the site may be considered remote.
19

  

 

Lateral spreading is a horizontal ground movement that can occur in saturated soft soils as a 

response to severe ground shaking or rapid loading.  Because saturated soils have high water 

content, there normally is little or no lateral support to prevent them from bulging out from under 

a heavy load during seismic vibration or rapid filling.  Due to the depth of groundwater 

(approximately 190 feet below the existing ground surface) and the low moisture level of the 

soil, the potential for lateral spreading on the site is less than significant.  

 

Differential Compaction/Seismic Settlement  

 

Dry sand settlement is the process of non-uniform settlement of the ground surface during a 

seismic event.  Due to the depth of the groundwater (greater than 190 feet below ground surface) 

and completion of the recommended soil removals in the preliminary geotechnical report, the 

potential for differential settlement will be minimal and less than significant.
20

     

 

Other Geotechnical Considerations  

 

Subsidence  

 

Land subsidence is the condition where the elevation of a land surface decreases due to the 

withdrawal of fluid.  Subsidence danger is greatest where poorly consolidated alluvial deposits 
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 Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan, De Boer Parcels, Alta California 

Geotechnical Inc., April 14, 2015, page 13. 
20

 Ibid, page 14.  
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overlie areas where large volumes of water have been removed.  There is a potential for 

subsidence within the Ontario area due to groundwater pumping and extraction from the Chino 

Basin.  It is anticipated that if subsidence due to groundwater extraction were to occur, it would 

affect the entire region and not result in significant differential settlement across the site.
21

    

 

Regulatory Framework  

 

Federal  

 

Uniform Building Code  

 

The Uniform Building Code (UBC) defines different regions of the United States and ranks them 

according to their seismic hazard potential.  There are four types of regions, which include 

Seismic Zones 1 -4, with Zone 1 having the least seismic potential and Zone 4 the highest.  The 

project is located in Seismic Zone 4.  Development of the site would be required to comply with 

design standards applicable to Seismic Zone 4.  

 

State  

 

2013 California Building Code 

 

Current law states that every local agency enforcing building regulations, such as cities and 

counties, must adopt the provisions of the California Building Code (CBC) within 180 days of its 

publication.  The publication date of the CBC is established by the California Building Standards 

Commission and the code is also known as Title 24, Part 2 of the California Code of 

Regulations.  The most recent building standard adopted by the legislature and used throughout 

the state is the 2013 version of the CBC, often with local, more restrictive amendments that are 

based on local geographic, topographic, or climatic conditions.  These codes provide minimum 

standards to protect property and public safety by regulating the design and construction of 

excavations, foundations, building frames, retaining walls, and other building elements to 

mitigate the effects of seismic shaking and adverse soil conditions.  The CBC contains 

provisions for earthquake safety based on factors including occupancy type, the types of soil and 

rock on-site, and the strength of ground. 

 

Seismic Hazards Mapping Act  

 

The Seismic Hazard Mapping Act was adopted by the state in 1990 for the purpose of protecting 

the public from the effects of non-surface fault rupture earthquake hazards, including strong 

ground shaking, liquefaction, seismically induced landslides, or other ground failure caused by 

earthquakes.  The goal of the act is to minimize loss of life and property by identifying and 

mitigating seismic hazards.  The California Geological Survey prepares and provides local 

governments with seismic hazard zone maps that identify areas susceptible to amplified shaking, 

liquefaction, earthquake-induced landslides, and other ground failures. 
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 Supplemental to Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Alta California Geotechnical Inc., August 5, 2015. 
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Local  

 

Southern California Association of Governments  

 

SCAG’s Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG) and Regional Housing Needs 

Assessment (RHNA) are tools for coordinating regional planning and development strategies in 

Southern California.  Policies contained in the RCPG identified by SCAG as relevant to the 

proposed project are as follows:  

 

Policy 3.22 Discourage development, or encourage the use of special design requirements, 

in areas with steep slopes, high fire, flood, and seismic hazards.  

 

Policy 3.23 Encourage mitigation measures that reduce noise in certain locations, 

measures aimed at preservation of biological and ecological resources, 

measures that would reduce exposure to seismic hazards, minimize earthquake 

damage, and to develop emergency response and recovery plans.  

 

City of Ontario Municipal Code—Building Code  

 

Site development in the City of Ontario is required to comply with the California Building Code 

(CBC) and all state requirements pertaining to these hazards.  As such, the CBC has been 

incorporated and adopted in its entirety into the City of Ontario Building Code.  The CBC, 

discussed above under state regulations, is adopted by the City as Title 8, Chapter 1, Section 8-

1.01 of the City of Ontario’s Municipal Code.  

 

Applicable Ontario Plan Policies  

 

The following TOP Goal and Policy are relevant to Geological Resources:  

 

Goal  
 

S-1 Minimized risk of injury, loss of life, property damage and economic and social disruption 

caused by earthquake-induced and other geologic hazards. 

 

Policy 

 

S1-1 Implementation of Regulations and Standards.  We require that all new habitable structures 

be designed in accordance with the most recent California Building Code adopted by the 

City, including provisions regarding lateral forces and grading. 

 

3.6.4 Thresholds of Significance  

 

The following thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.  For 

purposes of this EIR, implementation of the project may have a significant adverse impact on 

geological resources if it would result in any of the following:  
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 Expose people or structures to 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? 

 

 Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

 

 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? 

 

 Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18 1 B of the Uniform Building 

Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property? 

 

 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? 

 

3.6.4 Project Impacts  

 

Impact GEO-1 Expose people or structures to potential earthquake fault, seismic hazard and 

ground shaking, ground failure, and landslides. This impact is considered less 

than significant.  

 

The project would increase the number of people and structures that would be exposed to seismic 

hazards with the development of residences and the proposed school.  The primary effect at the 

project site would be ground shaking with a local peak acceleration of approximately 0.703g.
22

  

Although this acceleration rate is not substantial, earthquake induced ground shaking could result 

in loss of life or damage to property caused by demand to, or failure of, structural and non-

structural building components.  In addition to structural damage caused by ground shaking, 

project features could also be damaged.  Utility service could be disrupted, resulting in 

unsanitary or unhealthful conditions (e.g., broken water supply or sewer lines), or possible fires 

or explosions from damaged natural gas lines.  

 

In general, ground shaking and related secondary effects could affect any part of the project site.  

Because of the loose to moderately loose soil on the property of the site that was investigated by 

a geologist, the upper four to five feet of alluvial fan deposits soil will require removal and 

compaction.  The preliminary geotechnical site investigation that was prepared for PA’s 2-6A 

indicates the soils have a low potential for liquefaction.  The soils within PA’s 1, 6B and 7, 
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which are adjacent, are assumed to have similar soil conditions and low liquefaction potential.  

Geotechnical investigations will be required in the future associated with any development 

proposed for PA’s 1, 6B and 7.      

 

The project is not located within or close to any Alquist-Priolo zones and is approximately 6.6 

miles from the nearest fault line (Chino–Central Avenue Fault).  The project is, however, in a 

seismically active region.  The type and magnitude of seismic hazards that may affect the site are 

dependent on both the distance to causative faults and the intensity and duration of any seismic 

event.  Although the probability of liquefaction and primary surface rupture at the site are 

considered low, strong ground shaking hazards caused by earthquakes along regional active 

faults do exist.  The seismic hazards must be taken into account in the design and construction of 

the residential and commercial structures proposed for the site.  In addition, the hazards should 

be evaluated for all development, including utilities, throughout the site.  

 

There does not appear to be any significant constraints to development of the Armstrong Ranch 

Specific Plan related to ground shaking or secondary seismic hazards such as liquefaction or 

dynamic settlement that cannot be mitigated through implementation of the 2013 California 

Building Codes and standard engineering practices.    

 

Impact GEO-2  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?  This impact is 

considered less than significant.  

 

Natural forces, both chemical and physical, are continually at work breaking down soils.  

Erosion poses two hazards: (1) it removes soils, thereby undermining roads and buildings and 

producing unstable slopes, and (2) it deposits eroded soil in reservoirs, lakes, drainage structures, 

and on roads as mudslides.  Natural erosion is frequently accelerated by human activities such as 

site preparation for construction and alteration of topographic features.  The following analysis 

focuses on the potential geotechnical effects of erosion related to project construction and 

development.  For a discussion of potential effects on water quality due to erosion and 

sedimentation caused by construction activities or urban runoff, see Section 3.8 (Hydrology and 

Water Quality).  

 

The grading and development of the project would permanently alter the existing topography to 

prepare the site for development.  The construction of houses, streets, underground utilities, an 

elementary school, etc. would add new impervious surfaces over previously uncovered soils.  

The alteration of existing topographic features can lead to increased erosion by creating unstable 

soil surfaces, changing the permeability or runoff characteristics of the soil, or modifying or 

creating new pathways for drainage.  

 

Specific erosion impacts would depend largely on the areas affected and the length of time soils 

are subject to conditions that would be affected by erosion processes.  Currently, much of the 

project site is undeveloped or sparsely developed and many areas consist primarily of exposed 

soils and disturbed vegetation.  The project would require the removal and compaction of on-site 

soils and grading, followed by the construction of buildings, streets, sidewalks, and landscaping 

of open space.  Trenching, grading, and compacting associated with the construction of 

buildings, the modification, construction, and relocation of underground utility lines, and 
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installation of landscaping and construction of hardscape could expose on-site soils to wind and 

water erosion during the period of construction.  Because much of the site currently consists as 

open space and unpaved surfaces, it is currently exposed to potential wind and water erosion.  

The development of the project, which includes buildings, paved areas, and landscaping, would 

decrease soil erosion because less soil would be exposed to wind and water erosion compared to 

existing conditions.  

 

There are no steep slopes on the project site.  Therefore, the potential for erosion due to surface 

water runoff throughout the project site during construction is considered low due to the 

relatively flat slope of the site.  The proposed development plan does not propose to significantly 

change or alter the existing topography throughout the site.  As a result, the project would not 

result in a significant alteration of the natural topographic features of the site to an extent that 

new erosion would occur or existing erosion would be further exacerbated.  

 

All project related construction activity would be required to comply with Chapter 29 of the 

California Building Code (CBC), which regulates excavation activities and the construction of 

foundations and retaining walls.  In addition, Chapter 70 of the CBC regulates all grading 

activities, including drainage and erosion control that will occur on the site.  Compliance  with 

City grading and building permits and the CBC requirements would minimize effects of erosion 

during project construction and throughout the life of the project to less than significant.   

 

Impact GEO-3 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? This impact 

is considered less than significant. 

 

Much of the project site has been disturbed in the past associated with the former and on-going 

agricultural operations.  The geologic units that underlay the project site consist of native soils 

and vary from loose and porous to fine to medium grained silty to clayey sand with occasional 

gravel.  The preliminary geotechnical investigations state the soils are “severely corrosive” to 

buried metals.  The preliminary geotechnical site investigation covers approximately 112-acres 

of the 199-acre site.  Therefore, the remaining 87-acres have not been evaluated for potential 

unstable, expansive, or corrosive conditions.  Sampling and testing would be required after 

completion of rough grading and prior to construction of homes or infrastructure for the 

remaining 87 acres that have not been investigated from a geotechnical and soils standpoint.  

 

The project will not have slope stability impacts because the site is relatively flat, less than 1% 

slope.  The project does not propose to construct slopes greater than 3 feet in height.  Temporary 

slopes associated with excavations for utilities or foundations would require shoring and 

stabilized in accordance with City and State adopted regulations and standards.  

 

The preliminary geotechnical investigation provides recommendations and design considerations 

to correct and reduce existing on-site soil and geotechnical conditions for the 112 acres studied 

to allow development of the project as proposed.  The incorporation of the recommendations and 

design considerations as approved by the City Engineer will reduce potential geotechnical 

constraints of the 112-acres to less than significant.  Preliminary soils and geotechnical analysis 
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will be required for the remaining 87-acres at the time development plans are submitted to the 

City for approval.  The 87-acres are located adjacent to the 112-acres that have been studied and 

as a result are likely to have similar soils and geotechnical conditions as the 112-acres.  Similar 

to the process for the 112-acres of the project, the City Engineer will review the soils and 

geotechnical report for the 87-acres to ensure that grading and development comply with the 

2013 CBC and all applicable codes and regulations.  As such, the potential impacts associated 

with unstable soils and soils prone to settlement and corrosiveness is less than significant.  

 

Impact GEO-4 Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18 1 B of the Uniform Building 

Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property? This impact is 

considered less than significant. 

 

The on-site soils for PA’s 1-6A have a low to medium expansion potential.  The soils for PA’s 1, 

6B and 7 are likely to have similar expansion potential, but would have to be evaluated prior to 

finalizing building plans for development within PA’s 1, 6B and 7.  The existing soils would 

have a less than significant expansion impact on the development allowed by the Specific Plan.   

 

Impact GEO-5 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? This is considered no impact. 

 

The project would be required to connect to the public sewer system that serves the City.  The 

project would have to construct the necessary sewer lines within each subdivision as well as 

specific Sewer Master Plan facilities to provide the sewer collection system required to serve the 

project.  Non septic tanks or other on-site waste water disposal systems would not be allowed by 

the City to serve the project.  The project would not have any on-site waste water disposal 

impacts with wastewater service by the public sewer system.   

 

3.6.5 Cumulative Impacts  

 

This cumulative impact analysis considers the development of the proposed project, in 

conjunction with the other identified cumulative projects in the area.  The potential cumulative 

geologic hazards and risks are largely site specific and limited to each project site.  As such, the 

potential for cumulative geologic impacts is minimal and largely limited to individual 

development sites.  

 

The project and the cumulative projects would be exposed to potential geologic hazards related 

to soil and other conditions for individual building sites, and ground shaking from seismic events 

on known and unknown faults in the region.  These effects would be site specific, and impacts 

would not be compounded by additional development.  Buildings and facilities within the City of 

Ontario would be sited and designed in accordance with appropriate geotechnical and seismic 

guidelines and recommendations consistent with the CBC and UBC.  The adherence of all 

cumulative projects to relevant plans, codes, and regulations with respect to project design and 

construction would reduce impacts to the extent feasible, and impacts would not be cumulatively 

considerable.  The project would have a less than significant contribution to cumulative effects.  
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The Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan would result in modifications of the existing site conditions 

to accommodate the proposed development plan and provide for the stable and safe long-term 

operation of the project.  The modification of the site during the construction phase would 

expose soil to wind and water erosion.  The development of other cumulative projects will also 

expose soil to wind and water erosion during their construction.  To minimize potential 

cumulative soil erosion impacts that could cause erosion, the project as well as cumulative 

projects in the southern area of Ontario will be developed in conformance with the provisions of 

TOP policies and applicable federal, state, county and City laws.  It is anticipated that adequate 

mitigation measures will be incorporated into individual projects as a result of legal requirements 

to control erosion and storm water discharges.  Furthermore, project sites that are greater than 

one acre in size are required to comply with the provisions of the NPDES permit system, which 

would minimize the potential for erosion during construction and operation of facilities.  

Compliance with the NPDES permit requirement, in addition to the legal requirements related to 

erosion control practices would minimize cumulative erosion impacts.  Therefore, erosion 

impacts would not be cumulatively considerable and the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan would 

have a less than significant contribution to cumulative effects.  

 

3.6.6 Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

 

Since no significant soils or geotechnical impacts have been identified, no mitigation measures 

are required.  
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3.7 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

 

3.7.1 Introduction 

 

This section of the EIR analyzes the potential greenhouse gas (GHG) climate change impacts 

associated with the development of the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan.  Background 

information on GHG and the impacts of climate change are presented along with an assessment 

of the Project’s GHG impact.  A greenhouse gas analysis
23

 was prepared and provided in 

Appendix G. 

 

3.7.2 Existing Conditions 

 

Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change Background Information 

 

The International Panel on Climate Change’s (IPCC) Fifth Assessment Report (AR5) affirms the 

planet is warming and that humans beings are “extremely likely” (indicating a 95 percent 

certainty) to be the primary cause.  Since global warming and climate change emerged publically 

as an environmental issue in the 1980s, the scientific evidence has grown even stronger that the 

climate is changing; the impacts are widespread and occurring now.  This evidence includes 

rising temperatures, shifting snow and rainfall patterns, and increased incidents of extreme 

weather events. 

 

Greenhouse Gasses 

 

The “greenhouse effect” is the natural process that retains heat in the troposphere, the bottom 

layer of the atmosphere.  Without the greenhouse effect, thermal energy would “leak” into space 

resulting in a much colder and inhospitable planet.  With the greenhouse effect, the global 

average temperature is approximately 61˚F (16˚C).  GHGs are the components of the atmosphere 

responsible for the greenhouse effect.  The amount of heat that is retained is proportional to the 

concentration of GHGs in the atmosphere.  As more GHGs are released into the atmosphere, 

GHG concentrations increase and the atmosphere retains more heat increasing the effects of 

climate change. 

 

Six gasses were identified by the Kyoto Protocol for emission reduction targets: carbon dioxide 

(CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFC), perfluorocarbons (PFC), 

and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6).  Chlorofluorocarbons and other chlorine or bromine-containing 

gasses are also considered GHG’s but these are stratospheric ozone (the beneficial kind that 

blocks ultraviolet rays from the sun) depleting substances that were phased out under the 

Montreal Protocol.  The IPCC’s AR5 report identified additional GHGs including the synthetic 

gases nitrogen trifluoride (NF3) and sulfuryl fluoride (SO2F2).  In addition, tropospheric ozone 

(O3) and black carbon have been identified as important climate pollutants.   

 

Water vapor is also a GHG.  Water vapor is a highly active component of the climate system that 

responds rapidly to changes in conditions by either condensing into rain or snow, or evaporating 

to return to the atmosphere.  The water content of the atmosphere is constantly being depleted by 

                                                 
23

 Greenhouse Gas Assessment for Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan, Landrum & Brown, December 22, 2015. 
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precipitation as well as being replenished by evaporation.  Since its concentration is controlled 

by the climate itself, water vapor acts as a fast feedback, reacting to, and amplifying the warming 

provided by the forcing greenhouse gases.  Human activity does not significantly affect water 

vapor concentrations except at local scales. 

 

Black carbon is considered a GHG as well.  Black carbon is the most strongly light-absorbing 

component of particulate matter (PM) emitted from burning fuels.  Black carbon contributes to 

climate change directly by absorbing sunlight, indirectly by depositing on snow, and by 

interacting with clouds and cloud formation.  Additionally, black carbon deposits on glaciers and 

snow packs increase the solar radiation absorbed, increasing the melting rate.  This is a special 

concern for California because of its dependence on the Sierra snowpack for water.  

 

Black carbon emissions from anthropogenic sources in California have been reduced 

considerably, by about 70 percent between 1990 and 2010.  A large portion of the black carbon 

emission reductions are due to measures enacted to meet the particulate ambient air quality 

standards and to reduce Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM) emissions.  DPM has been identified by 

the State as a toxic air contaminant.  Current emission reduction programs are anticipated to 

eliminate approximately 95% of anthropogenic black carbon emissions by 2020.  However, the 

majority of black carbon emissions in California are natural, not anthropogenic.  The greatest 

source of natural black carbon emissions in the state is wildfires, and one of the consequences of 

climate change is increased wildfire activity. 

 

Carbon dioxide (CO2) is undoubtedly the most important GHG, methane (CH4) the second most 

important and then nitrous oxide (N2O).  Approximately 80 percent of the total radiative forcing 

(i.e., the amount of heat stored in the atmosphere) is caused by these three gasses.  Since pre-

industrial times (circa 1750) carbon dioxide concentrations have increased by about 40 percent, 

methane concentrations have increased about 150 percent, and nitrous oxide concentrations have 

increased about 20 percent.  Carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide are emitted by human 

activities as well as natural sources.  Human sources of carbon dioxide include the burning of 

fossil fuels, deforestation, and cement production.   

 

Methane is the principle component of natural gas.  It is also produced biologically under 

anaerobic decomposition in ruminants (e.g., cows) and landfills.  Methane is considered the 

second most important GHG due to its high Global Warming Potential (GWP)—a measure of a 

GHG’s warming effect relative discussed further below—and the fact that methane 

concentrations have increased considerably as a result of human activities related to agriculture, 

fossil fuel extraction and distribution, and waste generation and processing. 

 

Methane is also important because it contributes to background tropospheric ozone and modeling 

has shown tropospheric ozone concentrations change almost linearly with changes in methane 

emissions.  Tropospheric ozone (i.e. ground level) concentrations have risen about 30 percent 

since pre-industrial times and ozone is considered by the IPCC as the third most important GHG 

after carbon dioxide and methane. 

 

All of the other GHG’s are emitted by specific industrial activities, such as aluminum or 

semiconductor manufacturing, or are used as refrigerants and emitted to the atmosphere from 



Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan Draft EIR September 2016 
City of Ontario 3-96 

leaks or improper handling of the substances.  The three main categories of fluorinated gasses, 

HFCs, PFCs, and SF6 have no natural sources and only come from human related activities.  

However, these GHGs are considered important because their relative effect on the climate even 

at low concentrations.  The GWP of these gasses are thousands of time greater than carbon 

dioxide. 

 

Global GHG emissions are measured in million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 

(“MMT CO2EQ”) units.  A metric ton, 1,000 kilograms, is approximately 2,205 lbs.  The CO2 

equivalent emissions are calculated by multiplying the quantity of emissions from each GHG by 

its GWP.  Typically, CO2EQ is based on the 100-year GWP.  Emissions of one metric ton of 

CO2, N2O, and CH4 each, would be equivalent to emissions of 294 MT CO2EQ (1 MT from the 

CO2, 28 MT from the N2O, and 265 MT from the CH4). 

 

The long term environmental impacts of climate change include sea level rise that could cause 

devastating erosion and flooding of coastal cities and villages, as well as more intense hurricanes 

and typhoons worldwide.  In California, scientists have identified the early signs of climate 

change: increased average temperatures, changes in temperature extremes, reduced snowpack in 

the Sierra Nevada, sea-level rise, and ecological shifts.   

 

The State’s 2009 Climate Change Impacts Assessment (the 2009 Scenarios Project) examined 

future projections of impacts from climate change.  A large source of uncertainty in projecting 

future impacts is how global GHG emissions will change in the future.  Future emissions will 

depend on if the world remains competitive without cooperation in development, a high GHG 

emissions scenario, or if the world engages in high levels of environmental and social 

consciousness and engage in global cooperation for sustainable development, a low GHG 

emissions scenario.  Based on these two emissions scenarios and six global climate models the 

climate changes anticipated for the State in the 2009 Scenarios Project include: 

 

• Temperature rise between 1.8˚ and 5.4˚ F by 2050 

• Temperature rise between 3.6˚ and 9.0˚ F by 2100 

•  10 to 100 times increase in the frequency of extreme temperatures estimated to occur 

once every 100 years 

• Heat waves are expected to increase in frequency, duration, and area affected 

• Precipitation decrease by 12% to 35% by 2050 

• Longer dry spells interspersed with occasional intense rainfall event 

• Sea level rise between 12 and 18 inches by 2050 

• Sea level rise between 21 and 55 inches by 2100 

 

Adaptation Impact 

 

Adaptation is the reduction of harmful impacts on social and biological systems that will occur 

due to environmental changes caused by global climate change.  Coastal communities will need 

to adapt to rising sea levels.  Other areas will need to adapt to more intense extreme weather 

events and changes to flooding patterns.  It also encompasses making the most of beneficial 

changes such as longer growing seasons and increased crop yields in some areas. 
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Adaptation includes the responses to the changing climate and policies to minimize the predicted 

impacts (e.g., building better coastal defenses to sea level rise).  In California, adaptation 

planning has been one of the primary responses to the threat of climate change.   

 

Emission Inventories 

 

Within the United States, California has the second highest level of GHG production with Texas 

having the highest.  Figure 3.7-1 shows the total GHG emissions from each state and the GHG 

emissions per person and per GDP.   

 

Sources of Greenhouse Gases in California 

 

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) categorizes GHG generation by source into eight 

broad categories.  The categories are: 

 

• Transportation includes the combustion of gasoline and diesel in automobiles and 

trucks.  Transportation also includes jet fuel consumption and bunker fuel for ships. 

• Agriculture and forestry GHG emissions are composed mostly of nitrous oxide 

from agricultural soil management, CO2 from forestry practice changes, methane 

from enteric fermentation, and methane and nitrous oxide from manure management. 

• Commercial and residential uses generate GHG emissions primarily from the 

combustion of natural gas for space and water heating. 

• Industrial GHG emissions are produced from many industrial activities.  Major 

contributors include oil and natural gas extraction; crude oil refining; food 

processing; stone, clay, glass, and cement manufacturing; chemical manufacturing; 

and cement production.  Wastewater treatment plants are also significant contributors 

to this category.  

• Electric generation includes both emissions from power plants in California as well 

as power plants located outside of the state that supply electricity to the state. 

• Recycling and waste includes primarily landfills. 

• High (GWP) emissions consist of ozone depleting substance substitutes and 

electricity grid SF6 losses. 

• Forestry emissions are due to wildfires. 

 

The relative amount of GHGs released from each of these categories in California in between 

2000 and 2012 is shown in Figure 3.7-2.  As shown, most of California’s GHGs are emitted by 

transportation sources, such as automobiles, trucks, and airplanes.  Residential and commercial 

activity accounted for approximately nine percent of the emissions.  

 

Regulatory Framework 

 

Federal Plans, Policies, Regulations, and Laws 

 

The federal government has taken several steps to reduce GHG emissions by increasing 

automobile fuel economy.  In December 2007, Congress increased the corporate average fuel 

economy (CAFÉ) standards for passenger cars and light trucks to 35 miles per gallon by 2020.  
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In May 2009, the Obama Administration proposed a new national fuel economy program 

ultimately requiring an average fuel economy standard of 35.5 miles per gallon in 2016.  In July 

2011, President Obama announced an agreement with thirteen large automakers, representing 90 

percent of all vehicles sold in the US, to increase fuel economy to 54.5 miles per gallon for cars 

and light-duty trucks by model year 2025. 

 

California State Plans, Policies, Regulations, and Laws   

 

California has distinguished itself as a national and international leader in efforts to address 

global climate change by enacting several major pieces of legislation, engaging in multi-national 

and multi-state collaborative efforts, and preparing a wealth of information on the impacts 

associated with global climate change. 

 

Subsequent Executive Orders Related to Climate Change 

 

In April 2015, Governor Brown issued Executive Order B-30-15 that established a GHG 

reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 in order to meet the 2050 emission 

reduction target established by Executive Order S-03-05.  CARB is directed to update the 

Climate Change Scoping Plan to express the 2030 target in terms CO2EQ emissions.  The Order 

also directs the California Natural Resources Agency to update the State’s climate adaptation 

strategy, Safeguarding California. 

 

California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) 

 

In 2006, the State adopted the landmark California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 

32).  This Act declared that global warming poses a serious threat to the economic well-being, 

public health, natural resources, and the environment of California.  The Act directed CARB to 

take a number of actions: (1) identify and adopt regulations for discrete early actions that could 

be enforceable on or before January 1, 2010; (2) identify the statewide level of GHG emissions 

in 1990 to serve as the emissions limit to be achieved by 2020; (3) prepare and approve a 

Scoping Plan for achieving the maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective reductions 

in GHG emissions from sources or categories of sources of GHGs by 2020, and update the 

Scoping Plan every five years; (4) adopt a regulation that establishes a system of market-based 

declining annual aggregate emission limits for sources or categories of sources that emit GHG 

emissions; and (5) maintain and continue reductions in emissions of GHG beyond 2020. 

 

Early Action Plan 

 

In October 2007, CARB published the Early Action Plan that identified nine discrete early action 

GHG reduction measures that were subsequently developed into voluntary programs and 

regulations.  The regulations include: a low carbon fuel standard; landfill methane emission 

reductions; measures to reduce high GWP refrigerant emissions from vehicle air conditioning 

systems; requiring vehicle service providers to check and maintain proper tire pressures; 

requiring large semi-truck trailers to incorporate aerodynamic features and low rolling resistance 

tires along with idle reducing technology; and providing dockside electrical service at shipping 

ports so that docked ships do not need to operate onboard generators.  In addition, regulations 
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were adopted to reduce high GWP GHG emissions associated with semiconductor 

manufacturing, to restrict the use of SF6, and to reduce high GWP GHG emissions from 

consumer products. 

 

Senate Bill 97 and CEQA Guidelines 

 

In 2007, Senate Bill 97 was adopted requiring the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 

(OPR) to prepare amendments to the CEQA Guidelines for the feasible mitigation of GHG 

emissions and the effects of climate change.  Further, the OPR is required to periodically update 

these guidelines as CARB implements AB 32.   

 

In June 2008, OPR issued a Technical Advisory on CEQA and Climate Change that provided an 

outline of the elements needed for a CEQA GHG analysis.  The amendments to the CEQA 

Guidelines implementing SB 97 became effective on March 18, 2010.  Those CEQA Guidelines 

amendments clarified several points, including: 

 

• Lead agencies must analyze the GHG emissions of proposed projects, and must reach 

a conclusion regarding the significance of those emissions.  (CEQA Guidelines § 

15064.4.) 

• When a project’s GHG emissions may be significant, lead agencies must consider a 

range of potential mitigation measures to reduce those emissions.  (CEQA Guidelines 

§ 15126.4(c).) 

• Lead agencies must analyze potentially significant impacts associated with placing 

projects in hazardous locations, including locations potentially affected by climate 

change.  (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2(a).) 

• Lead agencies may significantly streamline the analysis of GHGs on a project level 

by using a programmatic GHG emissions reduction plan meeting certain criteria.  

(CEQA Guidelines § 15183.5(b).) 

• CEQA mandates analysis of a proposed project’s potential energy use (including 

transportation-related energy), sources of energy supply, and ways to reduce energy 

demand, including through the use of efficient transportation alternatives.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Appendix F.) 

 

SB 375 – Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act  

 

In 2008, the legislature passed SB 375, which built upon AB 32 by connecting the reduction of 

greenhouse gas emissions from cars and light trucks to regional, and local land use and 

transportation planning.  SB 375 requires the California Air Resources Board (ARB) to establish 

greenhouse gas emission reduction targets for each region, and each metropolitan planning 

organization (MPO) to create a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) as part of the Regional 

Transportation Plan (RTP) to meet regional emissions reduction targets. 

 

South Coast Air Quality Management District Plans, Policies, and Regulations   

 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (“SCAQMD”) adopted their Policy on Global 

Warming and Stratospheric Ozone Depletion in April 1990.  The policy commits the SCAQMD 
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to consider global impacts in rulemaking and in drafting revisions to the Air Quality 

Management Plan.  In March 1992, the SCAQMD Governing Board reaffirmed this policy and 

adopted amendments to the policy to include the following directives: 

 

• Phase out the use and corresponding emissions of chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), 

methyl chloroform (1,1,1-trichloroethane or TCA), carbon tetrachloride, and halons 

by December 1995; 

• Phase out the large quantity use and corresponding emissions of 

hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs) by the year 2000; 

• Develop recycling regulations for HCFCs (e.g., SCAQMD Rules 1411 and 1415); 

• Develop an emissions inventory and control strategy for methyl bromide; and, 

• Support the adoption of a California GHG emission reduction goal. 

 

City of Ontario Plans, Policies, Regulations, and Laws  

 

The City of Ontario adopted a Municipal Climate Action Plan (MCAP) in July 2012.  The 

purpose of the MCAP was to design a feasible strategy to reduce GHG emissions generated by 

the City’s municipal operations (e.g.; City-owned facilities, vehicle fleets) in 2020 by 30%.  The 

MCAP established a 2020 emissions reduction target of approximately 8,500 MT CO2EQ.  

When combined with State efforts, the reduction measures in the MCAP would result in 

reducing municipal GHG emissions in 2020 by an estimated 10,000 MT CO2EQ. 

 

In November 2014, the City of Ontario adopted a Community Climate Action Plan (CCAP) that 

presents a feasible strategy to reduce GHG emissions generated from community activities that is 

consistent with statewide Scoping Plan GHG reduction efforts.  The CCAP provides measures to 

reduce GHG emissions in 2020 to 30% below business-as-usual conditions (i.e., what emissions 

would be in 2020 without any additional efficiency measures, e.g., Cal Greencode, Title 24 

revisions, etc.).  The plan is anticipated to reduce emissions in 2020 to approximately 13% below 

2008 levels.  While the Scoping Plan called for a reduction target of 15% below “current” (2005-

2008) levels, recent CARB inventory data have indicated that the state would need to reduce 

emissions by 10 to 11% to meet 1990 levels, the reduction goal specified in AB32. 

 

The environmental impacts of the CCAP were analyzed and potential significant impacts 

reduced to the extent feasible in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA).  The environmental review of the CCAP was tiered from the previously adopted Final 

Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for The Ontario Plan (TOP) (The City’s most recent 

General Plan Update).  The FEIR for the TOP included a programmatic analysis of GHG impacts 

with six GHG mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures 6-1 through 6-6).  A review of potential 

secondary environmental impacts of implementation of the CCAP did not indicate that it would 

result in any new significant environmental impacts or substantial more severe environmental 

impacts than already disclosed in the TOP FEIR. 
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3.7.3 Thresholds of Significance  

 

The following thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.  For 

purposes of this EIR, implementation of the project may have a significant adverse impact on 

greenhouse gas emissions if it would result in any of the following:  

 

 Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 

significant impact on the environment? 

 

 Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 

the emission of greenhouse gases? 

 

3.7.4 Project Impacts 

 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 sets forth requirements for comprehensive greenhouse gas 

reduction plans and tiering of analysis for CEQA compliance of future projects.  This allows 

projects to demonstrate that they will not result in significant GHG impacts by demonstrating 

compliance with the City’s Climate Action Plan, rather than having produced the traditional 

analysis of all GHG emissions associated with the proposed project and demonstrating project 

compliance with all relevant policies and regulations.   

 

Appendix B of the City of Ontario’s CCAP, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions CEQA Thresholds and 

Screening Tables,” provides two methodologies for a project, not otherwise exempt from CEQA, 

to demonstrate compliance with the CCAP and result in a less than significant individual and 

cumulative GHG impact.  The first method is applicable to small project with annual GHG 

emission of less than 3,000 MT CO2EQ.  These projects are considered less than significant if 

the energy efficiency of the project is at least five percent greater than Title 24 requirements, or 

other equivalent levels of GHG reductions, and water conservation levels match the California 

Green Building Code or equivalent levels of reductions. 

 

Projects with emissions exceeding 3,000 MT CO2EQ may demonstrate compliance by 

implementing measures from the Screening Tables presented in Appendix B of the CCAP.  One 

table is provided for residential projects and one table is provided for commercial projects.  The 

purpose of the Screening Tables is to provide guidance in measuring the reduction of greenhouse 

gas emissions attributable to certain design and construction measures incorporated into 

development projects.  The analysis methodology, and significance determination are based upon 

the CCAP, along with the Addendum prepared for the CAP.  The methodology for the 

development and application of the Screening Tables are presented in Appendix D of the CCAP. 

The Screening Tables assign points for each feature incorporated into a project as a project 

design feature or mitigation measure.  The point values correspond to the minimum emissions 

reduction expected from each feature.  Projects that garner at least 100 points are considered 

consistent with the reduction quantities anticipated in the City’s CCAP.  Such projects would be 

determined to have a less than significant individual and cumulative impact for GHG emissions 

consistent with the CEQA Guidelines. 
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Impact GHG-1  Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may 

have a significant impact on the environment.  This impact is considered to be 

potentially significant. 

 

The proposed development of 994 single-family homes, or 944 homes and a 1,000 student 

elementary school is estimated to generate approximately 18,500 MT CO2EQ per year.  Per 

Appendix B of the City of Ontario Community Climate Action Plant (CCAP), the project will 

not result in a significant individual or cumulative impact if it implements 100 points worth of 

GHG reduction measures.  Table 3.7-1 below provides the GHG reduction measures the project 

applicant has agreed to incorporate into the project and the point’s value for each measure.  The 

total points from all of the proposed GHG reduction measures proposed by the project total 100.  

Therefore, the project will not result in a significant individual or cumulative GHG emission 

impact.   

 

Table 3.7-1 

Residential GHG Reduction Measures Incorporated into Project 

 

Feature Description Points 

Building Envelope 
 

 Insulation 
 

 Modestly Enhanced Insulation (walls R-13:, roof/attic: R-38) 12 

 Windows 
 

 Modestly Enhanced Window Insulation (0.4 U-Factor, 0.32 SHGC) 6 

 Cool Roof 
 

 Modest Cool Roof (CRRC Rated 0.15 aged solar reflectance, 0.75 thermal 

emittance) 
10 

Indoor Space Efficiencies 
 

 Heating/Cooling Distribution System 
 

 Distribution loss reduction with inspection (HERS Verified Duct Leakage or 

equivalent) 
12 

 Space Heating/Cooling Equipment 
 

 High Efficiency HVAC (SEER 15/72% AFUE or 8.5 HSPF) 15 

 Daylighting 
 

 All rooms within the living space have daylight (through use of windows, solar 

tubes, skylights, etc.) 
1 

 Artificial Lighting 
 

 High efficacy is defined as 40 lumens/watt for 15 watt or less fixtures; 50 lumens/watt for 15-

40 watt fixtures, 60 lumens/watt for fixtures >40watt 

 Efficient Lights (25% of in-unit fixtures considered high efficacy) 8 

 Appliances 
 

 Energy Star Refrigerator (new) 1 

 Energy Star Dish Washer (new) 1 

 Energy Star Washing Machine (new) 1 

Residential Renewable Energy Generation 

 Photovoltaic 
 

   2 
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Solar Ready Homes (sturdy roof and solar read service panel 

Residential Water Conservation 

 Water Efficient Landscaping 
 

 Limit conventional turf to< 25% of required landscape area 4 

 Water Efficient Irrigation Systems 
 

 Low precipitation spray heads <0.75 in/hr or drip irrigation 2 

 Recycled Water 
 

 Recycled connections (purple pipe) to irrigation system on site 6 

Potable Water 
 

 Showers 
 

 Water Efficient Showerheads (2.0 gpm) 3 

 Toilets 
 

 Water Efficient Toilets (1.5 gpm) 3 

 Faucets 
 

 Water Efficient Faucets (1.28 gpm) 3 

 Dishwasher 
 

 Water Efficient Dishwasher (6 gallons per cycle or less) 1 

 Washing Machine 
 

 Water Efficient Washing Machine (Water Factor <5.5) 1 

Bicycle Master Plan 
 

 Bicycle Infrastructure 
 

 Provide bicycle path linkages between residential and other land uses. 2 

 Provide bicycle path linkages between residential and transit. 5 

Neighborhood Electric Vehicle Infrastructure 

 Electric Vehicle Recharging 
 

 Provide circuit and capacity in garages of residential units for use by a recharging 

electric vehicle.  Charging stations are for on-road electric vehicles legally able to 

drive on all roadways including Interstate Highways and freeways. 

1 

Total Points 100 

 

Impact GHG-2   Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose 

of reducing the emission of greenhouse gases.  This impact is considered less 

than significant. 

 

The project will meet and not have any conflicts with the greenhouse gas emission requirements 

established by the City of Ontario Community Climate Action Plan (CCAP) with 

implementation of the greenhouse reduction measures listed in Table 3.7-1 above and 

compliance by the project with CCAP.  The compliance with the CCAP by the project will 

reduce potential greenhouse gas conflicts with the CCAP to less than significant.  

 

3.7.5 Cumulative Impacts  

 

The cumulative impact analysis considers development of the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan in 

conjunction with other development in the area.  The project will meet and not exceed GHG 

emissions allowed by the project.  While the project, like all development, will generate GHG 
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emissions to the area, the project meets the City’s GHG emission requirements.  Similarly, all 

development in Ontario is required to comply with applicable federal, state, and local GHG 

emission regulations.  The compliance of all cumulative development with all applicable federal, 

state and local GHG emission regulations would not result in any significant cumulative GHG 

emission impacts.  Cumulative GHG emission impacts would be less than significant.  

 

3.7.6 Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

 

The following measure is recommended to reduce project GHG emissions to less than 

significant. 

 

GHG – 1-SP Prior to the issuance of the first building permit, the City shall ensure that all GHG 

reduction measures shown in Table 3.9-3 are incorporated into the project at the 

appropriate levels, including tentative tract map approval, issuance of grading 

permits, issuance of building permits and certificates of occupancy permits.  At 

the City’s discretion, alternative reduction measures from Table 1, Appendix B of 

the City of Ontario Community Climate Action Plan can be substituted for 

measures in Table 3.7-1, or any future measures approved by the City, with the 

same or greater point value. 

 

The incorporation of Mitigation Measure GHG-SP-1 above will reduce project GHG emissions 

to less than significant.   
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3.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  

 

3.8.1 Introduction  

 

This section analyzes the potential for adverse impacts on human health and the environment 

from exposure to hazardous materials that are either known or likely to exist on the site based on 

their association with existing or previous uses.  The information is based on three studies
24

 that 

were prepared and cover the entire 199-acre site.  The De Boer Phase I ESA covers 112-acres 

(PA’s 2-5) and the Limited Environmental Screening Assessment covers approximately 67.85-

acres (PA’s 1, 6A, 6B, 7). Data to prepare this section is based on the information provided 

within the three referenced environmental assessments.  A copy of the reports is included in 

Appendix H.        

 

A hazardous material is defined as any material that due to its quantity, concentration, physical 

or chemical characteristics, poses a significant present or potential hazard to human health and 

safety or to the environment, if released into the work place or environment.  Hazardous 

materials include, but are not necessarily limited to, inorganic and organic chemicals, solvents, 

mercury, lead, asbestos, paints, cleansers, manure, fertilizers, or pesticides that were used in 

previous activities at the site as well as activities on neighboring sites.  The previous and current 

activities on the project site that may have hazardous materials associated with their use include 

dairy farms, a horse ranch, agricultural fields, and plant nurseries.  

 

The Initial Study identified the potential for impacts to the project by hazardous materials on the 

site associated with former and existing uses, particularly if uses are proposed for areas that have 

the potential to release methane gas, or are included on a list of hazardous materials sites 

compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.  The Initial Study also identified the 

potential for hazard impacts to occur with the upset or accident conditions involving the release 

of hazardous materials into the environment in proximity to an existing school that is located 

within approximately one-quarter mile of the site and the proposed 10-acre elementary school on 

the site.   

 

3.8.2 Existing Conditions  

 

On-Site Uses By Planning Area  

 

Planning Areas 2, 3, 4 and 5  

 

These planning areas are part of the 112-acre DeBoer dairy farm.  All livestock has been 

removed in recent years, and currently that are no active dairy farming operations at this time.  

Based on historical aerial photographs that were reviewed, the site appears to have been under 

cultivation by 1938, with livestock operations evident by the 1940’s.  The structures that are 

present include a milking barn, five residential structures, shade canopies, three concrete feed 

                                                 
24

 GeoKinetics Phase I Environmental Site Assessment De Boer Property, Ontario, California, May 15, 2015, 

GeoKinetics Limited Environmental Screening Assessment Armstrong Ranch E. Riverside Dr. & S. Ontario Dr., 

Ontario, California, May 15, 2015, Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan, DeBoer 

Parcels, City of Ontario, County of San Bernardino, California, Alta California Geotechnical, Inc., April 14, 2015.  
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lanes, one commodity barn, two storage barns, and other ancillary structures.  The main 

residence and the four residences at 9375 Riverside Drive utilize independent on-site sewage 

disposal systems with septic tanks and leach fields located along Riverside Drive and Ontario 

Avenue adjacent to each residence.  Domestic water is trucked to the site and stored in a holding 

tank adjacent to the main residence.  Dairy water is obtained from two wells that are located in 

the northeastern portion of the site. 

           

Planning Areas 1, 6A, 6B and 7  

 

These planning areas total 67.85 acres and includes 30.85-acres in Planning Areas 6A, 6B and 7 

and 37-acres in Planning Area 1.  These planning areas are divided into approximately four 

separate businesses/uses including vacant dairy farms, a horse farm, agriculture, and a truck 

repair/storage facility.  Twenty-three (23) power poles exist along the perimeter of Area B along 

Riverside Drive, Ontario Avenue and Chino Avenue. One pole mounted transformer is located 

along Riverside Drive and two pole mounted transformers are located along Chino Avenue.  

 

The northernmost business/operation (PA 6A) was a dairy that has since ceased operations.  At 

least four structures are located on the property.  Prior to the dairy use, the property was used for 

agricultural purposes.  It is likely that groundwater well(s) are located in the southern portion of 

the property and provide water to one or more properties.  

 

The second business/operation (PA 7) along Ontario Avenue is currently divided into two 

parcels and includes two homes and a large area for the storage and repair of large trucks.  At 

least eight structures are located in the central portion of the property.   

 

The third business/operation (PA 6B) is comprised of two parcels and used as a ranch or 

residential business.  The northern parcel is cultivated and used for agriculture.  No structures are 

located on this parcel except for a large domestic water tank. The southern parcel is a horse 

boarding/training facility.  Approximately ten structures are located on this parcel along with two 

large domestic water tanks.   

 

Area A (Planning Area 1) is used to grow low lying crops.  There are no structures on this 

portion of the site.  Seven power poles exist along Riverside Drive, one of which is equipped 

with a pole mounted transformer.  One potential water well and associated pumping station was 

observed at the north eastern corner of Area A.  Some staining on the pumping station was 

observed from the road.  Based on a review of aerial photos and historical topographical maps, 

these four parcels have always been used for agricultural purposes.  No indication of any 

historical dairy operations at the four parcels is evident in the documents reviewed.  A building 

appears to have been located in the southwestern corner of Area A in a 1944 USGS historical 

topographical map.   

 

Historical Review of Project Site Uses  

 

PA’s 2-5 - DeBoer Site 
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A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was prepared for the De Boer property that comprises 

Planning Areas 2-5.  The assessment includes site reconnaissance, review of pertinent literature 

and government agency records, and interviews with persons familiar with the site.   

 

Database Searches  

 

A search of environmental records and regulatory databases was conducted to determine if any 

known contaminated sites were located on any of the properties surveyed.  The public agencies 

that were contacted as part of the site assessment investigations included the Santa Ana Regional 

Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), San Bernardino County Fire Department Hazardous 

Materials Division, and the State of California Department of Toxic Substances Control.   

 

RWQCB Records 

 

An April 24, 2013 RWQCB letter issued termination of waste discharge requirements for the 

site.  The letter stated that the site was cleaned and that a March 26, 2013 inspection indicated 

that manure in the corrals was removed and pond organics remained.  An April 23, 2013 

inspection was subsequently performed which noted that the ponds had been cleaned.  As such, 

RWQCB issued this letter stating that the site no longer poses a threat to water quality. 

 

SBCFD Records 

 

A February 7, 2013 inspection report indicates that the all fuel tanks and chemicals have been 

removed from the site.  As such, permits will be inactivated. 

 

SCAQMD Records 

 

AQMD personnel visited the site in 2014 and observed that the dairy was currently vacant and 

that the site is out of business. 

 

City of Ontario  

 

City of Ontario documents date from 2009 to 2011 for the site.  According to cover letter dated 

August 21, 2012, there were “no inspection reports or outstanding violations found for the above 

addresses / parcels”.  The records contained 2010 permits to install three 5,000 gallon water AST 

systems.  

 

PA’s 1, 6A, 6B and 7  

 

A Limited Environmental Screening Assessment was prepared for the approximately 67.85 acres 

that comprise Planning Areas 1, 6A, 6B and 7.  The assessment included observations of each  

site from the adjacent public street and review of pertinent literature and government agency 

records.   
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Database Searches  
 

None of the site addresses were listed on the Federal environmental databases that were 

reviewed.  Two of the addresses were listed on the State and Local environmental databases.  A 

dairy/farm site listed under the name Edmundo Sanchez, located in the central portion of 

Planning Area 6A is listed on the State and local UST, HIST UST, CA FID UST, SWEEPS UST 

and San Bernardino Co.  Permit databases in reference to one active 0.25-inch thick, 550 gallon 

Diesel Underground Storage Tank installed in 1974.  All five (5) databases maintain lists of 

current or historical USTs.  Based on the records, the underground storage tank (UST) does not 

have any leak detection protection.  No indication of any leaks is provided in any of the 

databases.  

 

J & B Dairy, also located in Planning Area 6A, is listed on the San Bernardino Co. Permit 

database as having UST ownership, an operating permit, and for being an inactive hazardous 

material handler and waste handler with 0 to 10 employees.  Records indicate the site operator 

did not have a contingency plan, their site business did not operate in a way that prevented 

releases, and that site containers were not managed properly.  

 

Contaminants on Adjacent Properties  

 

PA’s 1, 2, 3, and 4 – De Boer Site 

 

Seventeen (17) sites were listed on the State and Local environmental databases that were 

reviewed for the De Boer Phase I ESA within the specified search distances.  A summary of the 

sites is provided in the Phase I ESA in Appendix G. 

 

The adjacent properties surveyed include dairy farms, a public golf course north of Riverside 

Drive, laundries, auto repair, etc.  While no recognized environmental condition is suspected to 

be associated with the surrounding uses, potential significant impacts to either soils or 

groundwater could exist until environmental assessments for those properties are completed and 

any contaminants identified.    

 

A Chlorinated hydrocarbon groundwater plume exists north and northeast of the De Boer 

property and is currently being investigated.  Based on the contamination, drinking water is 

required to be delivered to the site.  TCE levels between 5 and 15 μg/l were detected during 

private well sampling in the area in 2008.  Well water collected from the northwest corner of the 

De Boer site ranged from 9.3 and 13 μg/l in the four samples collected.  Groundwater is noted to 

be present at 175 feet below grade.  Given the reported relatively low TCE levels and the 

significant depth to groundwater, the potential for elevated soil vapor levels in the near surface 

soils is believed to be very low.  The groundwater investigation and remediation efforts in the 

area should be monitored.  If conditions change, precautionary soil gas testing may be warranted 

in conjunction with any proposed residential development activities.  If elevated levels of volatile 

organic compounds (VOCs) are identified in shallow soil gas samples, onsite buildings may 

require VOC vapor barrier systems or other mitigation measures.  At the present time, these 

measures do not appear to be necessary. 
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Contamination at the Project Site  

 

The environmental conditions on the property within the Armstrong Specific Plan, along with the 

other properties within the project site that have not been studied, are typical of the current and 

former dairy farm and agricultural properties and primarily include methane (natural gas) 

emissions and pesticide/herbicide impacted soil.  The Phase I ESA prepared for PA’s 2-5 and the 

Limited Environmental Assessment that was prepared for PA’s 1, 6A, 6B and 7 identified other 

items that may warrant consideration in conjunction with the proposed land uses for the site, but 

are not considered to represent a significant environmental risk with respect to the project site.  

These items include septic tanks, possible asbestos-containing materials, lead-based paints 

associated with various on-site structures, above and below-ground storage tanks, possible 

polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) that are associated with fluorescent light fixtures, and manure.   

 

The Phase I Environmental Site Assessments prepared for PA’s 2-5 identified a fuel 

bunker/storage area currently containing five diesel fuel and waste oil above ground storage tank 

(ASTs) in the northeast portion of the site.  At least three other fuel and waste-oil ASTs were 

formerly located in this area.  Due to the staining of concrete below the ASTs, indicative of 

possible leakage or spillage, the potential for soil and/or subsurface contamination associated 

with the operation of the tanks cannot be precluded. Minor staining on soils below the ASTs was 

also observed. 

 

Based on staining in these areas, a limited Phase II ESA was performed in 2013.  Soil samples 

were collected from two locations at the fuel bunker.  Actionable levels of TPH contamination 

were encountered in surface soils at the fuel bunker, although soils were non-actionable at a 

depth of approximately 3.0’ below ground surface (bgs).  No VOCs were detected in any of the 

soil samples.  Based on the size, and depth of the contamination noted, it was estimated that 

approximately 25 cubic yards of total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) contaminated soil will 

need to be excavated and properly disposed if the site will be developed.
25

  In addition, it is 

estimated that approximately 5 cubic yards and 11 cubic yards of TPH contaminated soil will 

need to be excavated at water well #1 and water well #2, respectively
26

 for a total of 41 cubic 

yards of TPH to be excavated from the site and properly disposed.     

 

Methane  

 

The project site includes several vacant dairies and resulted in the generation and consolidation 

of animal manures.  Livestock waste can be a source of methane gas due to the bacteriological 

decomposition of this organic material.  Due to the dairy operations that have taken place in the 

past, the potential exists for elevated soil organic levels and the associated presence of 

subsurface methane gas.  Manure has historically been applied to local croplands as fertilizer or 

stockpiled on site prior to their off-site transport, or other uses.  In addition, dairies generated 

manure-contaminated wastewater from animal washing activities associated with milking, milk 

house wash downs, and manure-contaminated storm water runoff.  The sustained application of 

manure and manure-contaminated water results in a high content of organics in the topsoil layers 
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29. 
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 Ibid, page 30. 
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due to the deposit of high volumes of animal manures.  As the organics break down, they 

produce a high level of methane, which can readily move to the surface and the atmosphere.  If 

trapped in confined spaces such as utility lines or structures, methane can become an air quality 

health hazard.    

 

Asbestos/Lead  

 

Due to the age of the various dairy and residential structures on the site it is possible that 

asbestos-containing materials (ACM’s) and lead-based paint are present in the structures.  

Structures that were constructed prior to 1987 are more likely to contain ACM’s than newer 

buildings.  Many of the buildings throughout the site were constructed in the 1950’s and 1960’s; 

prior to 1987.   

 

Paints applied prior to 1978 are more likely to contain elevated levels of lead.  Since many of the 

buildings were constructed in the 1950’s and 1960’s it is likely that lead-based paint is present in 

the buildings throughout the site.   

 

Pesticides/Herbicides  

 

The project site is currently and has historically been used for agricultural uses.  Because the site 

has historical use for agriculture, the presence of pesticides such as 

Dichlorodiphenyldichloroethylene (DDE) and Dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethylene (DDT) in the 

soil is possible.  Detectable levels and concentrations of DDE and DDT and herbicides within the 

on-site soil could exceed United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) published 

Preliminary Remedial Goals (PRG’s) for residential development.  In 2013 as part of a 

Preliminary Phase II Investigation, 45 soil samples at 15 locations were collected at depths of 

0.5’, 1.0’ and 2.0’ below ground surface (bgs).  All of the 0.5’ samples were tested for pesticides 

and three of the 0.5’ samples were tested for herbicides.  Only one 0.5’ sample was found to 

contain a detectible level of pesticides (DDE).  No detectible levels of herbicides were found in 

the three 0.5’ soil samples.
27

          

 

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs)/ Fluorescent Lights  

 

Nine pole-mounted transformers are located along the north and east property boundaries of 

PA’S 2-5, and in the northeastern area near a residence/dairy operation in PA 5.  All of the 

transformers observed appeared to be in good condition and free from obvious staining or 

leakage.  Fluorescent light fixtures (which may contain PCBs) were observed in the milking barn 

and storage shed in PA’s 2-5.  Since most of the buildings in PA 5 appear to have been 

constructed prior to 1978 and as a result, fluorescent light fixtures (which may contain PCBs) 

may exist in any or all of the buildings. 

 

 

 

                                                 
27

 GeoKinetics Phase I Environmental Site Assessment De Boer Property, Ontario, California, May 15, 2015, page 

7. 

 



Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan Draft EIR September 2016 
City of Ontario 3-113 

Radon Gas 

 

The Department of Health Services (DHS), in conjunction with the United States Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA), has conducted a California State Radon Survey. The California survey 

is a part of an ongoing program by the EPA to measure levels of radon in all states in the 

country.  The results of the survey indicate that 100 percent of all the sites tested in the region 

(Los Angeles, Riverside, San Bernardino, Orange, Imperial and San Diego Counties) have radon 

concentrations below 4 pico curies per liter of air (pCi/l).  The average activity reported for San 

Bernardino County is well below the EPA action limit of 4 pCi/l (highest level was 0.678 pCi/l).  

However, these levels are general for the region and do not reflect actual radon levels that might 

be detected in any onsite or proposed structures. 
 

Electromagnetic Fields  

 

Southern California Edison (SCE) provides electrical services to the City of Ontario and 

surrounding areas.  Several SCE transmission lines are located in the vicinity of the project.  The 

closest SCE electrical transmission line to the site includes a 220 kV line located approximately 

one-half mile south of the site.  Electric fields are produced in electrical lines as a result of 

voltage applied to wiring, and are measured in volts per meter (V/m) or kilovolts per meter 

(Kv/m).  Electric field strengths greatly diminish with distance from the source and many 

structures including trees and houses shield these fields.  The greatest exposure of residences to 

electric fields is due to the use of internal household appliances.  Magnetic fields are the result of 

the movement (current) of electricity.  These fields are measured in Gauss, however this measure 

is extremely large, and fields from electrical lines are generally referred to in milligaus (mg).  As 

with electric fields, magnetic field strengths decrease dramatically with distance from the source; 

however, structures such as trees or houses, unlike electrical fields, do not shield magnetic fields.  

 

Exposure to EMFs from power lines or electrical substations is typically in the extremely low 

frequency (ELF) range of the electromagnetic spectrum.  No U.S. federal agency has set ELF or 

EMF standards.  Presently, neither the State nor the County of San Bernardino has provisions or 

codes regulating development near major transmission lines or substations.    

 

Emergency Response  

 

The purpose of emergency preparedness is to protect the health, safety, and welfare of the 

general public during and after natural and human emergencies such as flooding, high winds, 

earthquakes, and other geologic hazards, hazardous material accidents, and wildfire.  The City of 

Ontario is responsible for coordination of emergency response within the City.  The Standardized 

Emergency Management System (SEMS) is required under Government Code Section 8607(a) 

for managing response to multiagency and multi-jurisdiction emergencies in the state.  SEMS 

was established to standardize key elements of the emergency management system, so that 

mobilization, deployment, utilization, tracking, and demobilization of mutual aid resources are 

implemented effectively. Mutual aid is voluntary aid and assistance by the provision of services 

and facilities, including fire, police, medical, health, communication, transportation, and utilities. 

The City of Ontario must use SEMS when a local emergency is declared or proclaimed in order 

to be eligible for funding from disaster-related assistance programs.  Disaster preparedness in the 



Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan Draft EIR September 2016 
City of Ontario 3-114 

City of Ontario in accordance with SEMS is coordinated through the Technical Services Bureau 

of the Ontario Fire Department.
28

 

 

Airports 

 

Ontario Airport (ONT) and the Chino Airport operate in and around the City of Ontario. ONT is 

centrally located in the northern portion of the City and the Chino Airport borders Ontario on the 

south. Chino Airport is operated by San Bernardino County (Department of Airports) and is 

designated a reliever airport for ONT and San Bernardino International Airport. It operates on 

1,100 acres and serves private, business, and corporate tenants and customers from the Inland 

Empire.  

 

Airport operations and their accompanying noise and safety hazards require careful land use 

planning on adjacent lands to ensure the safety of residents and passengers, and to protect 

Ontario businesses and property owners to the greatest extent possible.  The entire  Armstrong 

Ranch is within the ONT Influence Area.  The project site is not within the Chino Airport 

Influence Area.  

 

Fire Hazards 

 

Fire hazards threaten lives, property, and natural resources, including vegetation and wildlife 

habitat.  Urban fires are generally limited to specific sites and structures.  Typical calls for 

service include structure, vehicle, trash, and vacant lot field fires, as well as emergency medical 

assistance and response to traffic accidents.   

 

California Fire Plan 

 

The 1996 California Fire Plan is a cooperative effort between the State Board of Forestry and 

Fire Protection and CAL FIRE (California Board of Forestry 1996). This system ranks the fire 

hazard of all wildland areas of the state as moderate, high, or very high using four main criteria: 

fuels, weather, assets at risk, and level of service (a measure of the fire department’s success in 

initial-attack fire suppression).  Under the California Fire Plan, the City of Ontario does not have 

any areas of high or very high wildfire threat (CAL FIRE 2000). 

 

National Fire Plan 

 

Under presidential executive order, the secretaries of Agriculture and the Interior were tasked 

with preparing a report that outlined recommendations to minimize both the long- and short-term 

impacts of wildfires with a broader effort and closer cooperation between agencies and fire 

programs. The resultant report, the National Fire Plan, is intended to protect communities and 

restore ecological health on federal lands.  In California, this task was undertaken by the 

California Fire Alliance (CFA), a cooperative group of state, federal, and local agencies, which 

generated a list of communities at risk.  The CFA identified 1,264 fire-threatened communities in 

California, including City of Ontario.  Under the auspices of the National Fire Plan, the CFA also 

produced a Wildland Fire Threat Map, released on October 20, 2005. The Fire Threat Map 
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shows that all of Ontario has a moderate threat, similar to the mapping completed under the 

California Fire Plan.  Under both plans, the San Gabriel Mountains to the north and the Chino 

Hills to the southwest have a very high to extreme threat. 

 

Fire Hazard Management 

 

The City of Ontario does not have fuel modification or defensible space requirements. However, 

on a site specific basis, the Fire Chief may require the removal of brush, flammable vegetation, 

and combustible growth in an area 10 feet from a structure, and up to 30 feet from a road or open 

space (as recommended in the Ontario Plan General Plan Amendment).  Where parcels are more 

than five acres, a 40-foot-wide firebreak may be required along the properties’ boundaries. The 

City does require that landscaping of developed areas adjacent to open space minimize the use of 

dense vegetation adjacent to structures: specifically, 12 to 18 inches of bare ground must be kept 

between structures and grasses or other vegetation. 

 

Building construction standards for such items as roof coverings, fire doors, and fire-resistant 

materials help protect structures from external fires and contain internal fires for longer periods.  

The City of Ontario requires that roofing materials have at least a Class C.  Generally acceptable 

roofing materials may include metal standing seam, concrete tile, ceramic tile, and slate or slate-

like materials. 

 

The availability of water is also critical to effective fire protection. The Water Utility Department 

provides water services to Ontario from a variety of sources, including the State Water Project, 

the local Chino Basin Aquifer, and the Chino Basin Desalters. According to the CAL FIRE, the 

Insurance Services Office (ISO) rated the fire protection system of Ontario as Class 2 out of 10 

for their water delivery system, Class 1 being the highest.
29

   

 

Regulatory Framework  

 

The management of hazardous materials and hazardous wastes is subject to numerous laws and 

regulations at all levels of government.  These laws and regulations apply to operational and 

disposal activities on the project site.  Summaries of federal and state laws and regulations 

related to hazardous materials management are presented below.  California state law allows for 

certain hazardous materials regulatory programs, including those pertaining to oil wells, 

hazardous materials storage, and hazardous materials management, to be delegated to local 

agencies.  

 

Federal and state laws require detailed planning to ensure that hazardous materials are properly 

handled, used, stored, and disposed of, and, in the event that such materials are accidentally 

released, to prevent or to mitigate injury to health or the environment.  

 

Federal  

 

Primary federal agencies with responsibility for hazardous materials management include the 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Department of Labor (federal Occupational Health and 
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Safety Administration [OSHA]), Department of Transportation (DOT), and Nuclear Regulatory 

Commission (NRC).  Major federal laws and issue areas include the following statutes (and 

regulations promulgated there under):  

 

 Resources Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)—hazardous waste management; 

 Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments Act (HSWA)—hazardous waste management; 

 Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 

(CERCLA)—cleanup of contamination;  

 Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA)—cleanup of contamination; 

and  

 Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know (SARA Title III)—business 

inventories and emergency response planning.  

 

State  

 

Primary state agencies with jurisdiction over hazardous chemical materials management are the 

California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA), the Department of Toxic Substances 

Control (DTSC), and the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).  Other state 

agencies involved in hazardous materials management are the Department of Industrial Relations 

(state OSHA implementation [Cal/OSHA]), state Office of Emergency Services (OES—

California Accidental Release Prevention implementation), California Air Resources Board 

(CARB), California Highway Patrol (CHP), state Office of Environmental Health Hazard 

Assessment (OEHHA—Proposition 65 implementation), and California Integrated Waste 

Management Board (CIWMB).  

 

Local  

 

The primary local agency, known as the Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA), with 

responsibility for implementing federal and state laws and regulations pertaining to hazardous 

materials management is San Bernardino County Fire Department, Hazardous Materials 

Division.  The Unified Program is the consolidation of six state environmental regulatory 

programs into one program under the authority of a CUPA.  A CUPA is a local agency that has 

been certified by Cal/EPA to implement the six state environmental programs within the local 

agency's jurisdiction.   

 

As the CUPA for the County of San Bernardino, San Bernardino County Fire Department, 

Hazardous Materials Division maintains the records regarding location and status of hazardous 

materials sites in the County and administers programs that regulate and enforce the transport, 

use, storage, manufacturing, and remediation of hazardous materials.  By designating a CUPA, 

San Bernardino County has accurate and adequate information to pre-plan for emergencies 

and/or disasters and to plan for public and firefighter safety.  

 

Applicable TOP Goal and Policies  

 

The following TOP Goal and Policies are relevant to Hazards Materials and Waste.  
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Goal  

 

S6 Reduced potential for hazardous materials exposure and contamination.  

 

Policies  

 

S6-6 Location of Sensitive Land Uses.  We prohibit new sensitive land uses from locating 

within airport Safety Zones and near existing sites that use, store, or generate large 

quantities of hazardous materials.  (Link to Land Use Element)  

 

S6-7 Household Hazardous Waste.  We support the proper disposal of household hazardous 

substances.   

 

S6-8 Mitigation and Remediation of Groundwater Contamination.  We actively participate in 

local and regional efforts directed at both mitigating environmental exposure to 

contaminated groundwater and taking action to clean up contaminated groundwater once 

exposure occurs.   

 

S6-9 Remediation of Methane.  We require development to assess and mitigate the presence of 

methane, per regulatory standards and guidelines.   

 

3.8.3 Thresholds of Significance  

 

The following thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.  For 

purposes of this EIR, implementation of the project may have a significant adverse impact 

associated with hazards and hazardous materials if it would result in any of the following:  

 

 Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the transport, use, or 

disposal of hazardous materials; 

 

 Create a significant hazard to the public or environment through reasonably foreseeable 

upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 

environment; 

  

 Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 

substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school; 

 

 Be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 

pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, and as a result, create a significant hazard 

to the public or environment; 

 

 For a project located within the safety zone of the airport land use compatibility plan for 

ONT or Chino Airports, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or 

working in the project area; 
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 For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety 

hazard for people residing or working in the project area; 

 

 Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response 

plan or emergency evacuation plan; or 

  

 Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wild 

land fires, including where wild lands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences 

are intermixed with wild lands  

 

3.8.4 Project Impacts  

 

Impact HM-1 Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the 

transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.  This impact is considered less 

than significant. 

 

The proposed residential use of the site will not involve the transport, use, or disposal of 

hazardous materials.  The only hazardous materials that will be transported and stored on the site 

will include temporary storage of hazardous materials for use by the contractor during project 

grading and construction to operate and maintain the various types of motor powered equipment.  

The types of hazardous materials include diesel fuel, gasoline, lubricants, paints, solvents, etc.  It 

will be the responsibility of the contractor to use and store all hazardous materials in compliance 

with applicable Federal, state, and local laws and regulations during project construction.   

 

The project residents will use standard household cleaning materials to clean and maintain their 

residences.  Herbicides and pesticides may be used by project residents and the Home Owners 

Association to maintain project landscaping.  The transportation, use and storage of consumer 

materials that contain low levels of active hazardous materials will reduce the potential for 

hazard impacts.  The project will not have any significant impacts associated with the 

transportation, use or storage of hazardous materials. 

 

Impact HM-2 Create a significant hazard to the public or environment through reasonably 

foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 

materials into the environment.  This impact is considered potentially significant. 

 

Given the current and historic uses of the site, including extensive dairy and agricultural 

operations in the past, the potential exists for hazardous materials to be encountered over most of 

the site.  The development of the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan would result in grading of the 

entire project site of approximately 199 acres, including the demolition of existing structures 

prior to grading.  The disturbance of soil during grading and construction, including the 

demolition of structures, could result in the exposure of construction workers and adjacent 

residents to health or safety risks if contaminated structures and/or soils are encountered and 

proper procedures and techniques are not utilized.  The exposure of people to contaminated 

structures and/or soil could occur from any of the following:  
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 Asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paints associated with various on-site 

structures, pipes, and debris; 

 Presence of pesticides/herbicides in the on-site soils; 

 Potential soil contamination from PCB in areas currently containing transformers; 

 Petroleum hydrocarbons contaminated areas of soil adjacent to ASTs and at the two 

water wells on the site; 

 Unknown contaminants that have not previously been identified; 

 Methane gas 

 

Exposure to hazardous materials during construction activities could occur through any of the 

following:  

 

 Direct dermal contact with hazardous materials; 

 Incidental ingestion of hazardous materials (usually due to improper hygiene, when 

workers fail to wash their hands before eating, drinking, or smoking); 

 Inhalation of airborne dust released from dried hazardous materials  

 

The interiors of some of the existing structures in PA’s 2-7 were not accessible during the site 

visits of the properties that were investigated.  However, it is likely that asbestos materials exist 

within all buildings that were constructed prior to 1987.  Therefore, it is anticipated that ACM’s 

exist in the milk houses, other dairy and residential structures, concrete stand pipes, concrete 

irrigation pipes associated with electric-powered water wells, etc. that exist on the site.  Lead 

could also exist in structures that were constructed prior to 1978.  Current regulator laws and 

regulations require that prior to the issuance of demolition permits by the City of Ontario for the 

demolition and removal of any pre-1979 structures within Ontario, the Applicant submit 

documentation to the City Building Department that either asbestos and lead-based paint issues 

are not applicable to their property or that appropriate actions will be taken to correct any 

asbestos or lead-based paint issues prior to the development of the site in conformance with the 

regulations of the South Coast Air Quality Management District and the State of California, 

Division of Occupational Health and Safety.  The compliance by the project developer with all 

applicable laws and regulations to safely and properly remove any lead-based paint and/or 

asbestos from buildings and structures to be demolished and removed from the site would ensure 

that impacts during construction associated with structural or soil contamination from asbestos 

and lead would be less than significant.  

 

The presence of low concentrations of pesticides (DDT and DDE) in the soil of the properties 

that were surveyed in Planning Area’s 2-5 is not considered an environmental concern.  The 

concentrations of these chemicals are below the respective U.S. EPA PRGs.  Planning Areas 1, 

6A, 6B and 7 were not surveyed for soil pesticides.  Therefore, it can’t be stated with any 

certainty at this time that pesticides are not present for the areas that have not been surveyed for 

soil pesticides, or if pesticides are present, pesticide concentrations are below U.S. EPA RPGs.  

Since some of the properties in PA’s 1, 6A, 6B and 7 have been used extensively for agriculture, 

the presence of pesticides and herbicides is highly possible.  Therefore, these properties should 

be surveyed for soil pesticides prior to the start of grading to determine if pesticide or herbicide 

residues are present, and the level of residue, if present.  Pesticide and herbicide residues have a 

potentially significant impact for those properties that have not been surveyed to date.  
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Mitigation Measure HM-8-SP below will reduce the presence of pesticides and herbicides on the 

site to less than significant.       

 

Historical land use in the vicinity of the project has resulted in the groundwater contaminant 

plume with such groundwater contamination recorded in groundwater wells both on and off the 

project site.  However, based on the depth to groundwater of greater than 175 feet below ground 

(fbg), the concentrations are reportedly sufficiently low as to not present a health risk to future 

residents of Armstrong Ranch.  Impacts during construction associated with soil and 

groundwater contamination from pesticides, herbicides, and solvent plume with respect to the 

areas on site where these contaminants have been identified below regulatory limits, are 

considered to be less than significant.  

 

The exposure of the project construction personnel and the public to hazardous substances on the 

site could occur due to the potential soil contamination of PCBs from electrical transformers and 

light tubes.  Pole-mounted transformers occur on the properties that were surveyed in Planning 

Areas 1-7.  However, no leaking from the transformers was observed.  Although none were 

observed for the properties surveyed, it is highly likely there are fluorescent lights in many of the 

buildings on the site.  While no leaking transformers or fluorescent lights were observed during 

the site investigation, it has not been determined with any certainty whether or not transformers 

or fluorescent lights have resulted in any on-site soil contamination.   

 

Petroleum hydrocarbons were observed in stained soil and concrete associated with ASTs and 

the two water wells on several of the surveyed properties in Planning Area’s 2-5.  Planning 

Area’s 1, 6A, 6B and 7 were not surveyed for ASTs and stained soil and/or concrete could be 

present on the properties that have not been investigated.  The risk does exist for residual soil 

contamination due to petroleum hydrocarbons.   

 

The potential exists for soil contamination to be encountered during demolition of buildings, 

grading, utility excavation, and ground disturbance during project construction for the properties 

that have not been investigated.  If any unidentified sources of contamination are encountered 

during grading or excavation, the removal activities required could, if not conducted properly, 

pose health and safety risks, such as the exposure of workers, materials handling personnel, and 

the public to hazardous materials or vapors.  Such contamination could cause short-term or long-

term adverse health effects to people exposed to the hazardous substances.  In addition, exposure 

to contamination could occur if contaminants migrate from the contaminated zone to surrounding 

areas either before or after the surrounding areas are developed, or if contaminated zones are 

disturbed by future development.  The potential exist for the exposure of construction personnel 

or the public to remnant hazardous substances on the site.  If exposed to hazardous substances, 

this could result in a significant hazard to the public.   

 

The environmental concerns on the project site for methane are due primarily from the operation 

of the former dairy farms.  Typical of dairy farms, there is a risk to construction workers and 

project residents to hazards during construction and throughout the life of the project with the 

presence of methane gas, which is commonly associated with manure stockpiles.     
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Based on the preliminary geotechnical investigation, methane gas was detected on the site.
30

  All 

properties of the project were not surveyed.  Therefore, those properties not surveyed for 

methane gas should be surveyed for the presence of methane gas prior to demolition or grading 

of those properties because of the potential that high concentrations exist of subsurface manure 

resulting in potential methane generation exist.  Mitigation Measure HM-7-SP below will reduce 

potential methane gas impacts to less than significant.       

 

Impact HM-3 Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 

substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.  

This impact is considered potentially significant. 

 

The project proposes an elementary school for PA 7.  While grading and construction for an 

elementary school would not include the processing or storage of acutely hazardous materials on 

the site, if on-site soils contaminated with pesticides, herbicides, asbestos, lead, TPH, UST’s, or 

PCBs are disturbed during grading and construction, potential hazardous emissions could be 

emitted.  The emission of hazardous materials during grading and construction of surrounding 

properties that have contaminated soil could impact the elementary school, if in use.  The 

excavation and removal of manure stockpiles on existing and former dairy farms could result in 

potential hazardous with the releases of methane gas and impact elementary students and faculty.  

The release of methane gas in the vicinity of the school could have a significant impact to 

students and administrators.   

 

The long-term operations of the land uses proposed for the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan 

would not result in routine handling, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, with the limited 

exception of standard household cleaning products inside residences, chlorine and filters in 

swimming pools, and the limited application of pesticides associated with residential landscaping 

and maintenance practices.  Therefore, no significant long-term operational emissions hazard to 

the public, including existing or proposed schools, or the environment is anticipated through the 

routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials associated with the project.   

 

Impact HM-4 Be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 

pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, and as a result, create a 

significant hazard to the public or environment.  This is considered no impact. 

 

Based upon review of federal, state, and County hazardous waste lists and databases pursuant to 

Government Code Section 65962.5, no mapped sites were found on any of the properties that 

were surveyed, or within one mile of the project site.  The one-mile radius covers and extends 

beyond the project site.  The lists and databases contain information regarding asbestos waste, 

underground storage tanks, photo processing chemicals, PCBs, unspecified solvent and organic 

mixture wastes, unspecified aqueous solution, metal sludge, other hazardous materials monitored 

by statute or regulation, known releases of hazardous substances, locations where radioactive or 

other hazardous materials are stored or second-hand, facility information, and “pointers” to other 

sources of information that contain more detail.  No portion of the project site was identified as 

being on the Cortese or CHMIRS lists.  Therefore, the impact is less than significant.  
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Impact HM-5 For a project located within the safety zone of the airport land use compatibility 

plan for ONT or Chino Airports, would the project result in a safety hazard for 

people residing or working in the project area.  This impact is considered less 

than significant. 

 

Because the proposed site is not located within the Influence Area of the Chino Airport, 

operations of the Chino Airport would not impact the safety of project residents.  The project 

will not obstruct existing aircraft operations at the Chino Airport.  The project site is within the 

Influence Area of Ontario Airport based on the Ontario Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan.  

Although within the Influence Area of the Ontario Airport, the project is outside of all designated 

airport safety zones.  The project is consistent with the Ontario Airport Land Use Compatibility 

Plan.  The potential safety hazard impacts to project residents or students and administrators of 

the proposed elementary school associated with the on-going operations at the Ontario 

International and Chino airports would be less than significant. 

 

Impact HM-6  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a 

safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.  This is 

considered no impact. 

 

There are no private airstrips within the vicinity of the project.  The project will not impact a 

private airstrip. 

 

Impact HM-7 Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 

response plan or emergency evacuation plan.  This is considered no impact. 

  

The construction and operation activities during the development of the project could potentially 

affect emergency response or evacuation plans due to temporary construction barricades or other 

obstructions that could impede emergency access to the site from the main roadways adjacent to 

the site.  During an emergency response, the primary emergency access points to the project site 

include Riverside Drive, Vineyard Avenue, Hellman Avenue, Carpenter Avenue and Chino 

Avenue.  Evacuation traffic can travel west/east along Riverside Drive and Chino Avenue and 

north/south along Vineyard Avenue, Carpenter Avenue and Hellman Avenue.  The fire 

department would use paved roads adjacent to the site and internal streets within the project to 

provide emergency fire response, including fire suppression within the project.  Fire hydrants 

within the project may be vital for fire suppression on properties adjacent to the site if no fire 

hydrants are available on the adjacent properties.  Further, the Ontario Fire Department shall 

continue to implement the Emergency Management Plan (EMP) to ensure that multiple 

emergency access or evacuation routes are provided in the event that one roadway or travel route 

is temporarily blocked so that another route is available.  The project proposes to improve the 

major roads adjacent to the site that currently provide emergency access to the site, which will 

have a positive impact by providing safer and faster emergency response to both the project site 

and adjacent surrounding properties.  The project will have no impact to emergency response and 

evacuation and no mitigation is required. 
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Impact HM-8  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 

wild land fires, including where wild lands are adjacent to urbanized areas or 

where residences are intermixed with wild lands.  This is considered no impact. 

 

The project site is not located in a wildland fire designated area.  The project will not expose 

project residents to and be impacted by wildland fires.   

 

3.8.5 Cumulative Impacts  

 

The cumulative impact analysis considers development of the project, in conjunction with other 

development within the vicinity of the project.  Risks associated with hazardous materials are 

largely site specific and localized, thus, limited to the project site.  Additionally, site-specific 

investigations would be conducted for those properties with potential contaminated soils or 

groundwater to minimize the exposure of construction workers and project residents to 

hazardous substances.  As such, the potential for cumulative hazard impacts is less than 

significant.  

 

The cumulative projects include land uses similar to the proposed project as well as other 

projects in the area such as residential, recreational, commercial/retail, and open space.  Similar 

planned development in Ontario would result in the development of land that was previously 

used for dairy farms, agricultural production, and demolition of existing structures, which may 

contain hazardous materials.  The adherence of all cumulative projects to applicable federal, 

state, and local regulations and guidelines would address site-specific impacts and ensure that 

impacts from those activities would be less than significant and not cumulatively considerable.  

 

The development of the cumulative projects could expose construction workers and the general 

public to potentially hazardous substances.  For example, the demolition of older buildings or 

utility structures could result in short-term increases in the generation of hazardous materials due 

to the presence of lead-based paints and asbestos-containing materials in buildings.  All projects 

are required to comply with applicable federal, state, and local regulations regarding the safe 

removal of these types of hazardous materials.  All demolition activities that involve asbestos or 

lead based paint must comply with SCAQMD Rule 1403 and OSHA Construction Safety Orders 

to ensure their safe removal prior to demolition.  As a result, the impacts would be less than 

significant.  Site-specific investigations would be required by the City to be conducted at all sites 

with identified contaminated soils to minimize the exposure of workers to hazardous substances.  

Adherence to all applicable laws and regulations regarding contaminated soils would ensure that 

impacts from exposure to substances in the soil or released into the air from soil or demolition of 

on-site structures would be less than significant and not cumulatively considerable.  

 

The construction and operation activities that would be associated with the development of 

cumulative projects as well as other development in the City of Ontario could result in activities 

that interfere with adopted emergency response or evacuation plans, primarily by temporary 

construction barricades or other obstructions that could impede emergency access.  It is 

anticipated that future development projects will undergo CEQA review of potential impacts on 

adopted emergency response or evacuation plans and will be required to implement measures 

necessary to mitigate potential impacts as applicable.  As a result, impacts relating to inference 
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with adopted emergency response or evacuation plans would be identified and appropriate 

measures incorporated into each project as required to reduce potential impacts.  As a result, 

cumulative impacts to emergency response and evacuation plans would not be cumulatively 

considerable and the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan project would have a less than significant 

impact.  

 

 

3.8.6  Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts  

 

The following mitigation measures are recommended for the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan to 

address potentially significant impacts associated with exposure of construction personnel and 

the public to hazardous materials.   

 

HM-1-SP If transformers are to be removed, they shall be removed and disposed in 

accordance with current regulations by the utility company responsible for 

the transformer.  

 

HM-2-SP Stained soil areas with PA’s 2-5 shall be removed and disposed in 

accordance with current regulations.  Confirmation sampling shall be 

conducted as required by current regulations after removal to verify that 

the impacted soil has been adequately removed from the site or treated in-

situ (in place) as allowed by the regulations.  If during grading activities 

hydrocarbon (TPH) stained soil areas are discovered, grading within the 

area shall be temporarily halted and redirected around the area until the 

appropriate evaluation and follow-up measures are implemented.  TPH 

stained soil shall be removed and transported off-site at a State approved 

disposal site under the observation of a licensed environmental technician 

and confirmation samples collected I the sidewalls and bottom of each 

excavation area.  The confirmation samples shall be transported to a state 

certified laboratory and analyzed for TPH in accordance with EPA 

Methods 8015M and 8015B, to insure that TPH stained soil has been 

adequately removed from the site.  Based on the laboratory results, the 

City shall determine when the area of the site is suitable for grading 

activities to resume.   

 

HM-3-SP Prior to the issuance of demolition permits of any buildings or structures, 

or a grading permit, whichever is issued first, for PA’s 1, 6A, 6B and 7, a 

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) shall be submitted to the 

City Building Department.  Based on the recommendations of the Phase I 

ESA, a Phase II ESA or additional hazards investigations may be required.  

The City Building Department shall, based on the Phase I ESA, determine 

if additional studies and/or investigations or clean-up/remediation 

activities are required.   

 

HM-4-SP  Prior to the issuance of demolition permits of any buildings or structures, 

all fluorescent light ballasts and pole-mounted transformers shall be 
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inspected for PCBs.  Any PCB containing fluorescent light ballasts and/or 

transformers shall be disposed of in accordance with applicable regulatory 

requirements. 

 

HM-5-SP Prior to the issuance of demolition permits of any buildings or structures, 

the project developer shall submit verification to the City Building 

Department that a lead-based paint survey was conducted and if lead-

based paint was found, the lead-based paint was removed and deposited in 

accordance with all applicable regulatory requirements. 

  

HM-6-SP Prior to the issuance of demolition permits of any buildings or structures, 

the project developer shall submit verification to the City Building 

Department that an asbestos survey was conducted and if asbestos was 

found, the asbestos was removed and deposited in accordance with all 

applicable regulatory requirements, including South Coast Air Quality 

Management District Rule 1403. 

 

HM-7-SP Prior to the issuance of demolition permits of any buildings or structures 

or grading permits, whichever is issued first, the project developer shall 

submit a subsurface methane soil gas report to the City Building 

Department to screen for the presence of elevated levels of methane gas 

due to the historic presence of livestock on PA’s 1-7.  The 

recommendations in the subsurface methane soil gas report to remove or 

remediate any soils with methane gas levels that exceed accepted 

regulatory levels shall be implemented in accordance with all applicable 

laws and regulations as determined by the City Building Department.  

 

HM-8-SP Prior to the issuance of a demolition permits of any buildings or structures 

or grading permits, whichever is issued first within all Planning Areas, the 

project developer shall provide proof to the City that there are no 

herbicides or pesticides on the site that exceed Environmental Protection 

Agency Regional Screening Level (EPA RSL).  If on-site pesticides or 

herbicides exceed EPA RSL, measures in compliance with all applicable 

local, State and federal regulations to either remediate the pesticides or 

herbicides on-site, or remove and properly dispose of the pesticides or 

herbicides shall be completed and proof provided to the City of their safe 

remediation or removal as permitted by law.  

 

 

The implementation of the above mitigation measures would reduce potential hazardous impacts 

to less than significant. 
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3.9  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY  

 

3.9.1  Introduction  

 

This section of the EIR analyzes the potential impacts on hydrology and water quality with the 

development of the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan.  The Initial Study (Appendix A) identified 

the potential for impacts associated with substantially altering the existing drainage pattern of the 

site or area in a manner which would result in substantial erosion, siltation or flooding on- or off-

site or volume of storm water runoff to cause environmental harm or potential for significant 

increase in erosion of the project site or surrounding areas.  A preliminary hydrology report was 

prepared and is included in Appendix I.     

 

3.9.2  Existing Conditions  

 

Regional Hydrology  

 

The City of Ontario is located within the Santa Ana River Basin (SARB), a 2,700-square-mile 

area in the Coastal Range Province of Southern California located roughly between Los Angeles 

and San Diego.  The SARB can be divided into an upper basin and a lower basin.  The upper 

Basin drainage in southwestern San Bernardino County consists mainly of snowmelt and storm 

runoff from the San Gabriel Mountains, which feeds into the Cucamonga Creek, a major 

drainage that flows through the City of Ontario and along the eastern boundary of Armstrong 

Ranch.  Cucamonga Creek flows southwesterly to the El Prado control dam in the Chino Valley 

Basin on the borders of Orange County and Los Angeles County.  Waters from Prado continue to 

the Pacific Ocean via the lower Santa Ana River.  

 

The City is located in the SARB and within the Santa Ana Watershed District, which includes 

multiple tributary areas that contribute urban runoff along existing drainage channels.  On the 

western side, the Chino Creek and Cucamonga Creek Channels drain through the El Prado Basin 

before emptying into the lower Santa Ana River and ultimately the Pacific Ocean.  

 

Areawide Drainage Facilities  

 

Flood control functions are handled through the San Bernardino County Flood Control District 

(SBCFCD) under state legislation enacted in 1939.  The District has developed a very extensive 

system of facilities, including dams, conservation basins, channels, and storm drains.  The San 

Bernardino County Department of Public Works, Flood Control District is responsible for 

providing flood control and related services throughout the County, including the city-

incorporated areas such as Ontario.  

 

The District maintains the storm drainage channels and the sediment basins that discharge into 

these channels in the City of Ontario.  The Cucamonga Creek Channel and associated sediment 

basins are located below the ground surface elevation (below-grade).  Below-grade channels 

decrease flooding potential because a greater amount of water may be pumped into a below-

grade channel than an at-grade (at ground surface elevation) channel.  The existing Cucamonga 
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Creek Channel is considered to be of sufficient capacity to convey flood flows (100 year, 24-

hour storm event) for the Ontario Sphere of Influence and upstream drainages.  

 

Surface Drainage on Site  

 

At this time the project site is mostly developed with agricultural uses including several vacant 

dairies, a horse farm, agricultural operations for row crops, a trucking business and scattered 

single-family detached homes of the dairies.    

 

There are regional drainage facilities located both within and adjacent to the project site.  

Cucamonga Creek Channel, which is maintained by the San Bernardino County Flood Control 

District, extends along and forms the east boundary of the project.  Storm water in this channel 

flows north to south.  This channel is a major rectangular concrete lined channel carrying 

regional drainage from developed areas north of the site to the south.  The Cucamonga Creek 

Channel was constructed approximately 30 years ago by the Corps of Engineers to serve as a 

primary drainage facility for the City of Ontario and has adequate capacity within the 

Cucamonga Creek Channel to serve the project.   

 

The Cucamonga Creek Channel ultimately drains into the Prado Flood Control Basin 

approximately five miles southwest of the site.  The facility is maintained by the San Bernardino 

County Flood Control District with assistance from the Chino Basin Water Conservation 

District.  

 

Riverside Drive intercepts storm flows to the south from the developed properties that are north 

of Riverside Drive.  An existing 72-inch storm drain in Riverside Drive collects storm water 

from areas north of Riverside Drive and discharges the storm flows into Cucamonga Creek 

Channel.    

 

The surface water on the project site generally sheet flows in a southerly direction in unimproved 

earthen swales and ditches along roadways that extend through the site and eventually collect at 

Chino Avenue.  During larger storm events surface water flows over Chino Avenue and 

continues to the south or sheet flows into the Cucamonga Creek Channel and the Cucamonga 

Basin.  The streets within the project are not improved to their ultimate design standard and lack 

concrete curbs and gutters.    

 

There are minimal storm drain facilities within the project boundary.  The existing drainage 

improvements adjacent to the site include a 120-inch County storm drain in Vineyard Avenue 

along the west project boundary, a 144-inch County storm drain in Chino Avenue along the 

south project boundary and a 72-inch County storm drain in Riverside Drive north of the site that 

extends approximately 700 feet east of Vineyard Avenue and terminates.  The site is 

characterized by low intensity uses including dairies, a horse farm, and cropland.  The majority 

of the site is permeable and allows water percolation during storm events.  Dairies within the 

project, when operational, were required by Regional Water Quality Control Board regulations to 

prepare and implement Engineered Waste Management Plans designed to contain all surface 

drainage from areas with manure.  Containment of the surface water flows from the dairies is 

primarily handled through the construction of on-site berms and containment basins.  
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Groundwater  

 

Groundwater, within and surrounding the project site, contains high concentrations of salt 

attributable to historic agricultural activities.  The primary contributor to this high concentration 

of salt is due to the predominant presence of dairies that have operated throughout the area for 

much of the twentieth century.  The high organic content of the soils on the site has contributed 

incrementally to the degradation of surface and groundwater quality over several decades.  

 

Efforts are currently under way to clean up historic groundwater problems.  The dairy industry is 

gradually leaving the basin, thus limiting the amount of new contaminants entering the 

groundwater.  A coalition of local agencies has constructed and operates a desalter system to 

remove contaminants from existing groundwater supplies.  Removal of the organic materials that 

constitute by-products of the dairies and compliance with National Pollution Discharge 

Elimination System (NPDES) and other storm water permit requirements will have a beneficial 

impact to regional water quality.  

 

The depth to the groundwater basin is generally greater than 100 feet (City of Ontario Sphere of 

Influence EIR, 1997); however, localized areas of perched groundwater may exist close to the 

ground surface.  There are two existing water wells in the northeast and central portion of the site 

and were used for dairy operations.      

 

Water Quality  

 

Storm water pollutants include a wide array of environmental, chemical, and biological 

compounds from both point and nonpoint sources.  In the urban environment, storm water 

characteristics depend on site conditions (e.g., land use, perviousness, pollution prevention), rain 

events (duration or intensity), soil type and particle size, multiple chemical conditions, amount of 

vehicular traffic, and atmospheric deposition.  The EPA estimates that short-term runoff from 

construction sites, without adequate erosion and runoff control measures, can contribute more 

sediment to receiving waters than deposited by natural processes over a period of several 

decades.  

 

Storm water quality in the City of Ontario is typical of most urban areas.  It includes a variety of 

common contaminants including primarily suspended sediments, fertilizers, pesticides, animal 

waste, and contaminants that are commonly associated with automobiles (e.g., petroleum 

compounds such as oil, grease, and hydrocarbons).  In addition, urban storm water often contains 

high levels of soluble and particulate heavy metals generated from traffic, industrial facilities, 

and occasionally, residential uses.  These metals are frequently found in concentrations that are 

harmful to aquatic life and other biota dependent on aquatic life as a food source.  Two of the 

most common metals found in both the water column and sediments are zinc and copper.  Zinc 

tends to exhibit toxicity effects in the fresh water environment; copper exhibits toxicity 

characteristics in the marine environment.  

 

San Bernardino County Flood Control District has a Storm water Program to clean up local 

waterways.  The program’s primary method of storm water pollution prevention involves 

educating the public and businesses regarding Best Management Practices (BMPs) that can be 
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implemented to reduce the type and amount of pollutants that reach storm drains and thus, local 

and regional waterways.  

 

Regulatory Framework  

 

The following subsection briefly summarizes the regulatory context under which surface and 

groundwater resources are managed at the federal, state, and local level.  

 

Federal and State  

 

Clean Water Act  

 

The 1972 amendments to the Clean Water Act (CWA) prohibit the discharge of pollutants to 

navigable waters from a point source (a discharge from a single conveyance such as a pipe) 

unless the discharge is authorized by a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES) permit.  In 1987, in recognition that diffuse, or nonpoint, sources were significantly 

impairing surface water quality, Congress amended the CWA to address nonpoint source storm 

water runoff pollution in a phased program requiring NPDES permits for operators of municipal 

separate storm sewer systems (MS4s), construction projects, and industrial facilities.  The 

purpose of the NPDES program is to establish a comprehensive storm water quality program to 

manage urban storm water and minimize pollution of the environment to the maximum extent 

practicable (MEP).  The NPDES program consists of (1) characterizing receiving water quality, 

(2) identifying harmful constituents, (3) targeting potential sources of pollutants, and (4) 

implementing a Comprehensive Storm water Management Program (CSWMP).  

 

NPDES General Permit  

 

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) has adopted a statewide General Permit 

(WQ Order No. R8-2010-0036) for storm water discharges associated with construction activity, 

which includes site grading.  These regulations prohibit the discharge of storm water from 

construction projects that disturb 5 acres or more of land, unless the discharge is in compliance 

with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase 1 General Permit.  

Construction activities subject to this permit include clearing, grading, and other disturbance to 

the ground, such as stockpiling, or excavation that results in soil disturbance of at least 1 acre of 

total land area.  In addition, as required by the General Permit,  construction sites 1 acre are 

required to submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) to the SWRCB for coverage under the permit and 

must comply with all its requirements.  

 

The NPDES General Permit requires all dischargers to (1) develop and implement a Storm Water 

Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which specifies Best Management Practices (BMPs); (2) 

eliminate or reduce nonstormwater discharge to storm sewer systems; and (3) develop and 

implement a monitoring program of all BMPs specified.  The two major objectives of the 

SWPPP are to (1) help identify the sources of sediment and other pollutants that affect the water 

quality of storm water discharges and (2) to describe and insure the implementation of BMPs to 

reduce or eliminate sediment in storm water as well as nonstormwater discharges.  
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NPDES MS4 Permit  
 

The Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (SARWQCB) has issued a countywide 

NPDES municipal storm water permit (Order No. R8-2010-0036, NPDES Permit No. 

CAS618036) to San Bernardino County, which includes the City of Ontario, to prevent 

degradation of water quality through storm water runoff, which could be affected by site grading 

during construction.  For compliance with this permit, the permittees developed the San 

Bernardino County Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP).  This WQMP requires new and 

redevelopment projects within permitted areas to prepare project specific Storm Water Quality 

Management Plans that assure Post-Construction Best Management Practices (BMPs) are 

implemented, including on-site Low Impact Development BMPs to retain/infiltrate or Biotreat 

the Design Capture Volume of storm water runoff from each tract map project with the project. 

 

Local  

 

Basin Plan  

 

Existing water quality issues have been identified in the watershed planning process and are 

incorporated in the Water Quality Control Plan (WCQP) for the Santa Ana River Basin (Basin 

Plan).  The Basin Plan designates beneficial uses of the waters of the region and specifies water 

quality objectives intended to protect those uses.  The Basin Plan also specifies an 

implementation plan describing actions that are necessary to achieve and maintain water quality 

standards, and regulates waste discharges to minimize and control their effects.  Dischargers 

must comply with the water quality standards contained in the Basin Plan.  

 

Beneficial uses listed for Cucamonga Creek, which is adjacent to and east of the project, are 

groundwater recharge, water contact recreation (where access is not prohibited), non-contact 

water recreation, and wildlife habitat.  It is currently listed as impaired (2010 303(d) list) by 

unknown non-point sources due to high coliform counts, cadmium, copper, lead and zinc levels.  

Designated beneficial uses for Santa Ana River (Reach 3) are agriculture supply, groundwater 

recharge, water contact and non-contact water recreation, wildlife habitat, and rare, threatened, 

and endangered species support.   

 

City of Ontario Municipal Code  
 

In order to ensure that industrial and commercial construction sites and residential areas 

implement the appropriate pollution control measures, the City of Ontario Municipal Code 

identifies generally permitted activities under the Regional MS4 Permit (Order No. R8-2010-

0036).  Discharges of non-storm water from construction activities, such as business or 

residential, are generally prohibited, except for those discharges listed in §6-6.207 of this chapter 

or any discharges authorized by the City Engineer or the Regional Water Quality Control Board 

(RWQCB).  The City and the RWQCB will allow the discharge of certain non-storm water 

discharges into the MS4 storm drain system, provided that they are in compliance with the 

discharge limitations specified in the current General Waste Discharge Requirements for De 

Minimus Discharges issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region.  

 



Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan Draft EIR September 2016 
City of Ontario 3-131 

Ontario Ranch Master Plan of Drainage  

 

To further ensure that new development sites implement the appropriate pollution control 

measures in the project area, the City of Ontario Master Plan of Drainage (MPD) details 

recommended BMPs to be applied to new development in the Ontario Ranch area.  These 

regulatory requirements ensure that storm water quality management is considered during a 

project’s planning phase, implemented during construction, and maintained for the life of the 

project.  Structural BMPs function to minimize the introduction of pollutants into the drainage 

system as well as minimize rainfall runoff from the site.  Applicable structural and nonstructural 

BMPs implemented on the site for site design (Low Impact Development) Source Control and 

Treatment Controls to minimize the introduction of pollutants and excess hydrology into the 

drainage system will depend on the ultimate configuration of the proposed land use and 

documented in the project WQMP.  

 

Applicable TOP Policies  

 

The following TOP goal and policies to conserve and protect water resources and control flood 

hazards are provided below:  

 

Environmental Resources Element - Water and Wastewater 

 

ER1 A reliable and cost effective system that permits the City to manage its diverse water 

resources and needs. 

 

Policies 

 

ER1-5 

 

Groundwater Management.  We protect groundwater quality by incorporating strategies that 

prevent pollution, require remediation where necessary, capture and treat urban run-off, and 

recharge the aquifer. 

 

ER1-6 

 

Urban Run-off Quantity.  We encourage the use of low impact development strategies to 

intercept run-off, slow the discharge rate, increase infiltration and ultimately reduce discharge 

volumes to traditional storm drain systems. 

 

ER1-7 

 

Urban Run-off Quality.  We require the control and management of urban run-off, consistent 

with Regional Water Quality Control Board regulations. 
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Safety Element – Flood Hazards 

 

Goals 

 

S2   Minimized risk of injury, loss of life, property damage and economic and social disruption 

caused by flooding and inundation hazards. 

 

Policies 

 

S2-1 

 

Entitlement and Permitting Process.  We follow State guidelines and building code to determine 

when development proposals require hydrological studies prepared by a State-certified engineer 

to assess the impact that the new development will have on the flooding potential of existing 

development down-gradient. 

 

S2-2 

 

Flood Insurance.  We will limit development in flood plains and participate in the National Flood 

Insurance Program. 

 

S2-3 

 

Facilities that Use Hazardous Materials.  We comply with state and federal law and do not 

permit facilities using, storing, or otherwise involved with substantial quantities of onsite 

hazardous materials to be located in the 100 year flood zone unless all standards of elevation, 

flood proofing and storage have been implemented to the satisfaction of the Building 

Department. 

 

S2-4 

 

Prohibited Land Uses.  We prohibit the development of new essential and critical facilities in the 

100-year floodplain. 

 

S2-5 

 

Storm Drain System.   We maintain and improve the storm drain system to minimize flooding. 

(Link to Environmental Resources) 

 

3.9.3 Thresholds of Significance  

 

The following thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G of the 2004 CEQA 

Guidelines.  For purposes of this EIR, implementation of the proposed project may have a 

significant adverse impact on hydrology and water quality if it would result in any of the 

following:  
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 Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; 

 Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 

recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the 

local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would 

drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which 

permits have been granted); 

 Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 

alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial 

erosion or siltation on- or off-site; 

 Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 

alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of 

surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site; 

 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; 

 Otherwise substantially degrade water quality or potential for discharge of storm water to 

affect the beneficial uses of receiving water; 

 Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 

Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map; 

 Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect 

flood flows; 

 Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 

flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam; 

 Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. 

 

3.9.4 Project Impacts  

 

Impact HYD-1 Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. This 

impact is considered less than significant.  

 

The project would contribute increased runoff to the local drainage area compared to the existing 

condition due to an increase in impermeable surfaces with the construction of residences, an 

elementary school, sidewalks, roadways, etc.  The untreated runoff could contain urban 

contaminants such as bacteria pathogens, nutrients, metals, pesticides and hydrocarbons as well 

as silt and organic matter.  The effects of proposed project on post-construction runoff discharges 

are discussed in Impact HYD-2.  

 

Construction Discharges  

 

Erosion and sedimentation are major sources of water quality impairment attributable to 

construction activities.  Sediment directly impacts water quality through interference with 

photosynthesis, oxygen exchange, and respiration, growth, and reproduction or aquatic species.   

 

Additionally, other pollutants such as nutrients, trace metals, and hydrocarbons can attach to 

sediment and be transported with the particulate fraction.  Deposited sediment transported off-

site can cause deposition in retention/infiltration basins and drainage systems contributing to 

reduced conveyance capacity and reduced infiltration rates and quantities in the basins.  The 
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Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan includes construction activities, such as excavation and 

trenching for foundations and utilities, demolition, grubbing and clearing, soil compaction, cut 

and fill activities, and grading that would disturb soil and decrease permeability.  Unprotected 

disturbed soil is susceptible to high rates of erosion from wind and rain that would result in 

sediment being transported from the site to downstream receiving waters.  Increased runoff from 

the site resulting from decreased permeability would further exacerbate the amount of sediment 

being transported off-site.  

 

Each tract map within the project would disturb an area greater than one acre in size and thus, is 

subject to the provisions of the General Construction Activity Storm water Permit adopted by the 

State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB).  The preparation of a Storm Water Pollution 

Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is required by the State for compliance with the NPDES General 

Construction Storm water Activity Permit.  Compliance of the project with the permit includes 

filing a Notice of Intent with the SWRCB and preparing, at minimum, a SWPPP and Erosion 

Sediment Control Plan prior to the start of any construction activity.  The SWPPP requires the 

identity of all sources of sediment and other pollutants on the project site and lists the require 

BMP’s to control sediment and other pollutants in storm water discharged from the site.  A 

monitoring program is required to aid the implementation of, and assure compliance with, the 

SWPPP.  The SWRCB permit requirements would have to be satisfied prior to the start of 

construction.  

 

As part of the SWPPP, Erosion and Sediment Transport Control Plans must be prepared and 

approved for the project prior to the start of grading.  A qualified SWPPP developer (QSD) is 

required to design an Erosion and Sediment Transport Control Plan and prepare the SWPPP.  A 

few of the most critical techniques to be considered include, but are not limited to, the following 

types of erosion control methods:  

 

 Whenever feasible, confine grading and activities related to grading (excavation, 

construction, preparation and use of equipment and material storage) to the dry season 

(April through September);  

 Discharge grading and construction runoff into Temporary Sediment Basins;  

 Stabilize disturbed areas as quickly as possible, either with soil binders, geotextiles, 

vegetative cover or mechanical methods;  

 Trap sediment before it leaves the site with such techniques as check dams, sediment 

ponds, or siltation fences; 

 Control sediment tracking from the construction site onto public roads using stabilized 

exit points and street sweeping.   

 Control landscaping activities carefully with regard to the application of fertilizers, 

herbicides, pesticides, or other hazardous substances; 

 Provide proper instruction to all landscaping personnel on the construction team.  

 

During the installation of the erosion and sediment transport control structures, an erosion 

control professional (QSP) would be required to be on site to supervise the implementation of the 

designs and the maintenance of facilities throughout the site clearing, grading, and construction 

period.  
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The SWPPP would be reviewed by the City of Ontario and shall include the following applicable 

measures:  

 

 Diversion of off-site runoff away from the construction site;  

 Prompt revegetation of proposed landscaped/grassed swale areas;  

 Perimeter gravel bags or silt fences to prevent off-site transport of sediment;  

 Storm drain inlet protection (filter fabric gravel bags and straw wattles), with gravel bag 

check dams within paved roadways;  

 Regular sprinkling of exposed soils to control dust during construction and soil binders 

for forecasted wind storms;  

 Specifications for construction waste handling and disposal;  

 Contained equipment wash-out and vehicle maintenance areas;  

 Erosion control measures including soil binders, hydro mulch, geotextiles, hydro seeding 

of disturbed areas ahead of forecasted storms;  

 Construction of stabilized construction entry/exits to prevent trucks from tracking 

sediment on City roadways;  

 Construction timing to minimize soil exposure to storm events;  

 Training of subcontractors on general site housekeeping.  

 

As part of the project review and approval process, project applicants will be required to 

demonstrate to the City of Ontario  the project would comply with the San Bernardino County 

Water Quality Management Plan, and not result in a degradation of the quality of receiving 

waters (e.g., Cucamonga Creek Channel and the Santa Ana River).  The project sponsor would 

also be required to demonstrate that Low Impact Development Best Management Practices have 

been designed into the project to the maximum extent practicable. 

 

In addition, all construction activities would comply with San Bernardino County guidelines for 

excavation and grading, the CASQA Construction Manual, and the Ontario Municipal Code.  

These guidelines include specifications designed to minimize effects from erosion during 

construction.  For instance, the Development Code identifies, defines, and provides regulation 

for erosion control systems that are part of construction projects in order to ensure maximum 

effectiveness.  Therefore, compliance with the Statewide General Construction Activity Storm 

water Permit requirements and other applicable requirements with respect to excavation and 

grading would ensure that project impacts related to construction storm water discharge would 

be less than significant.  

 

Operational Discharges  

 

In the post-construction phase of the project, the major source of pollution in surface water 

runoff that could impact the Santa Ana River and its’ tributaries would be contaminants that have 

accumulated on the land surface over which storm water would pass in the future.  For the 

project, onsite drainage conveyances and gutters would be connected directly to on-site runoff 

retention/infiltration basins swales, drywalls and underground storage prior to connection of 

overflow to a drainage system that would channel storm water runoff into larger regional storm 

drains including the Cucamonga Creek Channel.  Between rainstorms, trash, debris, household 

pet fecal droppings, oil residue, and other residue from motor vehicles and air-borne means 
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would be deposited on streets, sidewalks, driveways, paved areas, roof tops, and other surfaces.  

These materials will build-up and accumulate during periods when rainfall does not occur and 

when rainfall events occur  rainfall typically washes this build-up into the storm drain system 

causing significant surface water pollution if on-site Low Impact Development BMPs are not 

installed to intercept this pollutant-laden runoff.  All development allowed by the project will be 

required to implement City-approved WQMPs with Low Impact BMPs to reduce and minimize 

significant impacts to the water quality of downstream receiving waters.        

 

Pollutants associated with the post-construction or operational phase of the project include 

bacteria, nutrients, oil and grease, metals, organics, pesticides, and gross pollutants.  Nutrients in 

post-construction storm water include nitrogen and phosphorous from fertilizers.  Excess 

nutrients can impact water quality by promoting excessive and/or rapid growth of aquatic 

vegetation and algae growth; reducing water clarity, and resulting in oxygen depletion.  

Pesticides can also be carried off-site by storm water.  Pesticides can be toxic to aquatic 

organisms and bioaccumulate in larger species such as birds and fish with harmful effects.  Oil 

and grease may end up in storm water during the post-construction phase of the project from 

leaking vehicles, normal vehicle traffic, and various maintenance activities that can be expected 

to occur throughout the site during the life of the project.  Metals may enter storm water in the 

post-construction phase of the project as surfaces corrode, decay, or leach and from roadway 

runoff.  Potential gross pollutants with the operational phase of the project also include clippings 

from landscape maintenance, street litter, and animal excrement.  Impacts due to oil and grease, 

metal contamination, and gross pollutants are discussed below as part of construction phase 

impacts.  

 

During rainfall, a film of water builds up on impermeable surfaces.  Once this film is of 

sufficient depth (about 0.1 inch), the water collecting on the impermeable surface begins to flow.  

The initial flow (first-flush) of each storm often contains the highest concentrations of pollutants, 

but this is not always the case because the phenomenon is dependent on the duration of the 

preceding dry weather period, rainfall patterns, rainfall intensity, the chemistry of individual 

pollutants, and other site-specific conditions.  If uncontrolled, the accumulation of urban 

pollutants could have a significant cumulative impact during both the construction and post-

construction phases of the project because surface water flow from paved surfaces and 

landscaped areas transport many pollutants, thereby contributing to the deterioration of the 

quality of storm water runoff and infiltrating groundwater.  

 

Under the current conditions, existing land uses (e.g., dairy farms, row-cropped agriculture, 

horse farm) contribute to surface and groundwater quality degradation.  The Cucamonga Creek 

Channel and Santa Ana River are impaired by bacteria pathogens due to dairies as well as other 

unknown sources.  Past and current groundwater quality in the project area has been degraded by 

agricultural operations within the Basin over the past 50+ years.  Removal of the existing non-

point sources of pollution could offset the potential for water quality degradation and have a 

positive impact if water quality improves over the long-term due to the project.   

 

The project would change the largely existing agricultural uses on the site to urban use.  This 

change in land use type would contribute to an increase in the volume of surface water generated 
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from the site, which could also increase contaminants, such as heavy metals and hydrocarbons 

that might be introduced to surface drainage flows or percolate into the groundwater supply.   

 

The project is required by the City to develop and implement a Water Quality Management Plan 

(WQMP) that, upon approval, would serve as the manual to maintain water quality by 

encouraging retention/infiltration of storm water runoff, rainwater harvesting and reuse or 

biotreatment in conformance with the MS4 Permit.  The WQMP would also detail the specific 

operation and maintenance of each structural and nonstructural BMP.  Non-structural, source 

control BMPs include street-sweeping on a monthly basis, storm drain placarding with a “No 

Dumping” message, programs to educate the public on the proper disposal of hazardous/toxic 

wastes, pickup and disposal of animal feces, regulatory approaches, and detection and 

elimination of illicit and illegal dumping.  The WQMP would outline the types of BMPs being 

used and describe a routine maintenance schedule for each BMP, in compliance with the Ontario 

Ranch MPD and local regulations.    

 

Thus, in compliance with the San Bernardino County MS4 Permit, all development allowed 

within the project would be required to incorporate all feasible LID BMPs. Plans for grading, 

drainage, erosion control and water quality would be reviewed by the City Engineer prior to 

issuance of grading permits.  The City Engineer shall monitor and enforce this provision.  In 

addition, the project developer and Home Owners Association, if applicable, would ensure that 

all pest control, herbicide, insecticide and other similar substances used as part of maintenance of 

project parks and open space features are handled, stored, applied, and disposed of by those 

conducting facility maintenance in a manner consistent with all applicable federal, state and local 

regulations.  

 

As noted in the regulatory requirements, all development is required to install LID BMPs.  

Implementation of LID BMPs as part of the project design, construction, and operation, in 

accordance with the WQMP, would reduce potential project pollutant loads to the Cucamonga 

Creek Channel and areas downstream of the channel.  Anticipated LID site design BMPs 

include, but are not limited to, swales and detention areas in landscape strips and setback areas, 

roof drainage into porous sub grade, and depressing the park areas for storm water retention and 

infiltration.  Source control BMPs may include, but are not limited to, storm drain inlet signage, 

catch basin trash racks, efficient irrigation, public education and street and parking lot sweeping 

programs.    

 

Pollutants from the post-construction phases of projects include bacteria sediment, metals, 

nutrients, pesticides, hydrocarbons and trash and litter.  Policies ER1-5, ER1-6, and ER1-7 of the 

Environmental Resources Element direct the City to reduce pollutants in the Municipal Separate 

Storm Sewer System (MS4).  As required by The Ontario Plan, tract maps within this planning 

area must control pollutants in discharges of stormwater from post-construction activities under 

the Regional MS4 Permit No. CAS618036 and prepare a Water Quality Management Plan 

identifying BMPs for prevention of storm water pollution and a reduction of excess storm water 

runoff during the post-construction phase, including LID site-design, source-control, and 

treatment BMPs. 
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The compliance of the project, including construction and post-construction activities, with all 

applicable State and local regulations will reduce project water quality and waste discharge 

impacts to less than significant.   

 

Impact HYD-2  Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 

groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume 

or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of 

pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support 

existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted).  This 

impact is considered less than significant.  

 

The development of the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan would increase water consumption for 

domestic and landscape irrigation use.  The domestic water needs of the existing residents on the 

site are met by existing on-site private wells.  The domestic water needs of the project would be 

provided by a public water system.  Therefore, the project would increase the demand on the 

existing domestic water supply.  The groundwater supply may be inadequate to support existing 

and planned land uses since 79 percent of the City of Ontario’s water supply comes from 

groundwater supplies.   

 

A Water Supply Assessment
31

 (WSA) was prepared for the project as required by and in 

compliance with SB610.  The Water Supply Assessment is provided in Appendix J.  As required 

by SB610, a WSA is required for any residential development that proposes more than 500 

dwelling units.  Because the Armstrong Ranch Specific plan proposes 994 units, a WSA was 

prepared.  The City of Ontario will provide potable water to the project.  Based on the WSA, the 

project is estimated to consume approximately 606 acre-feet of water a year.  The estimated 

water demand of the project is included in the adopted City of Ontario 2010 Urban Water 

Management Plan.  The WSA states that the total water supplies that are available to the City 

during normal, single dry, and multiple dry water years during a 20-year projection are sufficient 

to meet the projected water demand of the proposed project in addition to the City’s existing and 

planned future uses, including agricultural and manufacturing.
32

  As a result, the project will not 

substantially deplete groundwater supplies.   

 

The ultimate build-out of the project would result in abandonment of the existing potable and 

irrigation wells on the site.  The abandonment of these wells would eliminate the pumping of 

groundwater and increase the volume of water in the local aquifer.  This would have a positive 

impact by increasing the amount of water in the local aquifer and available for use.    

 

Groundwater recharge may be reduced by the project due to a decrease in the undeveloped area 

on the site to allow water percolation into the soil.  However, through implementation of LID 

BMPs, the project would be designed to retain and in-filter, where feasible, the 85
th

 percentile 

storm event on-site and thereby maintain much of the existing runoff capture volumes on-site.  

Through robust implementation of LID BMPs throughout the Specific Plan, reductions in on-site 

groundwater recharge would not significantly impact recharge of the local groundwater basin 

because significant project runoff would continue to percolate into the groundwater via the on-
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 Water Supply Assessment, Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan, August 24, 2015, Albert A. Webb Associates. 
32

 Ibid, page 5-2. 
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site basins, etc. In addition, water for landscape irrigation both on private lawns and public open 

space would percolate into the groundwater that could offset some of the loss due to impervious 

surfaces and reduce some of the potential loss of groundwater recharge by the project.  All 

streetscape irrigation on the major project roadways, including Riverside Drive, Chino Avenue, 

Hellman Avenue and Vineyard Avenue along with Armstrong Park and pocket parks will use 

recycled water.  Furthermore, the project will meet all applicable water conservation measures 

required by the California Green Building Standards Code (Part 11 of Title 24, California Code 

of Regulations).  The City will require the project to comply with all applicable water 

conservation measures established and required by Governor Brown’s Executive Order B-37-16 

issued on May 9, 2016.  In addition, all project residents will be required to comply with the City 

of Ontario water restrictions.
33

 The impact of the project on groundwater recharge would be less 

than significant.  

 

Impact HYD-3  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 

through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which 

would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site.  This impact is 

considered less than significant.  

 

The project site is generally flat and the existing drainage patterns generally flow from north to 

south.  The existing on-site elevations range from 780 feet above sea level at Riverside Drive on 

the north to 746 feet above sea level at Chino Avenue on the south.  The project proposes to 

maintain the existing north to south drainage and not significantly alter the existing drainage 

pattern of the site.  In addition, the project developer will be required to install and maintain all 

applicable LID BMP’s and other measures necessary to minimize excess runoff during both 

project construction and the life of the project.    

 

Because the project will not significantly alter and will maintain the overall existing drainage 

pattern of the site from north to south or change the course of a stream or river and increase soil 

erosion or siltation, the project will not have any significant soil erosion or siltation impacts.      

 

Impact HYD-4 Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 

through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially 

increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in 

flooding on- or off-site.  This impact is considered less than significant.  

 

As discussed in Impact HYD-3 above, the project will generally maintain the existing on-site 

drainage pattern from north to south.  In addition, the project proposes to construct master plan 

storm drain facilities in the roadways adjacent that are sized to adequately accommodate the 

storm water flows from the project along with storm water flows from other upstream projects.  

In addition to maintaining the existing drainage pattern of the site, the project will not require the 

alteration of any stream or river to develop the site as proposed.  The construction of the 

proposed on-site storm drain collection facilities and the master plan storm drain facilities 

adjacent to the site will reduce potential on- or off-site flooding impacts to less than significant.     

 

                                                 
33

 www.OntarioWaterWise.com 



Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan Draft EIR September 2016 
City of Ontario 3-140 

Impact HYD-5  Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing 

or planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional 

sources of polluted runoff during construction and/or post-construction 

activity? This impact is considered less than significant.  

 

The project will increase impervious surfaces throughout the site with the construction of streets, 

an elementary school, and residences.  The increase in on-site impervious surfaces will decrease 

on-site percolation and increase runoff volume at project discharge points.  Based on the 

hydrology report, the project site currently generates approximately 313 cubic feet per second 

(cfs) of stormwater during a 100-year peak flow.  The existing surface water generally sheet 

flows in a southerly direction across Chino Avenue south of the site.  Once developed, the 

project is estimated to generate approximately 431 cfs peak flow for a 100-year storm.   

 

The project proposes to construct on-site storm drain improvements necessary to collect and 

discharge excessive storm water flows from the project to eliminate on-site flooding.  In 

addition, the project proposes to construct several off-site master plan facilities that will collect 

the on-site runoff and direct that runoff to the existing Cucamonga Creek Channel located south 

of the project.  The proposed project storm drain improvements include the construction of 

master plan facilities that include a 60-inch storm drain in Hellman Avenue that will extend from 

the existing 144-inch storm drain in Chino Avenue north to the southwest corner of PA 6A, a 72-

inch storm drain in Riverside Avenue beginning at the east end of the existing 72-inch storm 

drain east to Carpenter Drive.  On-site storm water overflow will be collected and discharged 

into the Cucamonga Creek Channel south of the site.      

 

In order to ensure the project has adequate drainage improvements, all features of the project 

storm drain system will be designed and constructed in accordance with the standards set by the 

City of Ontario and the San Bernardino County Flood Control District.  In addition, plans for 

grading, drainage, erosion control and water quality will be reviewed by the City Engineer prior 

to issuance of grading permits and the compliance of on- and off-site drainage improvements 

with all applicable City and County standards would reduce potential drainage impacts of the 

project to less than significant.  

 

Compliance with TOP Policy S2-5 of the Safety Element – Flood Hazards, implementation of 

NPDES, the Regional MS4 Permit and SWPPP requirements through Best Management 

Practices, submittal of a final drainage plan for review and approval by the City Engineer, 

coordination with San Bernardino County Flood Control District and consistency with the City’s 

Ontario Plan Master Plan of Drainage would reduce urban contaminants in storm water runoff 

and capture/infiltration of the 85
th

 percentile storm event runoff by the project.  As a result, the 

impact of surface water generated by the project would be less than significant. 

 

Impact HYD-6 Otherwise substantially degrade water quality or potential for discharge of 

storm water to affect the beneficial uses of receiving water?  This impact is 

considered less than significant.  

 

As discussed in Impact HYD – 1 above, tract map project within the Specific Plan are required 

by the State Water Resources Control Board to prepare a SWPPP with BMP’s for compliance 
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with the NPDES General Construction Storm water Activity Permit, prior to the start of any 

construction activity.  The SWPPP requires the identity of all sources of sediment and other 

pollutants on the project site and lists the required BMPs to control sediment and other pollutants 

in storm water discharged from the site.   

 

The project is also required by the City to develop and implement a WQMP that would serve as 

the manual to maintain water quality by requiring LID, BMP implementation in conformance 

with the Regional MS4 Permit.    The WQMP would also detail the specific operation and 

maintenance of each structural and nonstructural BMP, non-structural source control including 

street-sweeping on a monthly basis, storm drain placarding with No Dumping message, 

programs to educate the public on the proper disposal of hazardous/toxic wastes, pickup and 

disposal of animal feces, regulatory approaches, and detection and elimination of illicit and 

illegal dumping.    

 

Thus, in compliance with the Regional MS4 permit, projects within the Specific Plan will be 

required to incorporate all feasible LID BMPs. Plans for grading, drainage, erosion control and 

water quality would be reviewed by the City Engineer prior to issuance of grading permits.  The 

completion and implementation of the required SWPPP and WQMP will ensure that water 

quality impacts of the project are reduced to less than significant.  

 

Impact HYD-7  Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal 

Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 

delineation map.  This is no impact. 

 

Based on Figure 5.9-2 of the TOP Safety Element, the project is not located in a 100-year flood 

hazard area.  The Cucamonga Creek Channel that is located adjacent to and east of the project 

eliminates the exposure of the site to a 100-year flood hazard.     

 

Impact HYD-8  Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or 

redirect flood flows? This is considered no impact. 

 

As stated in Impact HYD-7 above, the project is not located in a 100-year flood hazard area.  

Therefore, the construction of residential units that are proposed by the project will not place any 

structures in a 100-year flood hazard area and impeded or redirect flood flows.      

 

Impact HYD-9  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 

involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or 

dam? This impact is considered less than significant.  

 

The channel provides 100-year flood protection for the site.  The project site is upstream of 

Prado Dam and is not exposed to significant risk due to the failure of the Prado Dam.  There are 

no other dams or levees that would expose project residents or structures on the site to significant 

risk involving flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam.  The project would not be 

impacted due to the failure of a levee or dam.     
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As shown in Figure 5.9-2 of the TOP Safety Element, the project site is located in the dam 

inundation area for San Antonio Dam, which is approximately eleven miles north of the project.  

Catastrophic failure of the San Antonio Dam when it is at or near capacity could spread water 

two to four feet deep over the western and central parts of the City and includes the project.  A 

catastrophic failure of the San Antonio Dam could occur during an earthquake.  However, the 

probability of catastrophic failure is very low.  Furthermore, the City of Ontario Fire Department 

maintains a list of emergency procedures to be followed in the event of a failure (Ontario 2008). 

Because the likelihood of catastrophic failure of the San Antonio Dam is very low and the City is 

prepared in the event of such failure, impacts are considered less than significant.
34

 

 

Impact HYD-10  Expose people or structures to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? This 

is considered no impact.   

 

There are no lakes or substantial reservoirs either on or near the project site that would impact 

the site due to a seiche.  The project is more than 40 miles from the ocean and the project will not 

be exposed to or impacted by a tsunami.  The topography across the City, including the project 

site, is less than two percent and relatively flat.  Therefore, the chance of mudflow either on- or 

off-site that would impact the project is remote.  There is no impact to the project due to a seiche, 

tsunami, or mudflow. 

 

3.9.5 Cumulative Impacts  

 

The cumulative impact analysis considers development of the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan in 

conjunction with other development in the area.  As all development is required to comply with 

applicable federal, state, and local regulations, cumulative development would not violate water 

quality standards or waste discharge requirements.  Therefore, there would not be any significant 

cumulative water quality or storm water impacts.  The identified cumulative projects would 

generate hydrology and water quality impacts similar to those of the proposed project.  Each 

cumulative project is subject to the basic requirements of TOP and Regional Water Quality 

Control Board requirements to address hydrology and water quality issues, respectively.  Projects 

involving construction on sites greater than one acre would be required to obtain NPDES permits 

and construction and operation activities would occur in compliance with the Master Plan of 

Drainage for the Ontario Ranch.  

 

As the project area is not within a fully developed urban setting, it is expected that full 

implementation of the Ontario Plan would result in the conversion of large amounts of open 

space, agricultural and dairy uses to urban use.  Therefore, it is expected there would be a 

significant increase in runoff in the Ontario Ranch area as a whole.  The specific plans in the 

Ontario Ranch area that are part of the cumulative project analysis were considered in the 

Ontario Ranch Master Plan of Drainage.  The construction of the Master Plan storm drain 

improvements along with required storm drain improvements for each project would provide 

adequate drainage infrastructure to serve the cumulative storm water runoff.  Additionally, future 

development would be required to comply with storm water discharge laws and regulations to 

obtain all proper discharge permits.  Therefore, cumulative storm water runoff impacts would be 

less than significant.  The contribution of runoff by the project to the cumulative hydrology and 
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water quality impacts is less than significant, because increased storm water flows in the Ontario 

Ranch have been planned by master plan facilities and the construction of master plan storm 

drain infrastructure improvements along with improvements for each project would adequately 

accommodate cumulative storm water flows in the Ontario Ranch area in the future.  

 

Cumulative development would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the area, 

including the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in such a manner that would result in 

substantial erosion or siltation, flooding, or the exceedance of existing or planned storm water 

drainage systems.  Implementation of WQMP requirements are designed to ensure that 

cumulative development does not result in higher-than-allowed concentrations of pollutants in 

storm water discharges, as well as excessive storm water runoff from the development within 

and allowed by the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan.  Appropriate on-site LID BMP 

implementation would ensure that discharges into the master plan storm drains adjacent to the 

site and the Cucamonga Creek would not violate water quality standards.  Therefore, it is not 

expected that such impacts would be cumulatively considerable, and the project would have a 

less than significant cumulative contribution to polluted runoff.  

 

Cumulative development is not expected to otherwise substantially degrade water quality.  

Substantial increases in runoff are not expected to occur, and compliance with NPDES 

requirements and CEQA mitigation would ensure that water quality in the watershed is not 

degraded by future development.  Additionally, project compliance with NPDES requirements 

and the small amount of runoff would ensure that the project contribution to cumulative impacts 

is also less than significant. Cumulative impacts would, therefore, be less than significant.  

 

3.9.6 Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts  

 

Because no significant adverse flooding or drainage impacts have been identified, no mitigation 

measures are required.  
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3.10 LAND USE    

 

3.10.1 Introduction 

 

The land use designations for the site based on The Ontario Plan land use plan is low density 

residential (2.1-5 du./ac) as shown in Figure 3.10-1.  This land use designation allows the 

development of up to 944 residential units and an elementary school, or 994 residential units 

without the elementary school, at a density of 5.0 units per acre.    The development of a ten acre 

school site will reduce the residential units that can be developed to a total of 944 units.  The 

project is consistent with the density allowed for the site by TOP.     

 

3.10.2 Existing Conditions 

 

The Ontario Plan 

 

TOP Land Use Element list goals and policies for future development in Ontario as allowed by 

TOP.  The applicable TOP land use goals and policies for the project are described below:   

 

Goals 

 

LU1 

 

A community that has a spectrum of housing types and price ranges that match the jobs in the 

City and that make it possible for people to live and work in Ontario and maintain a quality of 

life. 

 

Policies 

 

LU1-1 

 

Strategic Growth.  We concentrate growth in strategic locations that help create place and 

identity, maximize available and planned infrastructure, and foster the development of transit. 

 

LU1-3 

 

Adequate Capacity.  We require adequate infrastructure and services for all development. 

 

LU1-4 

 

Mobility.  We require development and urban design, where appropriate, that reduces reliance on 

the automobile and capitalizes on multi-modal transportation opportunities. (Link to Mobility 

Element Policy M3-3) 
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LU1-6 

 

Complete Community.  We incorporate a variety of land uses and building types in our land use 

planning efforts that result in a complete community where residents at all stages of life, 

employers, workers and visitors have a wide spectrum of choices of where they can live, work, 

shop and recreate within Ontario.  (Link to Complete Community Section of Community 

Economics Element) 

 

3.10.3 Thresholds of Significance  

 

The following thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G of the 2006 CEQA 

Guidelines.  For purposes of this EIR, implementation of the project may have a significant 

adverse impact associated with land use if it would result in any of the following:  

 

 Physically divide an established community  

  

 Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 

jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, 

local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 

mitigating an environmental effect  

 

 Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation 

plan  

 

3.10.4 Project Impacts  

 

Impact LU-1 Physically divide an established community?  This is considered no impact.  

 

The project is consistent with the land use proposed for the site by TOP and will not divide an 

established community.  TOP allows the type and density of development for the site as 

proposed by the Armstrong Specific Plan.  Therefore, the project will not divide an established 

community. 

 

Impact LU-2 Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency 

with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not  limited to the general plan, 

airport land use compatibility plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or 

zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 

environmental effect? This is considered no impact. 

 

The project complies with the low density residential (2.1-5 du./ac) land use designation for the 

site as designated by TOP.  The project is also in compliance with the airport land use plan for 

Ontario Airport and Caltrans Division of Aeronautics California Airport Land Use Planning 

Handbook for Chino Airport.  The project will not have any land use impacts because it complies 

with the land uses allowed for the site by TOP.     
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Impact LU-3 Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 

conservation plan? This is considered no impact.  

  

As discussed in Section 3.3, Impact BIO-2 the project will not conflict with or impact a habitat 

conservation plan or natural community conservation plan. 

 

3.10.5 Cumulative Impacts 

 

The proposed project complies with the land use and zoning designations designated for the site, 

thus a general plan amendment or zone change will not be required to change the type or density 

of land use allowed for the property.  Therefore, the project will not have a cumulative impact by 

changing the land use and density of the development that is planned for the site by the City and 

encourage other property in the area to change their City designated land use. 

 

3.10.6 Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts  

 

Because no significant land use impacts have been identified, no mitigation measures are 

required.   
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3.11 NOISE  

 

3.11.1 Introduction  

 

This section of the EIR evaluates the potential for noise and ground borne vibration impacts that 

could occur with implementation of the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan.  The Initial Study 

identified the potential for impacts associated with a substantial temporary and/or permanent 

increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity the project area; exposure of people to excessive 

noise levels, ground borne vibration, or ground borne noise levels; and whether this exposure is 

in excess of standards established in the City of Ontario’s (the City) General Plan or noise 

ordinance.  Mitigation measures intended to reduce impacts to noise are proposed, where 

appropriate.  The noise report that was prepared for the project is included as Appendix K.  

 

Data used to prepare this analysis were obtained by measuring and modeling existing and future 

noise levels at the project site and in the surrounding land uses.  Traffic information in the traffic 

study was used to prepare the noise modeling and contour distribution for vehicular noise 

sources.   

 

3.11.2 Existing Conditions 

 

Noise Criteria Background 

 

Sound is technically described in terms of the loudness (amplitude) of the sound and frequency 

(pitch) of the sound.  The standard unit of measurement of the loudness of sound is the decibel 

(dB).  Decibels are based on the logarithmic scale.  The logarithmic scale compresses the wide 

range in sound pressure levels to a more usable range of numbers in a manner similar to the 

Richter scale used to measure earthquakes.  In terms of human response to noise, a sound 10 dB 

higher than another is judged to be twice as loud; and 20 dB higher four times as loud; and so 

forth.  Everyday sounds normally range from 30 dB (very quiet) to 100 dB (very loud).  

 

Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to sound at all frequencies, a special frequency-

dependent rating scale has been devised to relate noise to human sensitivity.  The A-weighted 

decibel scale (dBA) performs this compensation by discriminating against frequencies in a 

manner approximating the sensitivity of the human ear.  Community noise levels are measured in 

terms of the "A-weighted decibel," abbreviated dBA.  Figure 3.11-1 provides examples of 

various noises and their typical A-weighted noise level. 

 

Sound levels decrease as a function of distance from the source as a result of wave divergence, 

atmospheric absorption and ground attenuation.  As the sound wave form travels away from the 

source, the sound energy is dispersed over a greater area, thereby dispersing the sound power of 

the wave.  Atmospheric absorption also influences the levels that are received by the observer.  

The greater the distance traveled, the greater the influence and the resultant fluctuations.  The 

degree of absorption is a function of the frequency of the sound as well as the humidity and 

temperature of the air.  Turbulence and gradients of wind, temperature, and humidity also play a 

significant role in determining the degree of attenuation.  Intervening topography can also have a 

substantial effect on the effective perceived noise levels. 
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Source: Noise Assessment, Landrum & Brown

Figure 3.11-1
Typical A-Weighted Noise Levels

N
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Noise has been defined as unwanted sound and it is known to have several adverse effects on 

people.  From these known effects of noise, criteria have been established to help protect the 

public health and safety and prevent disruption of certain human activities.  This criteria is based 

on such known impacts of noise on people as hearing loss, speech interference, sleep 

interference, physiological responses and annoyance.  Each of these potential noise impacts on 

people are briefly discussed in the following narratives: 

 

Hearing Loss - Is not a concern in community noise situations of this type.  The potential 

for noise induced hearing loss is more commonly associated with occupational noise 

exposures in heavy industry or very noisy work environments.  Noise levels in 

neighborhoods, even in very noisy airport environs, are not sufficiently loud to cause 

hearing loss. 

 

Speech Interference – Is one of the primary concerns in environmental noise problems.  

Normal conversational speech is in the range of 60 to 65 dBA and any noise in this range 

or louder may interfere with speech.  There are specific methods of describing speech 

interference as a function of distance between speaker and listener and voice level. 

 

Sleep Interference - Is a major noise concern for traffic noise.  Sleep disturbance studies 

have identified interior noise levels that have the potential to cause sleep disturbance.  

Note that sleep disturbance does not necessarily mean awakening from sleep, but can 

refer to altering the pattern and stages of sleep. 

  

Physiological Responses - Are those measurable effects of noise on people that are 

realized as changes in pulse rate, blood pressure, etc. While such effects can be induced 

and observed, the extent is not known to which these physiological responses cause harm 

or are sign of harm. 

  

Annoyance - Is the most difficult of all noise responses to describe.  Annoyance is a very 

individual characteristic and can vary widely from person to person.  What one person 

considers tolerable can be quite unbearable to another of equal hearing capability. 

 

Noise Assessment Metrics 

 

The description, analysis and reporting of community noise levels around communities is made 

difficult by the complexity of human response to noise and the myriad of noise metrics that have 

been developed for describing noise impacts.  Each of these metrics attempts to quantify noise 

levels with respect to community response.  Most of the metrics use the A-Weighted noise level 

to quantify noise impacts on humans.  A-Weighting is a frequency weighting that accounts for 

human sensitivity to different frequencies. 

 

Noise metrics can be divided into two categories: single event and cumulative.  Single-event 

metrics describe the noise levels from an individual event such as an aircraft fly over or perhaps 

a heavy equipment pass-by.  Cumulative metrics average the total noise over a specific time 

period, which is typically 1 or 24-hours for community noise problems.  For this type of analysis, 

cumulative noise metrics will be used. 
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Several rating scales have been developed for measurement of community noise.  These account 

for:  (1) the parameters of noise that have been shown to contribute to the effects of noise on 

man, (2) the variety of noises found in the environment, (3) the variations in noise levels that 

occur as a person moves through the environment, and (4) the variations associated with the time 

of day.  They are designed to account for the known health effects of noise on people described 

previously.  Based on these effects, the observation has been made that the potential for a noise 

to impact people is dependent on the total acoustical energy content of the noise.  A number of 

noise scales have been developed to account for this observation.  Two of the predominate noise 

scales are the: Equivalent Noise Level (LEQ) and the Community Noise Equivalent Level 

(CNEL).  These scales are described in the following paragraphs. 

 

LEQ is the sound level corresponding to a steady-state sound level containing the same total 

energy as a time-varying signal over a given sample period.  LEQ is the "energy" average noise 

level during the time period of the sample.  LEQ can be measured for any time period, but is 

typically measured for 1 hour.  This 1-hour noise level can also be referred to as the Hourly 

Noise Level (HNL).  It is the energy sum of all the events and background noise levels that occur 

during that time period.   

 

CNEL, Community Noise Equivalent Level, is the predominant rating scale now in use in 

California for land use compatibility assessment.  The CNEL scale represents a time weighted 

24-hour average noise level based on the A-weighted decibel.  Time weighted refers to the fact 

that noise that occurs during certain sensitive time periods is penalized for occurring at these 

times.  The evening time period (7 p.m. to 10 p.m.) penalizes noises by 5 dBA, while nighttime 

(10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) noises are penalized by 10 dBA.  These time periods and penalties were 

selected to reflect people's increased sensitivity to noise during these time periods.  A CNEL 

noise level may be reported as a "CNEL of 60 dBA," "60 dBA CNEL," or simply "60 CNEL."  

Typical noise levels in terms of the CNEL scale for different types of communities are presented 

in Figure 3.11-2. 

 

LDN, the day-night scale is similar to the CNEL scale except that evening noises are not 

penalized.  It is a measure of the overall noise experienced during an entire day.  The time-

weighted refers to the fact that noise that occurs during certain sensitive time periods is penalized 

for occurring at these times.  In the Ldn scale, those noise levels that occur during the night (10 

pm to 7 am) are penalized by 10 dB.  This penalty was selected to attempt to account for 

increased human sensitivity to noise during the quieter period of a day, where home and sleep is 

the most probable activity.  

 

L(%) is a statistical method of describing noise which accounts for variance in noise levels 

throughout a given measurement period.  L(%) is a way of expressing the noise level exceeded 

for a percentage of time in a given measurement period.  For example, since 5 minutes is 25% of 

20 minutes, L(25) is the noise level that is equal to or exceeded for five minutes in a twenty-

minute measurement period.  It is L(%) that is used for most Noise Ordinance standards.  For 

example, most daytime County, state and City Noise Ordinances use an ordinance standard of 55 

dBA for 30 minutes per hour or an L (50) level of 55 dBA.  In other words, the Noise Ordinance 

states that no noise level should exceed 55 dBA for more than fifty percent of a given period. 
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Figure 3.11-2
Typical Outdoor Noise Levels
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Noise Criteria 

 

The City of Ontario Noise Ordinance and Noise Element of the General Plan contain the City’s 

policies on noise.  The Noise Ordinance applies to noise on one property impacting a residential 

neighbor.  It sets limits on noise levels that can be experienced at the residence.   

 

The Noise Element of the General Plan presents limits on noise levels from transportation noise 

sources, vehicles on public roadways, railroads, and aircraft.  These limits are imposed on new 

developments.  The new developments must incorporate the measures to ensure that the limits 

are not exceeded.  The Noise Ordinance and Noise Element policies are presented below. 

 

The Ontario Plan - Safety Element Section S4, Noise Hazards 

 

TOP Safety Element specifies outdoor and indoor noise standard for various land uses impacted 

by transportation noise sources.  The City’s noise standards are consistent with the State of 

California’s noise standards.  The interior and exterior noise standards are in terms of the 

Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL).   

 

The Noise Hazards section of the Safety Element presents one goal and six policies to achieve 

the noise goal.  Of the six policies, Policies S4-1, and S4-6 are applicable to this project.  The 

applicable City goal and policies are presented below. 

 

Goal S4: An environment where noise does not adversely affect the public’s health, safety, and 

welfare. 

 

Policy S4-1: Noise Mitigation.  We utilize the City’s Noise Ordinance, building codes and 

subdivision and development codes to mitigate noise impacts. 

 

Policy S4-6: Airport Noise Compatibility.  We utilize information from Airport Land Use 

Compatibility Plans to prevent the construction of new noise sensitive land uses 

within airport noise impact zones. 

 

Potential noise impacts by the project to off-site land uses from project-generated traffic are 

evaluated relative to the City’s land use noise compatibility standards shown in Figure 3.11-3.  

The impacts from noise sources generated by the proposed land uses are evaluated using the 

City’s land use noise compatibility standards.   

 

City of Ontario Noise Ordinance 

 

A noise ordinance is designed to control unnecessary, excessive, and annoying sounds from 

noise sources located on private property.  Noise ordinance requirements cannot be applied to   

noise sources such as heavy trucks when traveling on public roadways.  Federal and state laws 

preempt control of mobile noise sources on public roads.  Noise ordinance standards typically 

apply to industrial and commercial noise sources impacting residential areas.  They are also 

applicable to noise generated at parks and schools impacting residential areas. 
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Figure 3.11-3
Noise Exposure Level and

Land Use Compatibility Guidelines
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Sections 5-29.04 and 5-29.05 of the City’s Noise Ordinance
35

 establishes exterior and interior 

noise level standards for five noise zones in the city.  Table 3.11-1 shows the exterior noise 

standards defined in Section 5-29.04.  The section states, “It is unlawful for any person at any 

location within the incorporated area of the City to create noise, or to allow the creation of any 

noise on property owned, leased, occupied or otherwise controlled by such person, which noise 

causes the noise level, when measured at any location on any other property, to exceed” the noise 

levels presented in Table 3.11-1. 

Table 3.11-1 

City of Ontario Allowable Exterior Noise Levels 

 

Noise Zone Type of Land Use 

Daytime 

(7 a.m. to 10 p.m.) 

Nighttime 

(10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) 

Leq
1
 Lmax Leq

1
 Lmax 

I Single-Family Residential 65 dBA 85 dBA 45 dBA 65 dBA 

II 
Multi-Family Residential, 

Mobile Home Parks 
65 dBA 85 dBA 50 dBA 70 dBA 

III Commercial Property 65 dBA 85 dBA 60 dBA 80 dBA 

IV 
Residential Portion 

of Mixed Use
2
 

70 dBA 90 dBA 70 dBA 90 dBA 

V 
Manufacturing and 

Industrial, Other Uses 
70 dBA 90 dBA 70 dBA 90 dBA 

1. 15 minute measurement period. 

2. The Noise Zone IV standard shall apply to that portion of residential property falling within one hundred (100) 

feet of a commercial property or use, if the noise originates from that commercial property or use. 

3. If the ambient noise level, i.e., the noise level without the offending source, exceeds the standard then the ambient 

noise level shall be the standard. 

4. If the measurement location is on a boundary between two (2) different noise zones, the lower noise level 

standard applicable to the noise zone shall apply. 

 

Table 3.11-2 shows the interior noise standards for residential uses defined in Section 5-29.05.  

The section states, “It is unlawful for any person at any location within the incorporated area of 

the City to create noise, or to allow the creation of any noise on property owned, leased, 

occupied or otherwise controlled by such person, which noise causes the noise level, when 

measured at any location on any other property, to exceed” the noise levels in Table 3.11-2. 

 

Table 3.11-2 

City of Ontario Allowable Interior Noise Levels 

 

Noise Zone Type of Land Use 

Daytime 

(7 a.m. to 10 p.m.) 

Nighttime 

(10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) 

Leq
1
 Lmax Leq

1
 Lmax 

I Single-Family Residential 45 dBA 60 dBA 40 dBA 60 dBA 

II 
Multi-Family Residential, 

Mobile Home Parks 
45 dBA 60 dBA 40 dBA 60 dBA 

IV 
Residential Portion 

of Mixed Use
2
 

45 dBA 60 dBA 40 dBA 60 dBA 

                                                 
35

 Title 5, Chapter 29 City of Ontario Municipal Code. 
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1. 15 minute measurement period. 

2. The Noise Zone IV standard shall apply to that portion of residential property falling within one hundred (100) feet of a 

commercial property or use, if the noise originates from that commercial property or use. 

3. If the ambient noise level, i.e., the noise level without the offending source, exceeds the standard then the ambient noise level 

shall be the standard. 

4. If the measurement location is on a boundary between two (2) different noise zones, the lower noise level standard applicable 

to the noise zone shall apply. 

 

Section 5-29.06 of the Ontario Municipal Code identifies the activities that are exempt from the 

interior and exterior noise standards.  Among the activities, noise generated by construction, 

repair, remodeling, demolition, or grading of public rights-of-way or by authorized seismic 

surveys is exempt from the limits.  Noise from construction repair, remodeling, demolition or 

grading of any real property is exempt from the noise standards.  Noise from these activities is 

regulated under Section 5-29.09, which regulates construction activity noise, including hours and 

days of construction.  Noise generated by agricultural operations is exempt as long as the 

activities take place between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m., if they are required for 

protection or salvage of crops during periods of frost or other adverse weather, or if they are 

involved in pesticide application in accordance with permits issued by or regulations enforced by 

the California Department of Agriculture.   

 

Existing Noise Measurements 

 

The existing noise levels in the vicinity of the Armstrong Ranch project are needed to establish 

the baseline noise levels.  Noise measurements were taken performed to document the existing 

noise levels on and around the project site.  Short-term (15 to 30 minute) noise measurements 

were taken May 11, 2015 between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 12:30 p.m. at four locations shown 

in Figure 3.11-4.  The primary source of noise impacting the project site is traffic noise from 

vehicles on Vineyard Avenue, Riverside Drive, and Chino Avenue that border the project site 

and Ontario Avenue that extends through the site.  The Ontario International Airport is located 

approximately 2.4 miles northeast of the site and aircraft overflights from the airport 

occasionally generate noise on the site.   

 

The measured noise levels are shown in Table 3.11-3.  The start time of each measurement is 

presented along with the energy average noise level (Leq), the minimum noise level (Lmin) and 

maximum noise level (Lmax) for each measurement. 

 

Table 3.11-3  

Ambient Noise Measurement Results (dBA) 

Site Start 

Duration 

(min) Leq Lmax L25 L50 L90 Lmin 

1 10:41 am 30 68.5 86.7 68.5 63.5 54.0 44.3 

2 9:24 am 30 67.5 85.5 66.5 63.5 56.5 51.9 

3 11:39 am 30 61.0 73.3 61.5 59.0 54.0 48.3 

4 10:56 am 30 63.7 84.4 60.5 54.5 47.5 41.6 
Leq – Equivalent (Energy Average) Noise Level 

Lmax – Maximum Noise Level during Measurement Period  

L25 – Noise Level Exceed 25% of Measurement Period (equivalent to 15 minutes in an hour) 
L50 – Noise Level Exceed 50% of Measurement Period (equivalent to 30 minutes in an hour) 

L90– Noise Level Exceed 90% of Measurement Period (equivalent to 54 minutes in an hour) 

Lmin – Minimum Noise Level during Measurement Period 
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Existing Roadway Noise Levels 

 

The projected highway noise levels for the project were computed using the Highway Noise 

Model published by the Federal Highway Administration ("FHWA Highway Traffic Noise 

Prediction Model," FHWA-RD-77-108, December, 1978).  The FHWA Model uses traffic 

volume, vehicle mix, vehicle speed, and roadway geometry to compute the "equivalent noise 

level."  Weighting and adding the noise levels together results in the CNEL for the traffic 

projections that were used for the basis.  CNEL contours are determined by iterating over many 

distances until the distances to the 60, 65, and 70 CNEL contours are found.  For the roadway 

analysis, worst-case assumptions about future motor vehicle traffic and noise levels have been 

made and were incorporated in the modeling effort.  Specifically, no reductions in motor vehicle 

noise have been assumed in spite of legislation requiring quieter vehicles at the time of 

manufacture. 

  

Table 3.11-4 shows the highest traffic noise levels are along Grove Avenue between Francis 

Street and SR-60.  Roadway noise levels exceed 65 CNEL more than 100 feet from the 

centerline along this roadway segment and along Euclid Avenue between SR-60 and Riverside 

Drive, Archibald Avenue from Philadelphia Street to Schaefer Avenue, and Riverside Drive 

between Campus Avenue and East of Haven Avenue.  Traffic noise levels along Vineyard 

Avenue between Chino Avenue and Schafer Avenue, Philadelphia Street between Archibald 

Avenue and Haven Avenue, and Chino Avenue from Grove Avenue to Archibald Avenue are 

less than 60 dBA at 100 feet from the centerline.   

 

Table 3.11-4 

Existing Roadway Traffic Noise Levels 

 

 

Roadway Segment 

CNEL  

@ 100' † 

Distance To CNEL Contour (feet)
†
 

70 CNEL 65 CNEL 60 CNEL 

Euclid Avenue         

SR-60 to Riverside Dr. 67.2 65 141 303 

Grove Avenue     

Francis St. to Philadelphia St. 67.9 73 156 337 

Philadelphia St. to SR-60 68.5 79 171 369 

SR-60 to Riverside Dr. 63.6 37 81 174 

Riverside Dr. to Chino Ave. 62.2 30 65 141 

Chino Ave. to Schaefer Ave. 62.2 30 65 141 

Vineyard Avenue     

Francis St. to Philadelphia St. 63.6 37 80 173 

Philadelphia St. to SR-60 64.7 44 95 204 

SR-60 to Riverside Dr. 63.0 RW 74 159 

Riverside Dr. to Chino Ave. -- -- -- -- 

Chino Ave. to Schaefer Ave. 47.5 RW RW RW 

Archibald Avenue     

Francis St. to Philadelphia St. 63.9 39 85 182 

Philadelphia St. to SR-60 66.4 58 124 267 

SR-60 to Riverside Dr. 67.2 65 141 304 
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Riverside Dr. to Chino Ave. 65.6 51 110 236 

Chino Ave. to Schaefer Ave. 65.6 51 110 236 

Philadelphia Street     

Grove Ave. to Vineyard Ave. 62.9 RW 72 156 

Vineyard Ave. to Archibald Ave. 63.0 RW 74 159 

Archibald Ave. to Haven Ave. 59.7 RW 45 96 

Riverside Drive     

Euclid Ave. to Campus Ave. 64.1 40 87 187 

Campus Ave. to Grove Ave. 65.2 48 104 223 

Grove Ave. to Vineyard Ave. 65.4 50 107 230 

Vineyard Ave. to Archibald Ave. 66.4 57 124 266 

Archibald Ave. to Turner Ave. 66.4 57 124 266 

Turner Ave. to Haven Ave. 65.1 47 102 220 

East of Haven Ave. 65.1 47 102 220 

Chino Avenue     

Grove Ave. to Vineyard Ave. 54.6 RW 20 43 

Vineyard Ave. to Archibald Ave. 54.6 RW 20 43 
† From Centerline of Road 

-- Roadway does not exist under existing conditions. 

 

Existing Aircraft Noise Levels 

 

The Ontario International Airport is located approximately 2.3 miles north of the project site.  

Figure 3.11-5 shows the flight tracks for aircraft arriving to and departing from the airport during 

normal operations in relation to the site.  Figure 3.11-6 show the flight tracks for aircraft arriving 

to and to and departing from the airport during Santa Ana wind conditions in relation to the site.  

As shown, arriving aircraft do not fly over the project site during normal operations or Santa Ana 

wind conditions, but that the project site is overflown by departing aircraft during both 

conditions.  During normal operations, some departing aircraft flying to the southeast overfly the 

site at approximately 1,500 feet and 2,000 feet above the ground elevation.  During Santa Ana 

wind conditions, aircraft flying to the southwest overfly the site at altitudes greater than 2,500 

feet above ground elevation.  While aircraft were observed and heard during the time the ambient 

noise measurements were taken, the aircraft noise was audible, but not intrusive. 

 

The noise contours shown in the Compatibility Policy Map: Noise Impact Zones of the Ontario 

Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) are shown in Figure 3.11-7.  As shown, the 

project is located outside the 60 CNEL noise contour of the airport, but located within the 

Airport Influence Area.  Uses located outside the 60 CNEL contour but within the Airport 

Influence Area are designated by the ALUCP as being in the Real Estate Transaction Disclosure 

Overflight Notification Zone.  State law (Business and Professions Code Section 11010 and Civil 

Code Sections 1102.6, 1103.4, and 1353.) requires airport proximity disclosure information to be 

provided during real estate transactions of property in this zone.   

 

Chino Airport is located approximately 2.4 miles south-southwest of the project site.  This is a 

general aviation airport and does not have any scheduled commercial operations.  Both propeller 

and business jet aircraft operate from the airport.  Figure 3.11-8 shows the future 2025  
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Figure 3.11-8
Chino Municipal Airport Noise Contours
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noise contours of the airport.  As shown, the project is outside of the 55 CNEL aircraft noise 

contour of the airport.  

 

3.11.3 Thresholds of Significance 

 

According to the Initial Study, the proposed project could normally have a significant noise 

impact on the environment if it would result in: 

 

 Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in 

the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

 

 Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 

noise levels? 

 

 A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 

levels existing without the project? 

 

 A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project 

vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

 

 For a project located within the noise impact zones of the airport land use compatibility 

plan for ONT and Chino Airports, would the project expose people residing or working 

in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

 

 For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people 

residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

 

3.11.4  Project Impacts 
 

Potential noise impacts are commonly divided into two groups; temporary and long term. 

Temporary impacts are usually associated with noise generated by construction activities. Long-

term impacts are further divided into impacts on surrounding land uses generated by the project 

and those impacts that occur at the project site. 

 

An off-site traffic noise impact occurs when there is a discernable increase in traffic noise and 

the resulting noise level exceeds an established noise standard.  A community noise assessment 

that changes in noise levels greater than 3 dB are often identified as discernable, while changes  

less than 1 dB will not be discernible to local residents.  In the range of 1 to 3 dB, residents who 

are very sensitive to noise may perceive a slight change.  In laboratory testing situations, humans 

are able to detect noise level changes of slightly less than 1 dB.  This is based on a direct 

immediate comparison of two sound levels.  In a community noise situation, however, noise 

exposures are over a long period, and changes in noise levels occur over years, rather than the 

immediate comparison made in a laboratory situation.  Therefore, the community noise levels 

that become discernible are likely to be a value greater than 1 dB, and 3 dB is the most 

commonly accepted discernable difference.  A 5 dB change is generally recognized as a clearly 

discernable difference. 
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Because traffic noise levels at sensitive uses likely approach or exceed the 65 CNEL standard, a 

1.0 dB increase due to the project will be used as the increase threshold.  The project will result 

in a significant noise impact when it causes a permanent increase in the ambient noise level of 

1.0 dB and the resulting noise level exceeds the applicable exterior standard at a noise sensitive 

use. 

 

Project noise compatibility is measured against compliance with the noise standards specified in 

the City of Ontario Safety Element discussed earlier.  The achievement of the City’s noise 

standards or less will result in a less than significant impact. 

 

Impact NOI-1  Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards 

established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 

standards of other agencies?  This impact is considered less than significant. 

 

Noise Impacts from On-Site Activities 

 

The proposed residential uses are not considerable sources of noise and would not generate 

significant noise impacts to the existing adjacent uses or proposed uses within the project site.   

 

While schools can be sources of considerable noise, the City of Ontario’s Noise Ordinance 

specifically exempts activities at schools from noise level limits.  Therefore, noise levels 

generated by activities at the proposed elementary school will not significantly impact adjacent 

residential use.   

 

Noise Impacts from Off-Site Activities 

 

Project generated traffic will increase traffic noise levels in the area.  As stated earlier, traffic 

noise impacts are measured against two criteria: 1) the change in traffic noise levels; and 2) the 

absolute noise levels.  Table 3.11-5 presents the projected change in traffic noise levels and 

shows the projected traffic noise CNEL level changes on the roadways in the vicinity of the 

project site for the existing conditions and the buildout year (2021).   

 

Table 3.11-5 

Traffic Noise Level Changes with the Project (dB CNEL) 

 

Roadway Segment 

Existing Project Opening (2021) 

Due to 

Project 

Over 

Existing 

Due to 

Project 

Euclid Avenue    

 SR-60 to Riverside Dr. 0.0 0.3 0.0 

Grove Avenue    

 Francis St. to Philadelphia St. 0.0 0.3 0.0 

 Philadelphia St. to SR-60 0.0 0.3 0.0 

 SR-60 to Riverside Dr. 0.1 0.4 0.1 

 Riverside Dr. to Chino Ave. 0.0 0.3 0.0 

 Chino Ave. to Schaefer Ave. 0.1 0.4 0.1 
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Vineyard Avenue    

 Francis St. to Philadelphia St. 0.4 1.6 0.3 

 Philadelphia St. to SR-60 0.2 1.1 0.2 

 SR-60 to Riverside Dr. 0.8 1.9 0.6 

 Riverside Dr. to Chino Ave. ** ** ** 

 Chino Ave. to Schaefer Ave. 0.0 9.6 0.0 

Archibald Avenue    

 Francis St. to Philadelphia St. 0.1 2.2 0.1 

 Philadelphia St. to SR-60 0.1 1.6 0.1 

 SR-60 to Riverside Dr. 0.3 1.9 0.2 

 Riverside Dr. to Chino Ave. 0.0 2.5 0.0 

 Chino Ave. to Schaefer Ave. 0.2 2.6 0.1 

Philadelphia Street    

 Grove Ave. to Vineyard Ave. 0.0 0.3 0.0 

 Vineyard Ave. to Archibald Ave. 0.0 0.3 0.0 

 Archibald Ave. to Haven Ave. 0.0 0.3 0.0 

Riverside Drive    

 Euclid Ave. to Campus Ave. 0.3 1.3 0.3 

 Campus Ave. to Grove Ave. 0.3 1.3 0.3 

 Grove Ave. to Vineyard Ave. 0.4 1.4 0.3 

 Vineyard Ave. to Archibald Ave. 0.7 1.4 0.6 

 Archibald Ave. to Turner Ave. 0.3 1.1 0.3 

 Turner Ave. to Haven Ave. 0.4 1.5 0.3 

 East of Haven Ave. 0.4 1.4 0.3 

Chino Avenue    

 Grove Ave. to Vineyard Ave. 2.1 9.2 0.3 

 Vineyard Ave. to Archibald Ave. 4.5 9.7 0.9 
        ** Road segment does not exist under existing conditions. Noise level increase is dependent on distance from roadway. 

 

As shown in Table 3.11-5, traffic noise levels are projected to increase less than 1 dB due to the 

project along all road segments, except Chino Avenue between Grove Avenue and Archibald 

Avenue.  The project would increase existing traffic noise levels by 2.1 dB on Chino Avenue 

between Grove Avenue and Vineyard Avenue and by 4.5 dB between Vineyard Avenue and 

Archibald Avenue if the project was developed with no other development in the area.  The noise 

level increase is due to the extremely low existing traffic volume along this segment of Chino 

Avenue.  In 2021, at project buildout, traffic noise levels are anticipated to increase by 9.2 and 

9.7 dB along these segments.  However, the project is anticipated to contribute less than 1 dB to 

this increase, which is an imperceptible noise level change.   

 

Table 3.11-5 shows that there are three roadway segments with projected traffic noise level 

increase greater than 3 dB over existing conditions (1) Vineyard Avenue between Chino Avenue 

and Schaefer Avenue, (2) Chino Avenue between Grove Avenue and Vineyard Avenue, and (3) 

Chino Avenue between Vineyard Avenue and Archibald Avenue.  In addition, traffic noise level 

increases greater than 3 dB would be experienced along the new road segment, Vineyard Avenue 

between Riverside Drive and Chino Avenue.  As discussed above there are no sensitive uses that 

will be exposed to excessive traffic noise levels along Chino Avenue between Grove Avenue and 
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Archibald Avenue and the new segment of Vineyard Avenue between Riverside Drive and 

Chino Avenue. 

 

The distances to the opening year (2021) 60, 65 and 70 CNEL contours with the proposed 

project are presented in Table 3.11-6.  The contours do not take into account the effect of any 

noise barriers or topography that may affect ambient noise levels.   

 

Table 3.11-6 

Future Roadway Traffic Noise Levels 

 

 

Roadway Segment 

CNEL  

@ 100' † 

Distance To CNEL Contour (feet)
†
 

70 CNEL 65 CNEL 60 CNEL 

Euclid Avenue         

 SR-60 to Riverside Dr. 67.5 68 146 315 

Grove Avenue  

    Francis St. to Philadelphia St. 68.2 76 163 352 

 Philadelphia St. to SR-60 68.8 83 179 386 

 SR-60 to Riverside Dr. 64.0 40 85 184 

 Riverside Dr. to Chino Ave. 62.5 32 68 147 

 Chino Ave. to Schaefer Ave. 62.6 32 69 149 

Vineyard Avenue  

    Francis St. to Philadelphia St. 65.1 47 102 220 

 Philadelphia St. to SR-60 65.8 53 113 244 

 SR-60 to Riverside Dr. 65.0 46 99 214 

 Riverside Dr. to Chino Ave. 55.8 RW RW RW 

 Chino Ave. to Schaefer Ave. 57.1 RW RW 64 

Archibald Avenue  

    Francis St. to Philadelphia St. 66.1 55 118 255 

 Philadelphia St. to SR-60 68.0 73 158 339 

 SR-60 to Riverside Dr. 69.2 88 189 408 

 Riverside Dr. to Chino Ave. 68.1 74 160 345 

 Chino Ave. to Schaefer Ave. 68.2 76 163 352 

Philadelphia Street  

    Grove Ave. to Vineyard Ave. 63.1 35 75 162 

 Vineyard Ave. to Archibald Ave. 63.3 36 77 165 

 Archibald Ave. to Haven Ave. 60.0 RW 46 100 

Riverside Drive  

    Euclid Ave. to Campus Ave. 65.4 49 106 229 

 Campus Ave. to Grove Ave. 66.6 59 127 274 

 Grove Ave. to Vineyard Ave. 66.8 61 132 283 

 Vineyard Ave. to Archibald Ave. 67.8 71 154 331 

 Archibald Ave. to Turner Ave. 67.5 68 147 317 

 Turner Ave. to Haven Ave. 66.6 60 128 276 

 East of Haven Ave. 66.6 59 127 275 

Chino Avenue  
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 Grove Ave. to Vineyard Ave. 63.7 RW 82 177 

 Vineyard Ave. to Archibald Ave. 64.3 RW 90 194 
† From Centerline of Road 

 

Future traffic noise exposures at the nearest receptors within the project located along the major 

roadways are presented in Table 3.11-7.  This table shows the distance from the centerline of 

each road along with the traffic noise CNEL level at that distance.  The City of Ontario’s noise 

standards for residential uses is 65 CNEL for outdoor areas and 45 CNEL for the interior.  Table 

3.11-7 also shows the approximate height of a noise barrier that would be required to reduce the 

outdoor noise level to less than 65 CNEL and the amount of outdoor-to-indoor noise reduction 

that residential structures will need to achieve an indoor noise levels to less than 45 CNEL. 

 

Table 3.11-7 

Project Traffic Noise Exposures and Abatement 

 

Roadway Segment Nearest Receptor 
Noise Barrier Height 

for Outdoor Noise < 65 

CNEL 

Noise 

Reduction for 

Indoor Noise  

<45 CNEL Distance † CNEL Level 

Vineyard Avenue     

Riverside Dr. to Chino Ave. 99.0 54.0 None 9.0 

Riverside Drive     

 Vineyard Ave. to Archibald Ave. 77.0 69.3 6.0' 24.3 

Chino Avenue     

 Vineyard Ave. to Archibald Ave. 54.0 68.0 5.5' 23.0 

Hellman Avenue     

 South of Riverside Dr. 62.0 59.1 None 14.1 

 North of Chino Ave. 62.0 54.3 None 9.3 

Carpenter Avenue     

 Riverside Dr. to Street "AA" 37.0 59.8 None 14.8 

Street "AA"     

 Vineyard Ave. to Carpenter Ave. 40.0 55.8 None 10.8 

† From Roadway Centerline 

 

The existing receptors along Riverside Drive and Chino Avenue will be exposed to outdoor noise 

levels greater than 65 CNEL.  Existing homes along these roadways in the vicinity of the project 

would be significantly impacted by traffic noise.  Table 3.11-7 shows the approximate heights of 

the noise barriers that would be required to be constructed by the project to reduce the estimated 

noise level to the existing homes below 65 CNEL and less than significant.   

 

The noise reduction provided by noise barriers is dependent on the geometric relation between 

the roadway, the noise barrier, and the receptor.  The specific noise barrier heights required to 

reduce outdoor noise levels below 65 CNEL will need to be determined based on final grading 

plans.   The noise barriers may consist of a wall, a berm, or a combination of the two and have a 

surface density of at least 3.5 pounds per square foot and no openings or gaps.  

 

Table 3.11-7 shows that homes along Vineyard Avenue, Hellman Avenue north of Chino 

Avenue, and “AA” Street will require less than 12 dB of outdoor-to-indoor noise attenuation to 
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meet the City’s 45 CNEL interior residential standard.  Mitigation is proposed to reduce interior 

noise levels of adjacent residents to less than 45 CNEL and less than significant. 

 

Homes within the project along Riverside Drive and Chino Avenue will require more than 20 dB 

of outdoor-to-indoor noise reduction to achieve the 45 CNEL interior noise standard.  These 

homes will need to achieve up to 24.3 dB of outdoor-to-indoor reduction.  While this level of 

reduction is often achieved with standard construction due to modern energy efficiency 

requirements, acoustically upgraded windows may also be required.  The required reduction is 

much less than the maximum realistically achievable noise reduction and therefore, it will be 

feasible to reduce indoor noise levels to less than the City’s 45 CNEL standard.  Homes 

requiring more than 12 dB of outdoor-to-indoor noise reduction will require windows closed to 

achieve the interior noise standard.  Windows do not need to be sealed shut, but closable at the 

occupants’ discretion.  In order to assume that windows can remain closed, adequate ventilation 

per the Uniform Building Code must be provided.  Table 3.11-7 shows that homes along 

Hellman Street south of Riverside Drive and Carpenter Drive will require more than 12 dB of 

outdoor-to-indoor noise reduction but less than 20 dB of reduction.  A mitigation measure is 

recommended to reduce interior noise levels of homes within the project to meet the City’s 

interior noise standard.  

 

Agricultural uses are located along Chino Avenue between Grove Avenue and Archibald Avenue 

with a few farmhouse residences.  Table 3.11-7 shows that the 65 CNEL noise contour from 

traffic on this segment of Chino Avenue is projected to extend, at most, 90 feet from the 

Centerline of Chino Avenue.  All of the residences face Chino Avenue and are set back from the 

roadway.  There are no private yard areas located within 90 feet of the centerline of Chino 

Avenue.  Therefore, there are no sensitive uses that will be exposed to a considerable traffic 

noise increase and future noise levels above the City’s 65 CNEL residential noise standard.  

Therefore, the project will not result in a significant impact along Chino Avenue between Grove 

Avenue and Archibald Avenue. 

 

Table 3.11-5 shows the noise level increase along Vineyard Avenue between Riverside Drive 

and Chino Avenue is dependent on the distance from the roadway.  This is because this segment 

of road does not currently exist.  Therefore, noise levels will increase from the background 

ambient levels to the traffic noise levels shown in Table 3.11-6 and will be less than 65 CNEL.   

 

There is one residence located along Vineyard Avenue between Chino Avenue and Schaefer 

Avenue.  However, Table 3.11-6 shows the traffic noise will not exceed 65 CNEL beyond the 

roadway right-of-way.  Therefore, traffic noise levels along this segment of Vineyard Avenue 

will be less than 65 CNEL.   

 

There are no existing noise sensitive receptors that will experience a traffic noise level increase 

of 1 dB or more due to the project and be exposed to traffic noise levels exceeding City 

standards.  Therefore, the operational noise impacts of the project will be less than significant. 

 

Impact NOI-2  Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 

groundborne noise levels?  This impact is considered less than significant. 

 



Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan Draft EIR September 2016 
City of Ontario 3-170 

Typical background vibration levels in residential areas are typically 50 VdB or lower and below 

the threshold of human perception.  Perceptible vibration levels inside residences are typically 

attributed to the operation of heating and air conditioning systems, doors being slammed or street 

traffic.   

 

Construction activities generate ground-borne vibration when heavy equipment travels over 

unpaved surfaces or when it is engaged in the movement of soil, such as grading activities.  

Vibration related concerns generally occur due to resonances in the structural components of a 

building because structures amplify groundborne vibration.  Due to the “soft” sedimentary 

surfaces of much of Southern California, ground vibration is quickly damped.  Groundborne 

vibration is almost never annoying to people who are outdoors (FTA 2006).   

 

Groundborne vibrations from construction activities rarely reach levels that can damage 

structures.  Vibration thresholds have been adopted for major public works construction projects, 

but these relate mostly to structural protection (cracking foundations or stucco) rather than to 

human annoyance.  Vibration is most commonly expressed in terms of the root mean square 

(RMS) velocity of a vibrating object.  RMS velocities are expressed in units of vibration 

decibels. The range of vibration decibels (VdB) is as follows: 

 

65 VdB - threshold of human perception 

72 VdB - annoyance due to frequent events 

80 VdB - annoyance due to infrequent events 

94-98 VdB - minor cosmetic damage 

 

To determine the potential impacts of vibration activities associated with the project’s anticipated 

construction activities, estimates of the vibration levels generated by the use of the construction 

equipment that will be used at the site based on various distances are shown in in Table 3.11-8. 

 

Table 3.11-8 

Approximate Vibration Levels Induced by Construction Equipment 

 

Equipment 25 feet 50 feet 75 feet 100 feet 

Large Bulldozer 87 81 78 75 

Loaded Truck 86 80 77 74 

Jackhammer 79 73 70 67 

Small Bulldozer 58 52 49 46 
* (FTA Transit Noise & Vibration Assessment, Chapter 12, Construction, 2006) 

 

The on-site construction equipment that is anticipated to be used to demolish the existing site 

improvements, grade the site, and compact the soil to generate a maximum vibration potential 

include the operation of large bulldozers.  The stated vibration source level in the FTA 

Handbook for a large bulldozer is 81 VdBA at 50 feet from the source.  With typical vibrational 

energy spreading loss, the vibration annoyance standard is met at 56 feet. The federal standard is 

80 vibration decibels (VdB) for infrequent daily events and 72 VdB for frequent events (usually 

more than 70 in a day).  
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The closest residences to the site are approximately 100 feet from the project boundary.  At 100 

feet, the vibration of the operation of a large bulldozer is approximately 75 VdBA, which is 

considered an annoyance.  This level of vibration to the closest off-site residences would only 

occur during grading at the project boundary.  Any on-site grading further away from the project 

boundary would reduce the level of vibration to off-site residents to less than 75 VdBA and 

approach the threshold that vibrations are not perceivable.   

 

Because most of the project grading will be a minimum of 100 feet from the closest existing 

residences to the site and an infrequent event, the project is not calculated to generate any 

infrequent vibrations greater than the federal standard of 80 VdB.  Therefore, the project will not 

have any significant groundborne vibration or groundborne noise impacts.   

 

Impact NOI-3  A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 

above levels existing without the project? This impact is considered less than 

significant. 

 

As discussed in Impact NOI-1, the project will not generate any operational and long-term noise 

impacts that will exceed City allowed noise levels.  As a result, the project will not generate any 

long-term noise levels that will result in a substantial permanent increase in the ambient noise 

levels in the project vicinity.  Permanent noise level impacts in the project vicinity due to the 

project will be less than significant. 

 

Impact NOI-4  A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the 

project vicinity above levels existing without the project? This impact is 

considered potentially significant. 

 

Project construction is anticipated to start in January of 2017 and be completed in August of 

2021.  Demolition of the existing structures and site improvements on PA’s 2-5 is anticipated to 

take approximately five months.  While demolition can generate considerable levels of noise, 

there are no existing sensitive receptors within 500 feet of the areas where demolition will occur.  

At 500 feet, noise generated by the demolition activities may be audible during periods when 

noise from other sources is absent, but the noise levels will not be substantial. 

 

The highest levels of noise will be generated during site preparation and grading when large 

pieces of heavy equipment will be operated.  Site preparation and grading are anticipated to 

begin in April 2017 and take approximately 14 months to complete.  High noise generating 

activities during site preparation will be somewhat sporadic and irregular in any one area.  Site 

grading will involve considerable periods of near continuous operation of multiple pieces of 

heavy equipment simultaneously and result in the generation of the highest overall noise levels 

from the site.  However, due to the size of the site these noise levels will only be experienced in 

any one area for a relatively small portion of time.  Noise generated during construction of the 

buildings and the surrounding site will be lower as fewer and smaller pieces of heavy equipment 

are operated for shorter periods of time. 

 

The worst-case examples of construction noise at 50 feet are shown in Figure 3.11-9.  The peak 

noise levels of most of the equipment that will be used on the site during construction will range  
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Construction Equipment Noise Levels
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from 70 to 95 dBA at a distance of 50 feet.  At 200 feet, the peak construction noise levels will 

range from 58 to 83 dBA and from 52 to 77 dBA at 400 feet. In the field, the noise levels 

generated by commonly used grading equipment (i.e. loaders, graders and trucks) generate noise 

levels that typically do not exceed the middle of the range of the noise levels shown. 

 

Backup warning systems, which are required by California labor law for heavy equipment, 

typically employ audible alarms in the form of backup beepers.  These beepers typically produce 

sound levels between 63 to 67 dBA at 50 feet.  Backup beepers tend to be audible over large 

distances, even when the sound may not be readily measurable.  In general, the sound level 

generated by backup beepers is low enough that it would not increase the overall sound level 

produced by heavy equipment operating concurrently with the beepers.   

 

The closest residences to the project are located north of the project, north of Riverside Drive.  

Along with single-family detached units, there is also a preschool/daycare facility north of 

Riverside Drive adjacent to the existing residential units.  The rear yards of the homes and the 

preschool/daycare facility are located approximately 75 feet from the northern edge of the 

project.  There is a block wall located along the southern boundary of the residences that will 

reduce first floor noise levels by approximately 5 dB.  The noise levels at these residences could 

reach as high as 90 dBA for short periods when a heavy piece of equipment is operated near full 

power at the northern edge of the site and exceed the City’s allowable daytime exterior noise 

level of 85 dBA.       

 

Because the vast majority of the site where the greatest construction will occur is located further 

than 75 feet the average noise levels will be less than peak noise levels.  The majority of the site 

is located more than 1,300 feet from the homes and preschool/daycare facility north of the site.  

At this distance, peak construction noise levels will not exceed 60 dBA.  Equipment operating at 

half this distance will generate noise levels less than approximately 66 dBA.  The ambient noise 

measurements that were taken along Riverside Drive show the average daytime noise level along 

Riverside Drive adjacent to the site is approximately 68 dBA.  Therefore, the construction noise 

by the project is not anticipated to be greater than the existing traffic noise on Riverside Drive 

adjacent to the site.    

 

Construction is regulated in Chapter 5-29.09 of the Ontario Municipal Code.  Construction 

activities within the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday and 9:00 a.m. to 

6:00 p.m. on Saturdays or Sundays are specifically exempted from the noise standards defined in  

the Noise Ordinance.  The project does not propose any construction outside of the hours 

allowed by the Municipal Code.   

 

The noise levels of the construction equipment that will be operating on the site is not anticipated 

to significantly impact any noise sensitive land uses adjacent to or in the project vicinity.  All 

construction activity will be required to comply with the City’s Municipal Code that restricts 

construction to specific hours and days of the week. ’The project will not have any significant 

temporary construction noise impacts.  

 

Impact NOI-5  For a project located within the noise impact zones of the airport land use 

compatibility plan for ONT and Chino Airports, would the project expose 
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people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?  This 

impact is considered potentially significant. 

 

Figure 3.11-7 shown previously, shows the project is outside the 60 CNEL noise contour of the 

Ontario International Airport.  The residential and elementary uses proposed by for site are 

designated in the Ontario ALUCP as normally compatible with noise exposures of less than 60 

CNEL.  Therefore, the project is not significantly impacted by aircraft noise at the Ontario 

International Airport.  Figure 3.11-7 also shows the project site is located within the designated 

Airport Influence Area.  Uses outside the 60 CNEL contour, but within the Airport Influence 

Area are designated by the ALUCP as being in the Real Estate Transaction Disclosure Overflight 

Notification Zone.  State law (Business and Professions Code Section 11010 and Civil Code 

Sections 1102.6, 1103.4, and 1353) requires airport proximity disclosure information to be 

provided during real estate transactions in this zone.  Potential project residents will have to be 

properly notified that the site is within the Airport Influence Area of the Ontario International 

Airport as required by law.   

 

As shown previously in Figure 3.11-8, the project is located outside of the 55 CNEL aircraft 

noise contour of the Chino Airport.  Furthermore, the project site is not located within the 

Airport Influence Area of the airport.  The project will not be significantly impacted by aircraft 

noise from Chino Airport. 

 

Impact NOI-6  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose 

people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?  This 

impact is considered less than significant. 

 

There are no private airstrips within close proximity of the project.  Therefore, the project will 

not be impacted by noise from a private airstrip.  Impact NOI-5 above discusses noise impacts of 

the LA-Ontario International Airport and the Chino Airport to the project.    

 

3.11.5 Cumulative Impacts 

 

A cumulative significant noise impact will occur if there is a 3.0 dB increase over existing 

conditions and the resulting noise level exceeds the applicable exterior standard at a sensitive 

use.  The project will have considerably contributed to a significant cumulative impact if it 

contributes 1 dB or more to the cumulative noise level increase. 

 

 

As shown in Table 3.11-5, the project will contribute less than 1dB of noise level increase to the 

existing noise levels on the roadways adjacent to the project.  While the overall cumulative noise 

level in the project area will increase due to cumulative traffic, the project will not have a 

significant cumulative traffic noise impact because the project will generate less than 1 dB of the 

cumulative noise level increase.  The cumulative noise impacts are not due solely to the project, 

but a result of cumulative development in the area.  Because the project will generate less than 1 

dB noise to the existing ambient noise in the project area, the project noise levels are not 

cumulative considerable and will not have a significant cumulative noise impact.   



Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan Draft EIR September 2016 
City of Ontario 3-175 

 

3.11.6 Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

 

The following mitigation measures are recommended to reduce potential significant noise 

impacts to less than significant. 

 

 

Project residents along Riverside Drive and Chino Avenue will be exposed to outdoor traffic 

noise levels greater than the City’s 65 CNEL noise standard.  Noise barriers will be required to 

reduce traffic exterior noise levels to less than 65 CNEL.  The following mitigation is 

recommended to reduce exterior residential traffic noise levels to less than the City’s 65 CNEL 

standard. 

 

 NOI-1-SP Prior to issuance of grading permits for the residential portion of the project, a 

detailed acoustical study using final grading plans shall be prepared by a qualified 

acoustical consultant and submitted to the City.  The study shall determine the 

sound barrier heights and locations required to reduce traffic exterior noise levels 

to be in compliance with the City’s 65 CNEL exterior noise standard for 

residential uses.  All sound barriers shall have a minimum density rating of 2 

pounds/square foot.  

 

Homes within the project along Riverside Drive and Chino Avenue will be exposed to traffic 

noise levels greater than 65 CNEL and require more than 20 dB, and up to 25 dB, of outdoor-to-

indoor noise reduction to achieve the City’s 45 CNEL interior standard.  Homes along Hellman 

Avenue south of Riverside Drive, and Carpenter Avenue will be exposed to noise levels greater 

than 57 CNEL, but less than 65 CNEL.  Homes along these roads will require closed windows in 

order to meet the 45 CNEL standard and ventilation requirements of the Uniform Building Code 

satisfied with windows closed.  The following measure is recommended to reduce exterior noise 

levels to meet the City’s 45 CNEL interior noise standard along with the specific units that will 

require windows closed conditions to meet this standard. 

 

NOI-2-SP  Prior to the issuance of building permits for the residential units, a detailed 

acoustical study using final building plans shall be prepared by a qualified 

acoustical consultant and submitted to the City.  This study shall describe any 

acoustical upgrades required to meet the City’s 45 CNEL interior noise standard 

as well as to determine the units that will require windows closed conditions to 

meet the standard.  The City shall require the installation of all acoustical 

upgrades that are recommended in the detailed acoustical study. 

 

The analysis in Section Impact NOI-3 states that construction activities on the site that are 

closest to the residents north of Riverside Drive could generate noise levels in excess of the 

daytime exterior noise levels allowed by the Noise Ordinance even though the Noise Ordinance 

exempts construction activities occurring between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Monday through 

Friday, and between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Saturdays and Sundays.  The following 

mitigation measure is recommended to reduce daytime construction exterior noise levels to 
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comply with the Ontario Noise Ordinance and reduce daytime construction noise impacts to less 

than significant. 

 

NOI-3-SP   All noise generating construction activities shall be limited to the hours of 7:00 

a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, and 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on 

Saturdays and Sundays.  

 

The analysis in Section Impact NOI-4 states the project is located within the Airport Influence 

Area of LA/Ontario International Airport and within the Real Estate Transaction Disclosure 

Overflight Notification Zone.  Therefore, the following mitigation measure is recommended to 

meet required notification requirements to potential residents.  

 

NOI-4-SP  All project real estate transactions shall include aircraft overflight notification 

disclosures required by the ALUCP and state law (Business and Professions Code 

Section 11010 and Civil Code Sections 1102.6, 1103.4, and 1353.) and include 

the following disclosure language: “NOTICE OF AIRPORT IN VICINITY: This 

property is presently located in the vicinity of an airport, within what is known as 

an airport influence area. For that reason, the property may be subject to some of 

the annoyances or inconveniences associated with proximity to airport operations 

(for example: noise, vibration, or odors).  Individual sensitivities to those 

annoyances can vary from person to person. You may wish to consider what 

airport annoyances, if any, are associated with the property before you complete 

your purchase and determine whether they are acceptable to you. 

 

 

All significant impacts will be reduced to a level of insignificance with the incorporation of the 

recommended mitigation measures.  
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3.12 POPULATION AND HOUSING 

 

3.12.1  Introduction 

 

This section examines the potential socioeconomic implications of the proposed project 

associated with population and housing supply.  The relationship of the project to regional 

housing and jobs policies of the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and 

the Housing Element of the City of Ontario are also discussed. 

 

TOP EIR evaluated the Population and Housing impacts of the development of Ontario based on 

TOP and concluded that impacts were less than significant.  This determination was made on the 

basis that the conversations with the California Department of Housing and Community 

Development indicated that the City of Ontario would meet its regional share of housing needs. 

 

This section examines the potential for population and housing impacts of the project on the City 

of Ontario, including changes in population and demand for housing. 

 

3.12-2 Existing Conditions 

 

State Regulations 

 

California Housing Element Law 

 

The California Housing Element Section 65580 to 65589 of the Government Code requires that 

each City and County identify and analyze existing and projected housing needs within its 

jurisdiction and prepare goals, policies, and programs to further the development, improvement, 

and preservation of housing for all economic segments of the community commensurate with 

local housing needs.  State law recognizes the vital role local governments play in the supply and 

affordability of housing. 

 

Regional 

 

Southern California Association of Governments 

 

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) represents Imperial, Los Angeles, 

Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura Counties and is a regional planning agency and 

serves as a forum for addressing regional issues concerning transportation, the economy, 

community development, and the environment. 

 

SCAG adopted a package of advisory growth policies in its 2008 Regional Comprehensive Plan. 

The policies coordinate infrastructure development with projected population, housing, and 

employment growth.  In its efforts to develop a regional transportation network that maximizes 

access and mobility, minimizes congestion, and protects the quality of life, SCAG focuses 

particular attention on the relationship between jobs and housing.  Policies encourage local 

jurisdictions to balance job and housing opportunities.  SCAG policies also encourage job growth 

near transit services and transit nodes and near existing freeways and toll roads to reduce vehicle 
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miles traveled and congestion, and the air pollution that accompany them. 

 

Population Trends 

 

According to the US Census Bureau, Ontario’s population was 163,924 as of April 1, 2010.  The 

California Department of Finance (DOF), which uses estimates based on the most recent US 

Census information and modified using building permit information provided by the county, 

estimates the City has a current population of 166,934, a 1.9 percent increase over the 2010 

population.  

 

Housing Trends  

 

Between 2000 and 2010, housing in the City of Ontario, which contains approximately 7 percent 

of the county’s housing, increased 6 percent.  Housing growth in the City of Ontario has been 

consistent, but population has outpaced housing.  During the 1990s, housing production lagged 

behind population growth, with a growth of ten residents for very new home and reflected in the 

growing average household size.    

 

Existing Housing Units  

 

The City of Ontario’s housing stock consisted of 50,084 units in 2010, an increase of 4,902 units 

from 2000.  Of the total units in the City, approximately 65 percent are single-family attached 

and detached units, 30.5 percent are multifamily units, and 4.5 percent are mobile homes. The 

county’s housing mix shows similar distribution by housing types.
36

   

 

Jobs/Housing Ratio 

 

The jobs/housing ratio is a general measure of the total number of jobs and number of housing 

units in a defined geographic area, without regard to economic constraints or individual 

preferences.  The balance of jobs and housing in an area, in terms of the total number of jobs and 

housing units as well as the type of jobs versus the price of housing, has implications for mobility, 

air quality, and the distribution of tax revenues.  The jobs/housing ratio is one indicator of a 

project’s effect on growth and quality of life in the project area.  SCAG applies the jobs/housing 

ratio at the regional and subregional levels to analyze the fit between jobs, housing, and 

infrastructure.  A major focus of SCAG’s regional planning efforts has been to improve this 

balance. SCAG defines the jobs/housing balance as follows: 

 

 Jobs and housing are in balance when an area has enough employment opportunities for 

most of the people who live there and enough housing opportunities for most of the people 

who work there. The region as a whole is, by definition, balanced…. Job-rich subregions 

have ratios greater than the regional average; housing-rich subregions have ratios lower 

than the regional average. 

 

 Ideally, job/housing balance would… assure not only a numerical match of jobs and 

housing but also an economic match in type of jobs and housing. (SCAG 1989, 1997) 

                                                 
36

 City of Ontario Policy Plan, Housing Element Technical Report, October 15, 2013, Table H-7 
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Jobs/housing goals and ratios are advisory only.  However, SCAG considers an area balanced 

when the jobs/housing ratio is 1.36; communities with more than 1.36 jobs per dwelling unit are 

considered jobs-rich and those with fewer than 1.36 are housing-rich (SCAG 2004).  A 

jobs/housing balance can be defined as an adequate provision of employment in a defined area 

that generates enough local workers to fill the housing supply.  Additionally, the California 

Department of Finance estimates that a healthy jobs/housing balance is one new home built for 

every 1.5 jobs created (Job-Center Housing Coalition, The California Alliance for Jobs).  A 

job/housing imbalance is an indication of potential air quality and traffic problems associated 

with commuting. 

 

The City of Ontario’s population and housing growth has not matched employment growth. The 

City’s population, housing, and employment have been growing at a constant pace, but 

employment opportunities outnumber housing more than two to one.  According to SCAG, from 

2003 to 2008 employment in Ontario increased by 20 percent; in comparison, housing increased 

by 11 percent.  As shown in Table 3.12-1, in 2003 the City had a jobs/housing ratio of 2.20, with a 

disproportionate number of employment opportunities to housing; in 2008 the jobs/housing ratio 

had increased to 2.50.  The high number suggests that a large number of Ontario workers are 

commuters to the City.  The jobs/housing ratio for the entire San Bernardino Associated 

Governments (SANBAG) subregion was 1.16 in 2003 and 1.25 in 2008.  SCAG projects 

employment will grow disproportionately to housing through 2035.  According to SCAG 

projections, the City is expected to remain jobs-rich, and the jobs/housing ratio is expected to 

decrease from 2.50 in 2008 to 2.04 in 2035. 

 

Table 3.12-1  

Jobs/Housing Ratio 

 
 2003 2008 Projected 2035 

SANBAG Ontario SANBAG Ontario SANBAG Ontario 

Employment 638,9441 

 

 

97,1721 767,8351,2 117,0781,2 1,254,7491 187,6711 

Households 552,2011 44,1221 612,8611,3 46,9021,3 972,5611 91,9361 

Jobs/Housing 1.16 2.20 1.25 2.50 1.29 2.04 

1 SCAG 2008 RTP Growth Forecast 2035. 

2  2008 employment projections extrapolated from 2005–2010 SCAG 2008 RTP Growth Forecast. 

3  2008 household projections extrapolated from 2005–2010 SCAG 2008 RTP Growth Forecast. 

 

City of Ontario Population, Housing, and Employment Projections 

 

The City of Ontario is expected to outpace San Bernardino County’s population growth. 

According to SCAG, from 2005 to 2025, the population of the City is expected to increase by 

106,848 to 277,799, or 63 percent.  The City of Ontario is projected to grow by an average of 

5,342 persons per year, and 1,531 housing units per year, and employment is projected to increase 

an average of 2,643 jobs per year from 2005 to 2025.  The total projected increases between 2005 

and 2025 for population, housing, employment are shown in Table 3.12-2. 
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Table 3.12-2 

Projected Population, Housing, and Employment for City of Ontario 

 

  

2005 

 

2010 

 

2015 

 

2020 

 

2025 

Increase, 2005–2025 
Total Percent 

Population 170,951 187,060 213,839 246,304 277,799 106,848 63% 

Households 44,518 48,491 56,242 65,872 75,132 30,614 69% 

Employment 107,790 123,270 136,302 147,518 160,654 52,864 49% 

   Source: SCAG 2008 RTP Growth Forecast 2035  

 

The Ontario Plan 

 

The Ontario Housing Element addresses the production, preservation, and improvement of 

housing in the community.  The City’s adopted housing Principles to meet its housing needs 

include: 

 

 A range of housing for all income levels is essential to a complete community. 

 

 The City’s housing stock should match the type and price needed by current and future 

residents and workforce, including those with special needs. 

 

 Preserving, maintaining, improving and creating distinct neighborhoods and the housing 

stock protects property values and provides a desirable place to live. 

 

 Affordable, quality housing helps attract and retain a qualified workforce and supports a 

prosperous local economy. 

 

The applicable Housing Element goal and applicable policies for housing supply and diversity 

for the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan include:   

 

Goal 

 

H2 Diversity of types of quality housing that are affordable to a range of household income 

levels, accommodate changing demographics, and support and reinforce the economic 

sustainability of Ontario. 

 

Policies 

 

H2-4 Ontario Plan. We support a premier lifestyle community in the Ontario Plan 

distinguished by diverse housing, highest design quality, and cohesive and highly 

amenitized neighborhoods.  

 

H2-5 Housing Design.  We require architectural excellence through adherence to City design 

guidelines, thoughtful site planning, environmentally sustainable practices and other best 

practices. 
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 The Housing Plan sets forth goals and policies to meet the housing needs of its residents.  The 

following housing goals and policies are applicable to the project.   

 

Goal 1: Neighborhoods and Housing  

 

Ontario’s neighborhoods determine our quality of life and reflect the value we place in our 

community. Neighborhoods differ in lot sizes, housing types, history, purpose, and environment. 

Whether rural residential, suburban, historic, or urban, Ontario’s neighborhoods should provide a 

nurturing environment for all residents to enjoy their lives. Residential neighborhoods should 

provide quality housing, ample parks and recreational opportunities, tree-lined streets and 

sidewalks for walking, safety and security, and public facilities and services.  

 

As an established community, Ontario is committed to improving its older neighborhoods. This 

goal may be achieved through redevelopment, housing rehabilitation, code enforcement, and 

neighborhood improvement projects. Ontario will facilitate the development of new 

neighborhoods consistent with their unique purpose, such as the Ontario Plan, the Ontario 

Airport Metro Center, and other areas. Taken together, Ontario is committed to creating and 

strengthening neighborhoods to promote a high quality of life for residents.  

 

Goal H1: Stable neighborhoods of quality housing, ample community services and public 

facilities, well-maintained infrastructure, and public safety that foster a positive sense of 

identity.  
 

Policies  

 

H1-1 Housing Rehabilitation. We support the rehabilitation, maintenance, and improvement of 

single-family, multiple-family, and mobile homes through code compliance, removal of blight 

where necessary, and provision of rehabilitation assistance where feasible.  

 

H1-2 Neighborhood Conditions. We direct efforts to improve the long-term sustainability of 

neighborhoods through comprehensive planning, provision of neighborhood amenities, 

rehabilitation and maintenance of housing, and community building efforts.  

 

H1-3 Community Amenities. We shall provide adequate public services, infrastructure, open 

space, parking and traffic management, pedestrian, bicycle, and equestrian routes, and public 

safety for neighborhoods consistent with City master plans and neighborhood plans.  

 

H1-4 Historical Preservation. We support the preservation and enhancement of residential 

structures, properties, street designs, lot configurations, and other reminders of Ontario’s past 

that are considered to be local historical or cultural resources.  

 

H1-5 Neighborhood Identity. We strengthen neighborhood identity through creating parks and 

recreational outlets, sponsoring neighborhood events, and encouraging resident participation in 

the planning and improvement of their neighborhoods. 

Goal 2: Housing Supply And Diversity  
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Bolstered by its International Airport, burgeoning employment sector, the Ontario Plan, and 

unparalleled transportation access, Ontario aspires to be the urban center of the Inland Empire. 

Housing diversity is critical to achieving this goal. Ontario is committed to ensuring the 

provision of the widest range of housing choices for the varied lifestyles of its residents and 

future workforce. This includes single-family and multiple-family housing, mixed- and multi-use 

housing, senior housing, live-work units, and other types of housing opportunities.  

 

Housing production is to be encouraged in a responsible manner that furthers citywide and 

neighborhood goals. New housing will be creatively designed, sustainable, and accessible. 

Residential and mixed-use growth is strategically directed to the Downtown, corridors, Ontario 

Airport Metro Center area, Ontario Plan, and other areas. By encouraging an adequate supply 

and diversity of housing, Ontario will accommodate its changing housing needs, support 

economic prosperity, foster an inclusive community, and become the urban center of the Inland 

Empire.  

 

Goal H2: Diversity of types of quality housing that are affordable to a range of household 

income levels, accommodate changing demographics, and support and reinforce the 

economic sustainability of Ontario. 

 

Policies  

 

H2-4 Ontario Plan. We support a premier lifestyle community in the Ontario Plan, 

distinguished by diverse housing, highest design quality, and cohesive and highly amenitized 

neighborhoods.  

 

H2-5 Housing Design. We require architectural excellence through adherence to City design 

guidelines, thoughtful site planning, environmentally sustainable practices, and other best 

practices.  

 

Goal 3: Governmental Regulations  

 

The City is committed to facilitating and encouraging the production, maintenance, and 

improvement of housing in a responsible manner. However, various factors may limit the City’s 

ability to address its housing needs, such as governmental regulations or environmental 

considerations. Market factors may also affect the feasibility of building housing or the 

affordability of housing in the community. Moreover, housing goals may at times conflict with 

the need to promote other important City goals, including open space or the provision of jobs for 

the region.  

 

Whereas City land use policy and municipal codes provide a regulatory framework for 

addressing housing, existing regulations cannot address every situation. In order to facilitate the 

type of development desired and to realize the greatest community benefits, the City’s regulatory 

framework must be flexible and incentive based. The development review process must be time 

sensitive, predictable, and thorough. The review process must support long-term community 

benefits, rather than just short-term gain. Finally, the regulatory framework must contain a broad 
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range of incentives to stimulate desired development and private investment and realize the 

community features that improve quality of life. 

  

3.12.3 Thresholds of Significance 

 

According to the Initial Study, the proposed project could normally have a significant population 

and housing impact on the environment if it would: 

 

 Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing 

new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other 

infrastructure). 

 Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of 

replacement housing elsewhere. 

 Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement 

housing elsewhere? 

 

3.12.4 Project Impacts 

 

Impact POP-1 Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, 

by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 

extension of roads or other infrastructure).  This is considered no impact.  

 

The project proposes the construction of a maximum of 994 residential dwelling units with a mix 

of residential types including detached and Z-lot units.  The project is consistent with the number 

and type of units planned for the site by The Ontario Plan.  The Ontario Plan accommodates 

population growth through land use designations, goals, and policies that provide a vision and 

guide growth in the City.  The proposed project includes low density residential development 

and a public school and could lead to a population growth that is planned by SCAG for Ontario 

based on the number and type of units proposed for the site.   

 

The development of the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan would result in a buildout of up to 994 

low density residential units and add to the City’s existing housing inventory.  The Ontario Plan 

anticipates a total population of 360,851 people upon its’ buildout over the next 30 years.  

According to the California Department of Finance, in 2015, the population of the City of 

Ontario was approximately 168,777.  Buildout in accordance with The Ontario Plan would 

therefore result in a population increase of 192,074 people, or an average of 6,402 people a year 

for the 30 years.  The anticipated population growth by the project is estimated to be 

approximately 3,678
37

 people over the five year project development period, or approximately 

736 people a year.  The project would make up approximately 11.4 percent of the annual 

population increase in Ontario for the next five years.    

 

While the project will generate approximately 11.4 percent of the City’s annual population 

increase for a five year period, it will not increase the City’s population or housing inventory 
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 3.7 persons/household. California Department of Finance, Table 2: E-5 City/County Population and Housing Estimates, 

1/1/2015.             
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greater than planned by TOP.  The project is consistent with SCAG’s population and housing 

forecasts for the City of Ontario and does not increase the City’s future growth as planned by 

TOP and SCAG.   

 

The project could encourage additional development in the immediate project vicinity due to the 

construction of master planned infrastructure including roads, sewer lines, water lines and storm 

drains by the project.  However, any population increase due to new development would not be 

greater than the growth planned and allowed by TOP.  The project will not directly or indirectly 

impact the population in the area. 

 

Impact POP-2 Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction 

of replacement housing elsewhere.  This impact is considered less than 

significant.  

 

There are six single-family detached residential units on the site that will be removed due to the 

project.  There are existing replacement units available within the City of Ontario for alternative 

housing for the displaced residents.  The residential units proposed by the project will also 

provide replacement housing for displaced residents.  Because there is existing replacement 

housing in the City of Ontario for the displaced residents, the project will not have a significant 

impact to replacement housing.  

   

Impact POP-3 Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of 

replacement housing elsewhere? This impact is considered less than significant. 

 

There is an adequate housing inventory in Ontario to serve the needs of the residents that will be 

displaced by the project.  The project will not have a significant impact to the residents that will 

be displaced on their ability to find alternative replacement housing.  

 

3.12.5 Cumulative Impacts 

 

The project will promote increases in the development of additional residential development 

within the Ontario Ranch and a subsequent increase in population.  The number and types of 

residential units proposed for the site are consistent with the residential planned for the site by 

TOP.  As a result, the project will not have a cumulative impact to the City’s population or 

housing project projections because the project is consistent with TOP and will not generate 

more units or increase the population greater than planned by TOP and SCAG.  Therefore, the 

project will not have any significant cumulative population or housing impacts. 

 

3.12.6 - Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

 

Since no significant population and housing impacts have been identified, no mitigation 

measures are required. 
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3.13 PUBLIC SERVICES  

 

3.13.1 Introduction 

 

This section describes the public services including fire protection, police protection, schools, 

solid waste, and parks that serve the site and the ability of those services to serve the Armstrong 

Ranch Specific Plan.  The Initial Study (Appendix A) determined that impacts of the project on 

other public facilities such as libraries and museums to be less than significant.    

 

Information from this section is based on TOP, TOP EIR, and the City of Ontario Development 

Code.  In addition, agencies providing these public services were contacted to obtain information 

regarding available service levels and current or anticipated constraints to serving the proposed 

development.    

 

3.13.2 Existing Conditions  

 

Fire Protection Services  

 

The City of Ontario Fire Department provides fire protection for the site.  The Fire Department 

has eight fire stations that serve the City of Ontario.  Fire Station No. 133, which is located at 

1408 East Francis Street and Fire Station No. 136, which is located at 2931 E. Philadelphia 

Street, serve the project site.  Fire Station 133 is approximately 2.2 miles from the project 

boundary with an estimated travel time of 4.5 minutes and Fire Station 136 is approximately 2.5 

miles from the site and an estimated travel time of 5 minutes.  Both fire stations are close to the 

project to meet the desired service delivery levels for fire protection within the City.
38

   

 

The Fire Department serves an area of 50 square miles and provides Emergency Medical 

Dispatch (EMD), Basic Life Support/AED (EMT-1), and Advanced Life Support (EMT-P).  The 

Fire Department maintains a mutual-aid agreement with the Operation Area and State of 

California and receives first alarm automatic-aid from the following fire departments:  

 

 Chino Valley Fire Department District—Fire Stations 63 and 65  

 Montclair Fire Department—Fire Stations 151 and 152 

 Ontario Airport Fire Department 

 Rancho Cucamonga Fire Department—Fire Stations 172 and 174 

 San Bernardino County Fire Department—Central Valley Battalion Fire Stations 74 

and 72 

 Upland Fire Department—Fire Station 161  

  

Police Protection  

 

The City of Ontario Police Department provides police protection to the site.  The Police 

Department’s police headquarters is located at 2500 South Archibald Avenue, approximately one 

mile northeast of the site.  The Police Department has a mutual aid agreement with all adjacent 

cities as a primary resource and the County of San Bernardino Sheriff’s Department as a 

                                                 
38

Art Andres, Deputy Fire Chief/Fire Marshall, letter dated August 3, 2015. 
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secondary resource.  The average emergency call response time for the project area is 8 

minutes.
39

  The police response time is the time period between when a call is received by a 

dispatcher and the arrival of a police officer.  Response times will vary depending on the level of 

priority in conjunction with the availability of an officer.   

 

Schools  

 

Three public school districts serve the project site.  The school districts that serve the site include 

Mountain View School District (MVSD), Chino Valley Unified School District (CVUSD), and 

Chaffey Joint Union High School District (CJUHSD).  MVSD serves the site for grades K-8, 

CJUHSD serves grades 9–12 for the portion of the site east of Carpenter Avenue and CVUSD 

serves grades K-12 for the area of the site west of Carpenter Avenue.  Table 3.13-1 provides 

information on the schools serving the project and their capacity.  

 

Table 3.13-1  

Schools Serving Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan 

 

School  School District Grade Capacity Current 

Enrollment 

Levi Dickey 

Elementary 

School 

Chino Valley 

Unified School 

District 

Elementary (K-6) 800 499 

Woodcrest 

Junior High 

School 

Chino Valley 

Unified School 

District 

Junior High (7-8) 1,200 420 

Chino High 

School 

Chino Valley 

Unified School 

District 

High School 2,800 2,200 

* Mountain View 

School District 

Elementary School 650-850 550-750 

Grace Yokley 

Middle School 

Mountain View 

School District 

Middle School 1350 1200 

Colony High 

School 

Chaffey Joint 

Union High 

School District 

High School 2,500 2,203 

* Elementary students could attend any of the schools in the District until an elementary school is constructed on the 

site.    

 

Colony High School of the CJUHSD would serve students grades 9-12 for the area of the site 

east of Carpenter Avenue.  Because Colony High School is within the three walking miles of the 

project bus transportation is not available.  As shown in Table 3.13-1, the current enrollment at 

Colony High School is 2,203 students with a design capacity for 2,500 students.  

 

Grace Yokley Middle School of the Mountain View School District will serve students grades 6–

8 for the area of the project east of Carpenter Avenue.  The Grace Yokley Middle School has a 
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 Darryl Polk, Policed Administrative Director, Ontario Police Department, letter dated July 17, 2015. 
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capacity of 1,350 students and the current enrollment is approximately 1,200 students.  

Elementary students would attend any of the elementary schools within the District until a new 

elementary school is constructed at the site proposed within the project.  The elementary schools 

that would serve the project have capacity for approximately 100 additional students at each 

site.
40

    

 

The Chino Valley School District would serve students grades K-12 for the area of the site west 

of Carpenter Avenue.  The District schools that will serve the project have student capacity at the 

respective schools for the project.    

 

Parks  

 

The City of Ontario oversees the operation and maintenance of parks, open space, and 

recreational facilities in the City.  The City currently has 592 acres of developed parks and 

playgrounds within its jurisdiction, including regional, special use, community, neighborhood, 

and mini parks.  In addition, the City maintains over 110 acres of public open space, including 

the Euclid Avenue Parkway and the grounds surrounding the Ontario Civic Center.  City parks 

and recreation opportunities are supplemented by school district recreation areas and a local 

recreation park provided by the City.       

 

The Policy Plan (Policy PR1-5) has established a standard of 5 acres of parkland (public and 

private) per 1,000 residents, with a minimum of 2 acres of developed private park space per 

1,000 residents (Policy PR1-6). Private parks are required to be within a quarter mile 

walking/biking distance from each residence.  This private park requirement may be met within 

any residential development, or by satisfying the in-lieu park development impact fee as 

approved by the City. Fees will be paid to fulfill the balance of the City’s park requirement (the 

remaining 3 acres per 1, 000 residents). 

 

Regulatory Framework  

 

Federal  

 

There are no federal regulations related to public services that apply to the project.  

 

State  

 

Uniform Fire Code  

 

The Uniform Fire Code contains regulations relating to construction and maintenance of 

buildings and the use of premises.  Topics addressed in the code include fire department access, 

fire hydrants, automatic sprinkler systems, fire alarm systems, fire and explosion hazards safety, 

hazardous materials storage and use, provisions intended to protect and assist fire responders, 

industrial processes, and many other general and specialized fire-safety requirements for new 

and existing buildings and premises.  The Code contains specialized technical regulations related 

to fire and life safety.  
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 Craig Newby, Director of Facilities, Mountain View School District, letter dated January 22, 2007. 
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TOP Goals 

 

The Ontario Plan has the following goals to mitigate public safety (fire and police protection), 

schools and parks:  

 

Fire and Rescue Hazards: 

 

S3 Reduced risk of death, injury, property damage and economic loss due to fires, accidents 

and normal everyday occurrences through prompt and capable emergency response. 

 

Law Enforcement: 

 

S7 Neighborhoods and commercial and industrial districts that are kept safe through a multi-

faceted approach of prevention, suppression, community involvement and a system of 

continuous monitoring. 

 

Education: 

 

SR2 A range of educational and training opportunities for residents and workers of all ages 

and abilities that improves their life choices and provides a skilled workforce for our 

businesses. 

 

Parks and Recreation: 

 

PR1  A system of safe and accessible parks that meets the needs of the community. 

 

3.13.3 Thresholds of Significance  

 

The following thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.  For 

purposes of this EIR, implementation of the proposed project may have a significant adverse 

impact on Public Services if it would:  

 

 Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 

physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 

governmental facilities, 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: 

 

 Fire protection  

 Police Protection  

 Schools  

 Parks 

 Other public services  
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3.13.4  Project Impacts  

 

Impact PS-2  The project would increase demand upon fire protection services.  This impact is 

considered less than significant.   

 

The Fire Department has stated the project would not impact existing fire protection facilities.  

The project will be required to meet all applicable current California Fire Code and California 

Building Code requirements for fire safety.
41

  The project would be consistent with the TOP goal 

for fire protection with compliance of the California Fire Code and California Building Code 

requirements for fire safety.   

  

The project site currently lacks adequate water supply infrastructure to provide adequate fire 

flow for fire protection.  However, the project proposes and will be required by the City to 

construct a water system to provide an adequate potable water supply project and water pressure 

for fire suppression on the site.  The quantity of water required for fire protection (i.e., fire flows) 

varies and is dependent upon factors that are specific to each particular building, such as the 

floor area, type of construction, expected occupancy, type of activities conducted within the 

building and the distance to adjacent buildings.  The Ontario Fire Department reviews and 

approves all development plans prior to construction to ensure that adequate fire flows and fire 

hydrants are available to meet fire suppression needs of the Department.  In addition, the project 

would be required to comply with all applicable regulations of California Health and Safety 

Code Sections 1300 et seq. pertaining to fire protection services, including provision of state-

mandated smoke alarms, fire extinguishers, appropriate building access, and emergency response 

notification systems.  The compliance by the project with all applicable Fire Department laws 

and regulations would result in fire protection impacts less than significant.  

 

Impact PS-2  The project would increase demand upon police protection services.  This impact 

is considered less than significant.  

 

The project would increase calls for police protection.  However, the project by itself would not 

impact police protection services.  The project is consistent with the TOP goal to protect and 

keep neighborhoods safe through prevention, suppression, community involvement and a system 

of continuous monitoring with the implementation of proposed measures in the project.  The 

project would have less than significant impacts to police protection.   

 

Impact PS-3 The project would increase demand upon school services.  This impact is 

considered less than significant.  

 

The Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan would increase demands on the high school district and 

elementary/middle school districts serving the site.  As shown in Table 3.13-2, development of 

the proposed 994 single-family residential units would result in the addition of approximately 

1,245 students to the school districts serving the project.  

 

                                                 
41

 Art Andres, Deputy Fire Chief/Fire Marshall, letter dated August 3, 2015. 
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Table 3.13-2  

Armstrong Ranch Estimated Student Generation 

 

School 

Generation Factor 

(students/S.F. unit) 

Number of 

Additional 

Students 

Mountain View School District 

(K-5) 
0.378 376 

Mountain View School District 

(6-8) 
0.163 162 

Chaffey Joint Union High 

School District (9-12)  
0.2395 238 

Chino Valley Unified School 

District  
0.4714  469 

Total Students  — 1,245 
Sources: Mountain View School District 2015; Chaffey Joint Union High School District 2015; Chino 

Valley Unified School District 2015.  

 

As shown, the project would generate approximately 1,245 students upon buildout with no 

elementary school to identify a worst case scenario.  Currently the schools that serve the project 

have capacity for the students that would be generated by the project.  The additional students by 

the project would not significantly impact the capacity of any area schools.   

 

The Chaffey Joint Union High School District plans to construct a new high school and is in the 

process of purchasing land, but the District does not have time for its construction.     

 

The construction of an elementary school proposed for Planning Area 7 would depend on the 

need for a school in this area and the ability of the school district desiring to construct a school to 

obtain funding.  While no specific plans are proposed at this time for an elementary school for 

PA 7, an elementary school at this location meets the TOP goal to provide educational 

opportunities for residents.      

 

The project would be required to pay State of California school impact fees prior to the start of 

construction.  The school impact fees are used by the school district to provide classroom space 

as required.  The current school impact fees for the three districts that serve the project are shown 

in Table 3.13-3. 

Table 3.13-3  

Armstrong Ranch School Impact Fees 

 

School District  Residential (sq. ft.) 

Mountain View School 

District 

$3.89 

Chaffey Joint Union High 

School District 

$1.29 

Chino Valley Unified School 

District 

$3.36 
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The developer will be required to pay the applicable school impact fee to each school district 

prior to the issuance of building permits.  The payment of the required school impact fees to the 

respective school districts will reduce impacts to less than significant.  

 

The Mountain View School District suggests relocation the proposed elementary school site to 

the middle of PA 5 to reduce potential traffic and internal circulation concerns.
42

     

 

Impact PS-4  Development of the project contributes to a shortage of parkland, which could 

result in the need for new or altered facilities.  This impact is considered less than 

significant.  

 

Armstrong Ranch proposes to provide on-site parks at a ratio of 2 acres/1,000 residents.  The 

project proposes the following parks and open space: 

 

 A 2.06-acre Armstrong Park near the center of the project.  

 Approximately 7.6 acres of enhanced neighborhood edges along major streets serving the 

community.  These enhanced parkways will include pedestrian walkways providing 

connectivity to and from the project site and to internal walkways within the community, 

linking residential neighborhoods to one another and parks.  

 Charlotte Armstrong trail will be 30 feet wide trail that extends through the site from 

Vineyard Avenue on the west to the elementary school proposed for PA 7 and connect 

with the pedestrian bridge that will extend east across the Cucamonga Channel.  This trail 

will have an 8 foot wide all weather trail and pedestrian access through the project. 

 Mini pocket parks will be provided throughout the project.  The mini parks will be a 

minimum of .25 acres and total approximately 8.9 acres.  The mini parks will provide 

passive recreation within walking distance to all project residents.   

 

The trails and parks proposed by the project would meet the city’s park requirement.  In addition, 

the project will pay the applicable Quimby parkland fee.  The project would have a less than 

significant impact on parks.  

 

3.13.5 Cumulative Impacts  

 

Police and Fire Protection  

 

As new development occurs in the project area, there will be an increase in the demand for law 

enforcement and fire protection services, including the need for additional personnel, equipment, 

and other support facilities.  However, an increase in the demand for police and fire services are 

routinely assessed by these agencies as dictated by TOP policy S3-3 (fire) and policies S7-7 

(police) as well as part of an annual monitoring and budgeting process.  The law enforcement 

and fire protection services in the City are anticipated to be adequate to serve existing 

development.  These service providers have anticipated development in the project area and 

considered the project, in conjunction with other development in the area, in their planning 

processes.  The cumulative impact, therefore, on police and fire services in the City, including 
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 Mountain View School District, Douglass Moss, Ph.D., letter dated January 15, 2016. 
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the project area, would be less than significant.  The project’s contribution to this cumulative 

impact is also less than significant, since the project can be served within the established 

response times and distances for the Ontario Fire Department.  This is not considered a 

cumulatively considerable impact due to planned expansion of fire facilities within the Ontario 

Ranch area.  

 

Schools  

 

The project in conjunction with the other cumulative projects would generate students that would 

increase the demand on local school districts and school facilities.  The students generated by the 

project would contribute to an increase in students within the districts that serve the project and 

other projects in the area and likely require additional educational facilities to accommodate the 

increase in students.  The project, along with other foreseeable development in the future would 

be required to bear its fair share of the cost to provide additional educational facilities.  As shown 

in Table 3-10 above, all of the schools serving the project have capacity for additional students.  

Any cumulative school capacity required beyond current excess capacities would be 

accomplished through the payment of statutory school fees by each developer.  Per Government 

Code Sec. 65996, developer impact fees are the exclusive method for mitigating impacts on 

school facilities.  Therefore, cumulative impacts would be less than significant due to the 

required payment of developer impact fees to the respective school districts.  The project would 

have a less than significant impact on school facilities.  

 

Parkland  

 

The project in conjunction with other cumulative development in the area would result in 

increased demands on parkland and recreational facilities.  Each project would include parkland 

within its boundary to accommodate increased parkland demands.  Implementation of the City’s 

policy for new residential development to meet the City’s goal for park for the cumulative 

projects would improve the quantity and type of City parkland.  Cumulative impacts would be 

less than significant, and the project would have a less than significant contribution to this effect.  

 

3.13.6 Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts  
 

Since no significant public service impacts have been identified, no mitigation measures are 

required.  
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3.14 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC  

 

3.14.1 Introduction  

 

This EIR section analyzes the impacts to the transportation and traffic circulation system with the 

development of the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan.  The Initial Study (Appendix A) identified 

the potential for impacts with an increased number of vehicle trips and traffic congestion and 

exceeding established levels of service of the San Bernardino County (the County) congestion 

management agency.  Data to prepare this section were taken from The Ontario Plan (TOP) 

Mobility Element and the Traffic Impact Analysis Report
43

 prepared for the project.  The traffic 

report is provided in Appendix L.  

 

3.14.2 Existing Conditions 

 

Site Access and Circulation: 

 

The existing roadways in the project area and serve the site include Vineyard Avenue, Riverside 

Drive, Chino Avenue, Grove Avenue, and Archibald Avenue.  State Route 60 is approximately 

0.75 miles north of the site and Interstate 15 is approximately 2.8 miles to the east.       

 

The twenty-two (22) intersections were studied and listed below.  The locations of the 

intersections are shown in Figure 3.14-1.   

 

 Grove Avenue/Francis Street 

 Vineyard Avenue/Francis Street  

 Grove Avenue/Philadelphia Street 

 Vineyard Avenue/Philadelphia Street 

 Archibald Avenue /Philadelphia Street 

 Haven Avenue/Philadelphia Street 

 Grove Avenue/SR-60 Westbound Ramps 

 Grove Avenue/SR-60 Eastbound Ramps  

 Vineyard Avenue/SR-60 Westbound Ramps  

 Vineyard Avenue/SR-60 Eastbound Ramps 

 Archibald Avenue/SR-60 Westbound Ramps 

 Archibald Avenue/SR-60 Eastbound Ramps 

 Euclid Avenue/Riverside Drive 

 Campus Avenue/Riverside Drive 

 Grove Avenue/Riverside Drive 

 Vineyard Avenue/Riverside Drive 

 Archibald Avenue/Riverside Drive 

 Turner Avenue/Riverside Drive 

 Haven Avenue/Riverside Drive 

 Grove Avenue/Chino Avenue 
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 Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan Traffic Impact Analysis, Ontario, CA, Stantec, January 2016. 
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 Vineyard Avenue/Chino Avenue 

 Archibald Avenue/Chino Avenue 

 

Study Methodology 
 

The scope of the traffic study was developed in consultation with City of Ontario transportation 

and planning staff.  The study is intended to quantify and analyze the potential future traffic and 

circulation impacts associated with project generated traffic on the street system within the area 

surrounding the project site during both the AM and PM peak hours.  The traffic report is based 

on the following project development phases: 

 

 Phase 1 (2017) – Development of Planning Areas 1 and 2 bordering Vineyard 

Avenue on the westerly portion of the site; 

 Phase 2 (2019) – Development of Planning Areas 3 and 4 on the central portion of the 

site; and 

 Phase 3 (2021) – Development of Planning Areas 6A, 6B, and 7 located on the 

easterly portion of the site between Hellman Avenue and the Cucamonga Channel 

 

Traffic generation was completed for each project phase based on the latest Institute of 

Transportation (ITE) trip generation rates.  No internal trip capture was applied to the project 

since no commercial use is proposed.  The Phase 3 scenario includes the development of an 

elementary school and therefore 60% of school related trips were considered to be internal to the 

project and 40% external.  Project trip generation rates were reviewed and approved by the City 

of Ontario prior to assigning trips to the study area roadway network.  The project external trip 

distribution used for each phase of the project was derived from the San Bernardino Association 

of Governments (SANBAG) SBTAM model runs.       

 

Project traffic volumes were combined with the existing traffic volumes on area roadways and 

cumulative traffic volumes from other identified development projects.  Existing traffic volume 

counts were conducted in March 2015.  Traffic volumes for other development projects were 

taken directly from the approved traffic studies for those projects.  

 

The total study network traffic volumes were analyzed for each project phase year to confirm 

planned roadway and intersection infrastructure improvements and level of service (LOS).  

Roadway link LOS was determined based on volume-to-capacity (v/c) analysis using the City of 

Ontario General Plan roadway capacities.  Intersection LOS was determined using the 2000 

Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) signalized/unsignalized operational methods 

 

To provide a detailed analysis of existing peak hour and baseline project phase year traffic 

conditions within the study area, the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) Signalized 

Method, including 2007 updates, was used to analyze existing signalized study area 

intersections.  With HCM the average control delay in seconds per vehicle is calculated for each 

intersection considering unique features including turning movement volumes, traffic signal 

phasing and timing, and the number and types of lanes on each approach.  The control delay per 

vehicle is used to determine level of service at signalized intersections as shown on Table 3.14-1.  

The 2000 HCM operations method for unsignalized intersections is shown on Table 3.14-2.   
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Table 3.14-1 

Level of Service Descriptions – Signalized Intersections 
Level of 

Service

Operations with delay less than or equal to 5.0 sec per vehicle; signal

progression extremely favorable and/or short cycle lengths; < 10.0

most vehicles do not stop

Operations with delay in the range of 5.1 to 15.0 sec per

vehicle; good progression and/or short cycle lengths; higher 10.01 to 20.00

levels of average delay; more vehicle stops than LOS A

Operations with delay in the range of 15.1 to 25.0 sec per 

vehicle; fair progression and/or longer cycle lengths; significant 20.01 to 35.00

number of vehicles stopping; cycle failures may begin to appear

Operations with delay in the range of 25.1 to 40.0 sec per

vehicle; noticealbe congestion; unfavorable progression; long 35.01 to 55.00

cycle lengths, or high v/c ratios; many vehicles stop and portion

of vehicles not stopping declines; noticeable individual cycle failures

Operations with delay in the range of 40.1 to 60.0 sec per vehicle;

limit of acceptable delay; poor progression; long cycle lengths and 55.01 to 80.00

high v/c ratios; frequent occurrences of individual cycle failures

Operations with delay in excess of 60.0 sec per vehicle; considered

unacceptable driver delay; congestion; oversaturation; poor progression; > 80.01

long cycle lengths; high v/c ratios over 1.00; many individual cycle failures

E

F

Traffic Flow Description
Stopped Delay 

Per Vehicle (SEC)

A

B

C

D

 
 

Existing Traffic Volumes 

 

Existing (March 31, 2015) weekday am and pm peak hour intersection turning movement 

volumes within the project study area are shown in Figures 3.14-2 and 3.14-3, respectively.  

Figure 3.14-4 shows existing weekday 24-hour volumes on roadway segments.   

 

Project Implementation Year Baseline Volumes  

 

The project was analyzed for the years 2017, 2019, and 2021.  The project baseline year traffic 

volumes were developed by factoring the 2015 volumes by an ambient growth rate of 1% per 

year to the phase year (for 2, 4, and 6 years) and adding traffic from identified future cumulative 

development projects to arrive at true traffic volumes for each studied phase.  The 1% annual 

growth rate reflects an anticipated increase in traffic volumes associated with regional traffic 

growth.   

 

Existing and Project Implementation Year Baseline Level of Service (LOS) Analysis 

 

The 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) Signalized Method, including 2007 updates, was 

used to analyze existing signalized study area intersections.  The 2000 HCM operations method 

was used to analyze existing unsignalized intersections level of service.  Table 3.14-3 shows the 

results of intersection level of service analysis for the study area intersections, separated by 
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Table 3.14-2 

Level of Service Descriptions – Unsignalized Intersections 

 

Level of 

Service

Operations with delay less than or equal to 10.0 sec per vehicle;

most vehicles have a very short stop <10.0

Operations with delay in the range of 10.1 to 15.0 sec per

vehicle; higher levels of delay, longer stops than LOS A 10.1 to 15.0

Operations with delay in the range of 15.1 to 25.0 sec per 

vehicle; significant levels of delay 15.1 to 25.0

Operations with delay in the range of 25.1 to 35.0 sec per

vehicle; noticeable congestion; increased queue lengths; long delays 25.1 to 35.0

Operations with delay in the range of 35.1 to 50.0 sec per vehicle;

limit of acceptable delay; very long delay; long queue lengths 35.1 to 50.0

Operations with delay in excess of 50.0 sec per vehicle; considered

unacceptable driver delay; congestion; oversaturation; > 50.0

unacceptable queuing

C

D

E

F

Traffic Flow Description
Worst Case Approach 

Delay Per Vehicle 

(SEC)

A

B
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signalized/unsignalized control, under existing 2015 conditions.  Tables 3.14-4, 3.14-5 and 3.14-

6 show LOS for years 2017, 2019, and 2021, respectively. 

 

Table 3.14-3 

Existing Level of Service at Study Area Intersections 

 

Signalized Intersection 

Existing (2015) 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Delay (sec.) LOS Delay (sec.) LOS 

1. Grove Ave/Francis St 17.9 B 19.9 B 

2. Vineyard Ave/Francis St 16.6 B 18.7 B 

3. Grove Ave/Philadelphia St 19.1 B 32.8 C 

4. Vineyard Ave/Philadelphia St 17.9 B 23.3 C 

5. Archibald Ave/Philadelphia St 16.1 B 27.7 C 

6. Haven Ave/Philadelphia St 21.5 C 20.5 C 

7. Grove Ave/Fwy 60 WB Ramp 17.4 B 29.3 C 

8. Grove Ave/Fwy 60 EB Ramp 26.2 C 21.2 C 

9. Vineyard Ave/Fwy 60 WB Ramp 16.5 B 15.7 B 

10. Vineyard Ave/Fwy 60 EB Ramp 20.2 C 16.0 B 

11. Archibald Ave/Fwy 60 WB Ramp 22.0 C 19.0 B 

12. Archibald Ave/Fwy 60 EB Ramp 16.4 B 24.0 C 

13. Euclid Ave/Riverside Dr 32.4 C 43.8 D 

14. Campus Ave/Riverside Dr 22.9 C 19.3 B 

15. Grove Ave/Riverside Dr 19.3 B 37.9 D 

16. Vineyard Ave/Riverside Dr 16.2 B 43.7 D 

17. Archibald Ave/Riverside Dr 30.9 C 38.5 D 

18. Turner Ave/Riverside Dr 23.6 C 17.4 B 

19. Haven Ave/Riverside Dr 36.8 D 27.4 C 

22. Archibald Ave/Chino Ave 20.9 C 11.9 B 
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Unsignalized Intersection 

Existing (2015) 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Delay (sec.) LOS Delay (sec.) LOS 

20. Grove Ave/Chino Ave 11.9 B 36.7 E 

21. Vineyard Ave/Chino Ave 2.0 A 1.9 A 

A1. Project Access 1 (Along Riverside Dr) - - - - 

A2. Project Access 2 (Int. of Riverside Dr and 
Ontario Ave) 

- - - - 

A3. Project Access 3 (Along Chino Ave) - - - - 

A4. Project Access 4 (Int. Chino Ave and 
Ontario Ave) 

- - - - 

A5. Project Access 5 (Along Vineyard Ave) - - - - 
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Table 3.14-4 

Phase 1 Baseline 2017 Level of Service Descriptions 

 

 26

AM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour

Delay (sec.) LOS Delay (sec.) LOS Delay (sec.) LOS Delay (sec.) LOS

AM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour

Delay (sec.) LOS Delay (sec.) LOS Delay (sec.) LOS Delay (sec.) LOS

C20.9 C 11.9 B

FOVERFLOW F OVERFLOW

F

2.0 A 1.9 A C

2017 Baseline

34.6 C

20.7

619.9

11.9 B 36.7 E

24.5

27.4 C 487.9 F

F

23.6 C 17.4 B 26.9 C 18.8 B

47.4 D 135.8

57.8 E 102.3

43.7 D

30.9 C 38.5 D

36.8 D

C

21. Vineyard Ave/Chino Ave

22. Archibald Ave/Chino Ave

16. Vineyard Ave/Riverside Dr

17. Archibald Ave/Riverside Dr

18. Turner Ave/Riverside Dr

19. Haven Ave/Riverside Dr

Unsignalized Intersection

16.2 B

D 21.0 C 60.115. Grove Ave/Riverside Dr 19.3 B 37.9

B 26.1 C 23.614. Campus Ave/Riverside Dr 22.9 C 19.3

D

66.213. Euclid Ave/Riverside Dr 32.4 C 43.8 D 42.4 D E

C 21.2 C 54.312. Archibald Ave/Fwy 60 EB Ramp 16.4 B 24.0

B

11. Archibald Ave/Fwy 60 WB Ramp 22.0 C 19.0 B 31.3 C 25.1 C

B 24.2 C 14.010. Vineyard Ave/Fwy 60 EB Ramp 20.2 C 16.0

C

9. Vineyard Ave/Fwy 60 WB Ramp 16.5 B 15.7 B 17.2 B 20.2 C

C 27.8 C 22.28. Grove Ave/Fwy 60 EB Ramp 26.2 C 21.2

2017 BaselineExisting (2015)

PM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

38.0 D 26.5 C

B 19.1

17.9 B 31.4 C

24.7 C

15.5 B 40.9 D

B

B 34.4 C

B 20.2 C18.0

19.2

B

B

C

15.6

1. Grove Ave/Francis St

2. Vineyard Ave/Francis St

3. Grove Ave/Philadelphia St

Signalized Intersection

17.9

16.6

19.1

17.94. Vineyard Ave/Philadelphia St

5. Archibald Ave/Philadelphia St

6. Haven Ave/Philadelphia St

16.1

21.5 C

19.9

18.7

32.8

23.3

B

B

B

B

B

7. Grove Ave/Fwy 60 WB Ramp 17.4 B 29.3

A1. Project Access 1 (Along Riverside Dr) - - -

20. Grove Ave/Chino Ave

Existing (2015)

-

-

-

PM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

- - -

103.1 F

- - - -A2. Project Access 2 (Int. of Riverside Dr and Ontario Ave) - - -

-

-A3. Project Access 3 (Along Chino Ave) - - - - - - -

- - - -

-

A4. Project Access 4 (Int. Chino Ave and Ontario Ave) - - -

-- - - -A5. Project Access 5 (Along Vineyard Ave) - -

E

F

C

27.7

20.5

C

C

C

17.6 B
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Table 3.14-5 

Phase 2 Baseline 2019 Level of Service Descriptions  

 27

AM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour

Delay (sec.) LOS Delay (sec.) LOS Delay (sec.) LOS Delay (sec.) LOS

AM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour

Delay (sec.) LOS Delay (sec.) LOS Delay (sec.) LOS Delay (sec.) LOS

- - -

- -- -- - -

A5. Project Access 5 (Along Vineyard Ave)

-

- --

-

-

- - - -

-

A3. Project Access 3 (Along Chino Ave) - - -

A4. Project Access 4 (Int. Chino Ave and Ontario Ave)

A2. Project Access 2 (Int. of Riverside Dr and Ontario Ave) - - -

-

-

-

- - -

A1. Project Access 1 (Along Riverside Dr) - - - - -

C

29.3 18.4 B

-

2019 Baseline

PM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

23.3

B

B

B

-

C

27.7

20.5

C

C

7. Grove Ave/Fwy 60 WB Ramp 17.4 B

6. Haven Ave/Philadelphia St

16.1

21.5 C

17.9

1. Grove Ave/Francis St

2. Vineyard Ave/Francis St

3. Grove Ave/Philadelphia St

4. Vineyard Ave/Philadelphia St

5. Archibald Ave/Philadelphia St

B

B

2019 BaselineExisting (2015)

17.9

16.6

19.1

19.9

18.7

32.8

18.2

B 19.1 B

Signalized Intersection

19.5

B

B

C

15.6

B 25.3 C

B 20.4 C

33.7 C

41.6 D 28.1 C

PM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

15.6 B 43.7 D

B 36.3 D

17.8

8. Grove Ave/Fwy 60 EB Ramp 26.2 C 21.2

C

CC 29.6 C 23.3

B 17.5 B 21.49. Vineyard Ave/Fwy 60 WB Ramp 16.5 B 15.7

10. Vineyard Ave/Fwy 60 EB Ramp 20.2 C 16.0

C

BB 25.6 C 18.7

B 34.7 C 26.711. Archibald Ave/Fwy 60 WB Ramp 22.0 C 19.0

12. Archibald Ave/Fwy 60 EB Ramp 16.4 B 24.0

E

EC 22.2 C 58.1

D 44.8 D 69.713. Euclid Ave/Riverside Dr 32.4 C 43.8

14. Campus Ave/Riverside Dr 22.9 C 19.3

E

CB 27.0 C 24.9

D 21.5 C 64.315. Grove Ave/Riverside Dr 19.3 B 37.9

21. Vineyard Ave/Chino Ave

22. Archibald Ave/Chino Ave

16. Vineyard Ave/Riverside Dr

17. Archibald Ave/Riverside Dr

18. Turner Ave/Riverside Dr

19. Haven Ave/Riverside Dr

Unsignalized Intersection

16.2 B 43.7

20. Grove Ave/Chino Ave

Existing (2015)

D

30.9 C 38.5 D

50.0 D 140.6 F

61.9 E 107.6 F

23.6 C 17.4 B 27.8 C 19.2 B

36.8 D 27.4 C 493.6 F 620.6 F

21.1 C

11.9 B 36.7 E OVERFLOW F

25.0 C

OVERFLOW F

2.0 A 1.9 A 103.4 F

20.9 C 11.9 B 36.4 D
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Table 3.14-6 

Phase 3 Baseline 2021 Level of Service Descriptions – Unsignalized Intersections 

 

 28

AM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour

Delay (sec.) LOS Delay (sec.) LOS Delay (sec.) LOS Delay (sec.) LOS

AM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour

Delay (sec.) LOS Delay (sec.) LOS Delay (sec.) LOS Delay (sec.) LOS

25.4 C20.9 C 11.9 B 38.5 D

OVERFLOW F

2.0 A 1.9 A 104.0 F 21.4 C

19.6 B

36.8 D 27.4 C 499.4 F 622.6 F

23.6 C 17.4 B 28.8 C

52.7 D 130.1 F

66.5 E 113.9 F

16.2 B 43.7

20. Grove Ave/Chino Ave

Existing (2015)

D

30.9 C 38.5 D

22. Archibald Ave/Chino Ave

16. Vineyard Ave/Riverside Dr

17. Archibald Ave/Riverside Dr

18. Turner Ave/Riverside Dr

19. Haven Ave/Riverside Dr

Unsignalized Intersection

C

15. Grove Ave/Riverside Dr 19.3 B 37.9 D 22.0 C 68.1 E

73.8 E

14. Campus Ave/Riverside Dr 22.9 C 19.3 B 28.1 C 26.2

C 61.9 E

13. Euclid Ave/Riverside Dr 32.4 C 43.8 D 47.3 D

12. Archibald Ave/Fwy 60 EB Ramp 16.4 B 24.0 C 23.3

B

11. Archibald Ave/Fwy 60 WB Ramp 22.0 C 19.0 B 37.2 D 28.5 C

22.9 C

10. Vineyard Ave/Fwy 60 EB Ramp 20.2 C 16.0 B 27.2 C 19.4

C 24.6 C

9. Vineyard Ave/Fwy 60 WB Ramp 16.5 B 15.7 B 17.7 B

8. Grove Ave/Fwy 60 EB Ramp 26.2 C 21.2 C 31.7

2021 BaselineExisting (2015)

PM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

15.7 B 46.6 D

19.0 B 35.9 D

45.3 D 29.9 C

B 38.3 D

B 25.9 C

B 20.7 C18.3

B 19.1 B

1. Grove Ave/Francis St

2. Vineyard Ave/Francis St

3. Grove Ave/Philadelphia St

Signalized Intersection

19.6

B

B

C

15.7

19.9

16.1

21.5

17.9

16.6

19.1

17.9

18.7

32.8

23.3

B

B

B

B 17.9

7. Grove Ave/Fwy 60 WB Ramp 17.4 B 29.3

C

B

4. Vineyard Ave/Philadelphia St

5. Archibald Ave/Philadelphia St

6. Haven Ave/Philadelphia St

C

27.7

20.5

C

C

C

2021 Baseline

PM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

21. Vineyard Ave/Chino Ave

11.9 B 36.7 E OVERFLOW F

- - - -

A1. Project Access 1 (Along Riverside Dr) - - -

A2. Project Access 2 (Int. of Riverside Dr and Ontario Ave) - - - -

-- - - -

- - - -

A3. Project Access 3 (Along Chino Ave) - - -

A4. Project Access 4 (Int. Chino Ave and Ontario Ave) - - - -

-- - - -

-- - - -A5. Project Access 5 (Along Vineyard Ave) - - -

 
 

Existing 2015 Traffic Conditions 

 

Table 3.14-3 above shows that all existing study area intersections currently operate at an 

acceptable level of service (LOS) D or higher during the am and pm peak hours, with  the 

exception of the stop-controlled intersection of Grove Avenue and Chino Avenue.  This 

intersection operates at LOS F during the pm peak hour.       
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Phase 1 Baseline 2017 Traffic Conditions  

 

As shown in Table 3.14-4, for Phase 1 Baseline 2017 conditions, the signalized intersections of 

Vineyard Avenue and Riverside Drive, Archibald Avenue and Riverside Drive and Haven 

Avenue and Riverside Drive are calculated to operate at LOS F in at least one peak hour. 

 

The stop-controlled Grove Avenue and Chino Avenue intersection is calculated to have overflow 

LOS F conditions in both the am and pm peak hours and the Vineyard Avenue and Chino 

Avenue stop-controlled intersection is calculated to have LOS F during both peak hours.  Both 

stop-controlled intersections satisfy at least one peak hour delay traffic signal warrant under 

Phase 1 Baseline 2017 (without Armstrong Ranch) conditions. 

 

Phase 2 Baseline 2019 Traffic Conditions  

 

As shown in Table 3.14-5, the Phase 2 Baseline 2019 conditions for the same three (3) signalized 

intersections identified for Baseline 2017 conditions are calculated to operate at LOS F in at least 

one peak hour. 

 

The stop-controlled Grove Avenue and Chino Avenue intersection is calculated to remain at 

overflow LOS F conditions in both the am and pm peak hours.  The Vineyard Avenue and Chino 

Avenue stop-controlled intersection is calculated to continue to operate at LOS F during both 

peak hours. 

 

Phase 3 Baseline 2021 Traffic Conditions  

 

As shown in Table 3.14-6, the Phase 3 Baseline 2021 conditions for the same three (3) signalized 

intersections identified for Baseline 2017 and 2019 conditions are calculated to remain operating 

at LOS F in at least one peak hour. 

 

The stop-controlled Grove Avenue and Chino Avenue intersection is calculated to remain at 

overflow LOS F conditions in both the am and pm peak hours.  The intersection of Vineyard 

Avenue and Chino Avenue stop-controlled intersection is calculated to continue to operate at 

LOS F during both peak hours. 

 

The decline in the level of service conditions at the intersections identified above for 2017, 2019, 

and 2021 Baseline conditions can be attributed to the traffic generated by the other cumulative 

development in the project area.  However, the Baseline scenarios do not include any 

improvements to the existing circulation network that may occur in the future.  This is an 

extremely conservative assumption, and thus it is possible that the Baseline scenarios overstate 

the levels of congestion.  For the purpose of this study, all deficient study area intersections and 

roadway segments that occur due to the proposed project conditions will be identified together 

with appropriate mitigation measures and an Armstrong Ranch Project fair share contribution 

(percentage) toward mitigation.            
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SR-60 Freeway Mainline Analysis with Existing Peak Hour Volumes 

 

Figure 3.14-5 provides a summary of mainline LOS analysis for the SR-60 Freeway with 

existing peak hour volumes using the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual method for basic freeway 

segments.  As shown, all SR-60 study segments operate at LOS D or C with existing peak 

volumes.    

 

3.14.3 Thresholds of Significance  

 

The following thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.  For 

purposes of this EIR, implementation of the proposed project may have a significant adverse 

impact on Transportation/Traffic if it would result in any of the following:  

 

 Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of 

effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes 

of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 

components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, 

highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

 

 Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited 

to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established 

by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?  

 

 Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a 

change in location that result in substantial safety risks? 

 

 Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 

intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

 

 Result in inadequate emergency access?  

 

 Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 

pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities? 

 

3.14.4 Project Impacts  

 

Impact TRAF-1  Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of 

effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account 

all modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and 

relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to 

intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and 

mass transit? This impact is considered less than significant.  

 

The project will not conflict with any transportation policies, plans, or programs supporting 

alternative transportation.  As discussed in Impact TRAF-2 below, the project will not 

significantly impact the area transportation system or not meet the City’s level of service  
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standard for area intersections and roadway segments.  In addition, the project proposes non-

motorized travel options to the project residents in the form of bicycle and pedestrian trails 

within and adjacent to the site and a pedestrian bridge that connects the Armstrong Ranch 

Specific Plan with the Countryside Specific Plan to the east and allow pedestrian access to each 

project.  The project will have no impact to adopted alternative transportation policies, plans, or 

programs. 

 

Impact TRAF-2  Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not 

limited to, level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other 

standards established by the county congestion management agency for 

designated roads or highways?  This impact is considered potentially 

significant.   

 

Trip Generation 

 

The trip generation of the project is shown in Table 3.14-7 by phase.  Each development phase 

analyzed in the traffic study, Phase 1 (2017), Phase 2 (2019), and Phase 3 (2021), is considered 

to complete two Planning Areas, PA 1 and PA 2, PA 3 and PA 4, and PA 5 and PA 6, 

respectively.   

 

The trip generation rates that were used to forecast the traffic volumes are identified by the 

Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), in Trip Generation, 9
th

 Edition.  The forecast traffic 

generations include Phase 3 (2021) build-out volumes with and without the development of an 

elementary school.  The total number of dwelling units without the school is 994 and with the 

elementary school the number of dwelling units is reduced by 50 to 944 residential units.   

                

Project Phase 3 Build-out (completion 2021) without Elementary School 

 

At project build-out in 2021, the project is estimated to generate 9,463 vehicle trips ends per day 

based on development of a total of 994 single-family dwelling units.  The forecast peak hour 

traffic generation of the project is 186 inbound and 560 outbound vehicle trips in the am peak 

hour and 626 inbound and 368 outbound trips in the pm peak hour.        

 

A.2 Project Phase 3 Build-out (completion 2021) with Elementary School 

 

At project build-out in 2021 with an elementary school the project is estimated to generate an 

average of 9,503 vehicle trips ends per day based on development of a 944 single-family 

dwelling units.  The forecast peak hour traffic generation of the project is 276 inbound and 612 

outbound vehicle trips in the am peak hour and 624 inbound and 380 outbound trips in the pm 

peak hour. 

 

Trip Distribution  

 

Figure 3.14-6 shows the project trip distribution.  The trip distribution was determined by the 

San Bernardino Association of Governments (SANBAG) based on traffic forecasts performed 
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for this traffic study using the San Bernardino (County) Traffic Analysis Model (SBTAM) and is 

included in the traffic report in Appendix L.      

 

Table 3.14-7 

Armstrong Ranch - Trip Generation Summary 

 

 36

Daily

Land Use Unit

ITE Land 

Code Quantity Rate Rate In Out Rate In Out

1.  Single Family Detached Housing DU 210 994 9.52 0.75 25% 75% 1.00 63% 37%

               - Phase 1 (PA 1 & 2) 350

               - Phase 2 (PA 3 & 4) 302

               - Phase 3 (PA 5 & 6) 342

Daily

Land Use Unit

ITE Land 

Code Quantity Rate Rate In Out Rate In Out

1.  Single Family Detached Housing DU 210 944 9.52 0.75 25% 75% 1.00 63% 37%

               - Phase 1 (PA 1 & 2) 350

               - Phase 2 (PA 3 & 4) 302

               - Phase 3 (PA 5 & 6) 292

2.  Elementary School STU 520 1,000 1.29 0.45 55% 45% 0.15 49% 51%

      (Included in Phase 3)

Project Trip Generation

Land Use Quantity ADT Total In Out Total In Out

1.  Single Family Detached Housing 994 9,463 746 186 560 994 626 368

               - Phase 1 (PA 1 & 2) 350 3,332 263 66 197 350 221 129

               - Phase 2 (PA 3 & 4) 302 2,875 227 57 170 302 190 112

               - Phase 3 (PA 5 & 6) 342 3,256 256 63 193 342 215 127

Total 9,463 746 186 560 994 626 368

Land Use Quantity ADT Total In Out Total In Out

1.  Single Family Detached Housing 944 8,987 708 177 531 944 595 349
               - Phase 1 (PA 1 & 2) 350 3,332 263 66 197 350 221 129

               - Phase 2 (PA 3 & 4) 302 2,875 227 57 170 302 190 112

               - Phase 3 (PA 5 & 6) 292 2,780 218 54 164 292 184 108

2.  Elementary School (External Students) 1,000 516 180 99 81 60 29 31

               Elem. School Included in Phase 3

Total 9,503 888 276 612 1,004 624 380
* Source:  ITE Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Scenario 1: Without Elementary School

Scenario 2: With Elementary School

Scenario 1: Without Elementary School

Scenario 2: With Elementary School

Volume Volume

Split Split

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Volume Volume

Split Split

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
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Traffic Analysis  

 

The existing Baseline traffic volumes were added with the project traffic volumes to determine 

LOS.  Roadway segment LOS was determined based on volume-to-capacity (v/c) analysis using 

City General Plan capacities for each roadway type.  Intersection LOS was determined using the 

2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) signalized/unsignalized operational methods.  The 

target level of service to be maintained throughout the project study area has been established by 

the City as Level of Service D for roadways and Level of Service E for intersections.   

 

Project Phase 1 Baseline (2017) with Project Traffic Conditions 

 

Table 3.14-8 shows the Phase 1 Baseline 2017 with project conditions the following signalized 

intersections are calculated to operate at LOS F in at least one peak hour. 

 

Table 3.14-8 

Phase 1 - 2017 Baseline with Project Traffic 

 

Intersection 
Am Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Delay (s) LOS Delay (s) LOS 

17. Archibald Avenue/Riverside Drive 68.4 E 107.9 F 

19. Haven Avenue/Riverside Drive 493.9 F 625.9 F 

 

The stop-controlled Grove Avenue and Chino Avenue intersection is estimated to operate at 

overflow LOS F conditions in both the AM and PM peak hours and the Vineyard Avenue and 

Chino Avenue stop-controlled intersection is estimated to operate at LOS F during the AM peak 

hour.  The study area roadway segments will have volume-to-capacity ratios of 0.90 or below 

indicating LOS D or better operation based on Phase 1 Baseline 2017 with Project 24-hour 

volumes.  

 

Project Phase 2 Baseline (2019) with Project Traffic Conditions 

  

Table 3.14-9 shows that for Phase 2 Baseline 2019 with the project the following signalized 

intersections are estimated to operate at LOS F in at least one peak hour. 

 

Table 3.14-9 

Phase 2 - 2019 Baseline with Project Traffic 

 

Intersection 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Delay (s) LOS Delay (s) LOS 

17. Archibald Avenue/Riverside Drive 83.9 F 123.7 F 

19. Haven Avenue/Riverside Drive 504.8 F 632.2 F 
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The stop-controlled Grove Avenue and Chino Avenue intersection is estimated to operate at 

overflow LOS F conditions in both the AM and PM peak hours and the Vineyard Avenue and 

Chino Avenue stop-controlled intersection is also estimated to operate at LOS F overflow 

conditions during both peak hours. 

 

Project Phase 3 Baseline (2021) with Project (without school) Traffic Conditions 

 

Table 3.14-10 shows that the Phase 3 Baseline 2021 with the project condition without the 

elementary school the following signalized intersections are estimated to operate at LOS F in at 

least one peak hour. 

 

Table 3.14-10 

Phase 3 - 2021 Baseline with Project Traffic – (No Elementary School) 

 

Intersection 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Delay (s) LOS Delay (s) LOS 

13. Euclid Avenue/Riverside Drive 50.1 D 86.9 F 

15. Grove Avenue/Riverside Drive 23.0 C 83.5 F 

16. Vineyard Avenue/Riverside Drive 30.2 C 87.8 F 

17. Archibald Avenue/Riverside Drive 101.1 F 134.7 F 

19. Haven Avenue/Riverside Drive 516.7 F 640.8 F 

 

The stop-controlled Grove Avenue and Chino Avenue intersection is estimated to operate at 

overflow LOS F conditions in both the AM and PM peak hours and the Vineyard Avenue and 

Chino Avenue stop-controlled intersection is estimated to operate at LOS F during both peak 

hours. 

 

Project Phase 3 Baseline (2021) with Project (with elementary school) Traffic Conditions 

 

Table 3.14-11 shows for Phase 3 Baseline 2019 with the project condition with the elementary 

school the following signalized intersections are predicted to operate at LOS F in at least one 

peak hour. 

 

Table 3.14-11 

Phase 3 - 2021 Baseline with Project Traffic – (With Elementary School) 

 

Intersection 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Delay (s) LOS Delay (s) LOS 

13. Euclid Avenue/Riverside Drive 51.3 D 86.9 F 

15. Grove Avenue/Riverside Drive 23.4 C 83.5 F 
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16. Vineyard Avenue/Riverside Drive 33.5 C 87.6 F 

17. Archibald Avenue/Riverside Drive 102.6 F 135.1 F 

19. Haven Avenue/Riverside Drive 519.7 F 641.3 F 

 

The stop-controlled Grove Avenue and Chino Avenue intersection is estimated to operate at 

overflow LOS F conditions in both the AM and PM peak hours and the Vineyard Avenue and 

Chino Avenue stop-controlled intersection is estimated to operate at LOS F during both peak 

hours. 

 

Project Phase 3 (2021) without Elementary School On-site Traffic Conditions 

 

The Phase 3 on-site intersection volumes were analyzed to identify intersection control and LOS 

for build-out conditions without the elementary school.  The results are shown on Table 3.14-12.  

As shown, all of the on-site intersections are estimated to operate at LOS B or better.      

 

Table 3.14-12  

Phase 3 - (2021 On-Site Build-out Intersection Conditions 

(without Elementary School) 

 

Intersection (STOP – control) 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Delay (s) LOS Delay (s) LOS 

A6. Carpenter Ave/”A” and ”C” St (2-way) 9.6 A 10.2 B 

A7. Carpenter Ave/”AA” Street (1-way) 8.7 A 8.9 A 

A7. “A” Street/”AA” Street (1-way) 8.8 A 9.1 A 

B2. Hellman Ave/”C” Street (north) (2-way) 10.0 B 11.1 B 

B3. Hellman Ave/”C” Street (south) (2-

way) 
9.7 A 10.4 A 

C3. Hellman Ave/”B” Street (2-way) 9.3 A 9.8 A 

 

Project Phase 3 (2021) with Elementary School On-site Traffic Conditions 

 

The Phase 3 on-site intersection volumes were analyzed to identify intersection control and LOS 

for build-out conditions with the elementary school.  The results are shown on Table 3.14-13.  

As shown, all on-site intersections analyzed are estimated to operate at LOS B or better. 
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Table 3.14-13 

Phase 3 -2021 On-Site Build-out Intersection Conditions 

(with Elementary School) 

 

Intersection (STOP – control) 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Delay (s) LOS Delay (s) LOS 

A6. Carpenter Ave/”A” and ”C” St (2-way) 9.6 A 10.2 B 

A7. Carpenter Ave/”AA” Street (1-way) 8.7 A 8.9 A 

A7. “A” Street/”AA” Street (1-way) 8.8 A 9.1 A 

B2. Hellman Ave/”C” Street (north) (2-way) 11.0 B 11.2 B 

B3. Hellman Ave/”C” Street (south) (2-

way) 
11.3 B 10.3 A 

C3. Hellman Ave/”B” Street (2-way) 9.5 A 9.8 A 

 

SR-60 Freeway Mainline Analysis for Phase 3 Baseline 2021 with Project Conditions   

 

Figure 3.14-7 provides a summary of the peak hour mainline LOS analysis for the SR-60 

Freeway with the Phase 3 Baseline 2021 condition with the elementary school.  The Baseline 

2021 condition represents the worst case for contributing traffic volumes to the SR-60 mainline.  

All other project phase years have fewer traffic volumes that are assigned to this freeway and, 

therefore have less impact than the Baseline 2021 condition.  As shown, all SR-60 study 

segments will continue to operate at LOS D or C with a worst case 2021 Baseline and Phase 3 

Project build-out condition.   

                           

As shown above, all existing area intersections and roadway segments that serve the project will 

continue to operate at LOS D or better with the project.  While the intersections of Euclid 

Avenue/Riverside Drive, Grove Avenue/Riverside Drive, Vineyard Avenue/Riverside Drive, 

Archibald Avenue/Riverside Drive and Haven Avenue/Riverside Drive will operate at LOS F in 

2021 upon project completion, the project itself is not causing these intersections to exceed the 

City’s acceptable LOS D, but rather the impact is due to cumulative traffic.   

 

The Specific Plan identifies the intersections of Riverside Avenue and Hellman Avenue and 

Chino Avenue and Hellman Avenue will be signalized as part of the project.  Based on peak hour 

traffic signal warrant analysis only, the Riverside Drive and Hellman Avenue intersection 

satisfied a signal warrant.  However, both intersections were analyzed in the study with 

signalized control.  No other project access or on-site intersection requires signalization.  In 

addition, all project stop–control intersections will operate at an acceptable level of service in the 

peak hours.  
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Off-site Intersection and Roadway Analysis 

 

All area intersections and roadway segments will continue to meet the City’s LOS D 

performance criteria with the project.  While five (5) study area intersections will not meet City 

LOS E criteria with future cumulative project and project traffic, the exceedance is not due to the 

project, but rather area growth.  The project will not significantly impact any intersections.  

However, the project will generate some traffic to area intersections that will be impacted in the 

future, therefore, a fair share contribution by the project for each of the intersections has been 

identified and shown in Table 3.14-14.   

 

As shown below, the project will pay its fair share toward future intersection improvements to 

reduce the level of service at these intersections to City acceptable LOS D in the future.     

 

Table 3.14-14 

Armstrong Ranch Fair Share Analysis
1 

 

Intersection 

Cumulative Project Traffic 

Volumes (C) 

Armstrong Ranch 

Traffic Volumes (AR) 

Total 

Am/Pm 

Vol. 

(C+AR) 

Armstrong 

Ranch 

Fair Share 

% 
AM 

Vol. 

PM 

Vol. 

Total 

Vol. 

AM 

Vol. 

PM 

Vol. 

Total 

Vol. 

13. Euclid Ave/Riverside Dr 417 603 1020 116 130 246 1266 19.4% 

16. Vineyard Ave/Riverside Dr 552 792 1344 419 482 901 2245 40.1% 

17. Archibald Ave/Riverside Dr 1326 1610 2936 334 396 730 3666 19.9% 

19. Haven Ave/Riverside Dr 1428 2248 3676 150 173 323 3999 8.1% 

20. Haven Ave/Riverside Dr 576 690 1266 66 72 138 1404 9.8% 

21. Haven Ave/Riverside Dr 798 975 1773 152 202 354 2127 16.6% 

A1. Carpenter Ave/E. Riverside Dr 332 510 842 371 468 839 1681 49.9% 

B1.  Hellman Ave/E. Riverside Dr 332 510 842 525 563 1088 1930 56.4% 

1
 Armstrong Ranch Project Volumes are Phase 3 Project Build-out with Elementary School 

 

Impact TRAF-3  Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic 

levels or a change in location that result in substantial safety risks?  This is 

considered no impact.  

 

The project does not propose any use that would require a change in the existing air traffic 

patterns at either Chino Airport or Ontario International Airport and impact the project.  The 

project will not impact air traffic patterns at any area airports.   

 

Impact TRAF-4  Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 

dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?  This 

impact is considered less than significant.   

 



Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan Draft EIR September 2016 
City of Ontario 3-218 

The project will be required to comply with the City of Ontario’s right of way and public street 

design standards.  The project does not propose any street designs or curves that would result in a 

dangerous intersection.  The Ontario Public Works Department will review all building plans for 

compliance with its street design requirements prior to the issuance of building permit to ensure 

all project roadways and intersections meet City standards for roadways widths, turning radius, 

sight-distance requirements, etc.  The project will not have any significant street design hazards.   

 

Impact TRAF-5  Result in inadequate emergency access? This impact is considered less than 

significant.  

 

The access points to the project will provide adequate emergency access for police, fire and other 

emergency responders in the event of on-site emergencies.  To date, the police and fire 

departments have not identified any potential site emergency access impacts.  All site plans will 

be reviewed by the Ontario Police Department and Ontario Fire Department for compliance with 

site access requirements, including secondary access points, adequate access driveway widths 

and design, adequate turn-around areas, etc. prior to site plan approval and the issuance of 

building permits.  The compliance of all development plans with police and fire department 

requirements for adequate site emergency access will reduce potential emergency access impacts 

to less than significant design hazard impacts.   

 

Impact TRAF-6  Result in inadequate parking capacity?  This is considered no impact.   

 

The project will be required to meet the parking requirements of the Ontario Municipal Code 

Section at the time development plans are submitted for city approval and provide on-site and 

guest parking as required.  The project will not have any parking impacts.  

 

Impact TRAF-7  Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs regarding public transit, 

bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or 

safety of such facilities? This impact is considered less than significant.   

 

The project proposes to provide multipurpose trails through and adjacent to the site for 

pedestrian and bicycle access.  Multipurpose trails are proposed along the east side of Vineyard 

Avenue and the north side of Chino Avenue adjacent to the site.  Class II bike lanes are proposed 

along both the north and south sides of Riverside Drive north of the site.  Charlotte Armstrong 

trail will extend east-west through the entire site and provide pedestrian and bicycle access 

throughout the site.  A pedestrian bridge will be constructed across Cucamonga Channel at the 

east end of the site and connect with the existing Countryside Specific Plan development east of 

the channel.  The pedestrian bridge will allow residents of both Armstrong Ranch and 

Countryside access to park and recreational amenities in the area.  The pedestrian bridge will 

also allow Countryside residents to walk to the proposed elementary school proposed for PA 7 of 

Armstrong Ranch and reduce some motor vehicle trips.   

 

The Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan is not anticipated to conflict with any transportation 

policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation because the project will be 

required to incorporate all forms of alternative transportation required by TOP.  The project will 

have no impact to adopted alternative transportation policies, plans, or programs. 
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3.14.5 Cumulative Impacts 
 

The project along with other identified cumulative projects in the area (see Section 2.0) there will 

be cumulative traffic impacts to area intersections and roadways segments.  As shown in Tables 

9 and 10, five signalized and three unsignalized intersections will operate at unacceptable LOS F 

in 2021 with the project and other planned development in the project area.  Although Armstrong 

Ranch Specific Plan will not significantly impact any area intersections in 2021, the cumulative 

impact of Armstrong Ranch and other area development along with normal annual growth rates 

will result in cumulative traffic impacts.  The project will pay its fair share towards future 

roadway and intersection improvements to reduce traffic impacts to City acceptable levels.  

However, there will be significant cumulative project impacts.    

 

3.14.6 Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

 

The following traffic mitigation measures are recommended to reduce project traffic impacts to 

less than significant.  All project required traffic mitigation measures are within the City of 

Ontario. 

 

TRAF -1 SP The intersection improvements shown in Table 3.14-15 shall be constructed prior 

to the issuance of building permits as applicable.  The project applicant shall pay 

its fair share as determined by the City Engineer (see Table 3.14-14) towards the 

cost to improve area intersections to meet the City’s standard of LOS D. 

 

Table 3.14-15 

Project Traffic Mitigation Measures 

 

Intersection 

Phase -Year 

Mitigation 

Required 

Mitigation 

Measure(s) 

Preliminary 

Opinion of 

Cost 

Comments 

13. Euclid Ave/Riverside Dr Phase 3 - 2021 
Add 3

rd
 NB & SB 

through lanes 
$250,000 

Cost shown assumes no R/W 

acquisition required 

16. Vineyard Ave/Riverside Dr Phase 1 - 2017 Add 2
nd

 SBLT $5,000 
Cost assumes re-striping and 

minor signal modification only 

17. Archibald Ave/Riverside Dr Phase 1 - 2017 
Provide dual left-turns 

on all approaches 
$550,000 

Cost shown assumes no R/W 

acquisition required 

19. Haven Ave/Riverside Dr Phase 1 - 2017 

SB: 1-Rt, 1-thru, 2-lts 

NB: 1-Lt, 1-thru,1-

thru/rt 

EB: Add 1-thru, 1-lt 

WB: Add Rt-turn lane 

$800,000 
Cost does not include R/W 

acquisition, if necessary 

20. Grove Ave/Chino Ave Phase 1 - 2017 Install Traffic Signal $400,000 - 

21. Vineyard Ave/Chino Ave Phase 1 - 2017 Install Traffic Signal $400,000 - 

A1. Carpenter Ave/E. Riverside Dr Phase 2 - 2019 Install Traffic Signal $400,000 - 

B1.  Hellman Ave/E. Riverside Dr Phase 2 - 2019 Install Traffic Signal $400,000 - 
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All significant traffic impacts will be reduced to a level of insignificance with the incorporation 

of the recommended mitigation measures.  
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3.15  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS  

 

3.15.1 Introduction 

 

This section evaluates the potential impacts of the development of the Armstrong Ranch Specific 

Plan on utilities and service systems by identifying anticipated demand and existing and planned 

utility availability in the City of Ontario.  The Initial Study (Appendix A) identified a potential 

for impacts associated with water supply, wastewater, solid waste, and energy resources.  

 

Data used in preparation of this section were taken from various sources, including a water 

supply assessment for the project
44

, the City of Ontario 2010 Urban Water Management Plan, 

Ontario April 2012 Water Master Plan, Ontario March 2012 Master Plan of Drainage, the City of 

Ontario Sewer Master Plan Update and existing environmental documents and information from 

the service providers regarding available service levels and current or anticipated constraints.    

 

3.15.2 Existing Conditions  

 

Water Supply  

 

Sources  

 

Potable water for the project will be served by the City of Ontario.  The City obtains its potable 

water supply from groundwater wells in Chino Basin and imported water from the Water 

Facilities Authority (WFA) and the Chino Basin Desalter Authority (CDA).  The City owns 32 

wells, which four wells are abandoned or destroyed, five wells are inactive and the remaining 23 

wells are operational.  In the past, the City has imported approximately 20-40 percent of its water 

supply and the remaining 80-60 percent of the City’s water is from local groundwater wells.
45

  

 

The City’s imported water supply is supplied through the Metropolitan Water District of 

Southern California (MWD) and Inland Empire Utilities Agency (IEUA).  This State Water 

Project (SWP) comes from the Sacramento/San Joaquin Bay-Delta in Northern California and is 

delivered through the California Aqueduct.  SWP water is delivered through Lake Silverwood in 

the San Bernardino National Forest and treated at the Agua de Lejos Treatment Plant in the City 

of Upland.  The treatment plant is jointly owned by the Cities of Chino, Chino Hills, and Upland 

and the Monte Vista Water District.  The treatment plant has a design capacity of 81 million 

gallons per day (mgd) and currently operates at approximately 25 percent of design capacity.  

The capacity of the plant is divided among the five water agencies that own the plant and the 

City of Ontario is entitled to 31.4 percent of the plant’s total capacity, or 25 million gallons per 

day.
46

  

 

                                                 
44

 Water Supply Assessment, Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan, Albert A Webb Associates, August 24, 2015. 
45

 City of Ontario Water Master Plan, 2012, page 4-1. 
46

 Ibid, page 5-1. 
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Ontario Urban Water Management Plan – Current General Plan Projections 

 

The City of Ontario has an approved Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), most recently 

updated in 2011, which is incorporated by reference in this EIR.  The Ontario UWMP measures 

current water usage by residential and nonresidential customers in the City and projects future 

water use.  From 2000 to 2009, the average water consumption in the City of Ontario service 

area was 42,173 acre feet per year (AFY).  The future water deliveries for years 2020, 2025, 

2030, and 2035 are estimated to be 48,408 AFY, 54,911 AFY, 61,413 AFY, and 67,916 AFY, 

respectively.
47

   

 

Infrastructure  

 

The project is located within the Ontario Ranch New Model Colony of Ontario.  Much of the 

Ontario Ranch is in agriculture with limited existing public water distribution facilities.  The 

existing water distribution system throughout most of the project site is with on-site wells.  The 

existing public water distribution facilities adjacent to the site include a 10-inch water main in 

Riverside Drive.    

 

The project is located in the area covered by the Ontario Ranch Ontario Plan Water Master Plan.  

Specifically, the project is located in the 1010 pressure zone (Phillips Street).  The project will be 

required to extend the 1010 Pressure Zone to the site in order to be served with potable water.  

The Master Plan water facilities that must be constructed to serve the project include extending 

the existing 1010 Pressure Zone south in Haven Avenue from Riverside Drive to Chino Avenue, 

west in Chino Avenue to Vineyard Avenue and north in Vineyard Avenue to Riverside Drive to 

connect to the existing 1010 Pressure Zone in Riverside Drive, a water main in Chino Avenue 

from Vineyard Avenue to the Cucamonga Creek Channel and a water main in Vineyard Avenue 

from Riverside Drive to Chino Avenue.  The project proposes to construct a 12-inch water main 

in Hellman Avenue from Riverside Drive to Chino Avenue.  The construction of these Master 

Plan and project water facilities will complete the water loop system with the existing water line 

in Riverside Drive that will be necessary to serve the project.     

 

Wastewater Service and Treatment  

 

The Inland Empire Utilities Agency (IEUA) treats wastewater that is generated by the City of 

Ontario and other area cities.  Wastewater generated by the project would be treated by the IEUA 

RP-5 wastewater treatment plant that is located in Ontario.  The City of Ontario will collect and 

convey sewage generated by development in the Ontario Ranch, including the proposed project, 

through a sewer collection system to IEUA facilities for further transport, treatment, and 

disposal.  The IEUA regional wastewater system is designed to serve as a backbone collection 

system accepting flows from the collection systems operated by member agencies and 

transmitting this water to an appropriate regional treatment plant.  The RP-1 42-inch Sewer 

Bypass line extends through the site in Hellman Avenue from Riverside Drive to Euclid Avenue.  

This 42-inch sewer line will serve the project.   

 

                                                 
47

 City of Ontario 2011 Urban Water Master Plan, page 3-3, 3-4.  
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Presently, the project site is not served by a public wastewater collection or treatment system.  

The existing wastewater treatment system that serves the on-site uses consists of septic tanks and 

subsurface disposal fields.  Existing sewer mains are located adjacent to the project site in 

Riverside Drive that serves the existing residential uses north of the project site.  

 

The Ontario Ranch Sewer Master Plan evaluated the requirements for sanitary sewer mains and 

treatment capacity based upon build out of the Ontario Ranch, including the development 

proposed by the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan.  The Master Plan identifies the need for a new 

treatment facility and collection system to serve development within the Ontario Ranch.  Thus, 

future sewer collection service for the project site will be provided through a system of gravity 

sewers that will convey wastewater from the Ontario Ranch, including the project site, via the 

Kimball Interceptor to the RP-5 wastewater treatment plant that is located on the south side of 

Kimball Avenue at El Prado Road in the City of Chino.  The Kimball Interceptor is designed to 

accept wastewater from the ultimate development of the Ontario Ranch and includes the 

proposed project.  The current capacity of the RP-5 wastewater treatment plant is approximately 

15 mgd with existing flows at approximately 8 mgd.  The treatment plant operates at 

approximately 53 percent of its capacity.   

 

Solid Waste Services  

 

The City of Ontario Solid Waste Department provides solid waste services and is the hauler for 

the City.  The City currently serves approximately 30,000 single-family homes and offers several 

residential solid waste programs.  Solid waste collected from the City is hauled to the West 

Valley Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) in the City of Fontana.  Most of the refuse is 

transported to the El Sobrante Landfill in the City of Corona.  The El Sobrante Landfill can 

accommodate 10,000 tons per day (tpd) and has a remaining capacity of 184,930,000
48

 tons and 

a life expectancy to the year 2030.  The West Valley MRF accepts construction and demolition 

waste, mixed municipal waste, green materials, inert waste and wood.  The City of Ontario has 

several programs that promote waste minimization and recycling.  These programs are extended 

to both residential and commercial/industrial customers.  

 

Regulatory Framework  

 

Federal  

 

Safe Drinking Water Act  

 

Enacted in 1974 and implemented by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 

the federal Safe Drinking Water Act imposes water quality and infrastructure standards for 

potable water delivery systems nationwide.  The primary standards are health-based thresholds 

established for numerous toxic substances.  Secondary standards are recommended thresholds for 

taste and mineral content.  

 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)  

 

                                                 
48

 As of 2009. 
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The EPA established primary drinking water standards in the Clean Water Act Section 304.  

States are required to ensure that potable water retailed to the public meets these standards.  

Standards for a total of eighty-one individual constituents have been established under the Safe 

Drinking Water Act as amended in 1986.  The U.S. EPA may add additional constituents in the 

future.  State primary and secondary drinking water standards are promulgated in CCR Title 22 

Sections 64431–64501.  Secondary drinking water standards incorporate non-health risk factors 

including taste, odor, and appearance.  

 

State  

 

California Safe Drinking Water Act  

 

Enacted in 1976, the California Safe Drinking Water Act is codified in Title 22 of the California 

Code of Regulations (CCR).  Potable water supply is managed through local agencies and water 

districts, the state Department of Water Resources (DWR), the Department of Health Services 

(DHS), the SWRCB, the EPA, and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation.  Water right applications are 

processed through the SWRCB for properties claiming riparian rights or requesting irrigation 

water from state or federal distribution facilities.  The DWR manages the SWP and compiles 

planning information on supply and demand within the state.  

 

SB 221 and SB 610  

 

Signed into law on October 2001 and effective beginning January 2002, SB 221 and SB 610 

serve to ensure that certain land development in the state must be accompanied by an available 

and adequate supply of water to serve development.  Serving as companion measures, SB 610 

and SB 221 seek to promote more collaborative planning between local water suppliers and cities 

and counties.  

 

SB 221 requires the legislative body of a city, county, or local agency to include, as a condition 

in any tentative map that includes a subdivision, a requirement that a sufficient water supply 

shall be available to serve the subdivision.  A “subdivision” is defined as a proposed residential 

development of more than 500 dwelling units or one that would increase, by at least 10 percent, 

the number of service connections of a public water system having less than 5,000 connections.  

“Sufficient water supply” is defined as the total water supplies available during normal, single-

dry, and multiple-dry years within a 20-year projection that will meet the projected demand of a 

proposed subdivision.  SB 221 ensures that collaboration on finding the needed water supplies to 

serve a new large subdivision occurs before construction begins.  

 

SB 610 requires additional factors to be considered in the preparation of urban water 

management plans and water supply assessments.  SB 610 requires all urban water suppliers to 

prepare, adopt, and update an urban water management plan that, essentially, forecasts water 

demands and supplies within a certain service territory.  In addition, water assessments must be 

furnished to local governments for inclusion in any environmental documentation for certain 

projects (as defined in Water Code 10912(a)) subject to the California Environmental Quality 

Act.  Water Code 10912(a) states:    
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10912. For the purpose of this part, the following terms have the following meanings: 

(a) "Project means any of the following: 

(1) A proposed residential development of more than 500 dwelling units. 

(2) A proposed shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 

persons or having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space. 

(3) A proposed commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons or 

having more than 250,000 square feet of floor space. 

(4) A proposed hotel or motel, or both, having more than 500 rooms. 

(5) A proposed industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park 

planned to house more than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or 

having more than 650,000 square feet of floor area. 

(6) A mixed-use project that includes one or more of the projects specified in this 

subdivision. 

(7) A project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater than, 

the amount of water required by a 500 dwelling unit project. 

 

Because the project proposes more than 500 dwelling units (994 units), the project is required to 

prepare a Water Supply Assessment. 

 

Urban Water Management Planning Act  

 

The Urban Water Management Planning Act was developed due to concerns for potential water 

supply shortages throughout the California.  It requires information on water supply reliability 

and water use efficiency measures.  Urban water suppliers are required, as part of the Act, to 

develop and implement Urban Water Management Plans to describe their efforts to promote 

efficient use and management of water resources.  The City of Ontario adopted the 2010 Urban 

Water Management Plan on June 21, 2011 as required by law.    

 

Water Conservation Projects Act  

 

The California’s requirements for water conservation are codified in the Water Conservation 

Projects Act of 1985 (Water Code Sections 11950–11954), as reflected below:  

 

11952. (a) It is then intent of the Legislature in enacting this chapter to encourage local 

agencies and private enterprise to implement potential water conservation and reclamation 

projects…  

 

On April 1, 2015, in response to extended statewide drought conditions, Governor Brown issued 

an Executive Order (B-29-15) that required the State Water Resources Control Board to adopt 

statewide mandatory water conservation requirements to reduce urban potable water usage 

through February 2016.  As required, the State Board adopted emergency water conservation 

regulations on May 5, 2015 that are in effect until February 13, 2016.  The City of Ontario is 

prepared to meet the new emergency conservation standards employing existing and additional 

measures as needed and allowed with its current Urban Water Management Plan and Water 

Conservation Ordinance that describe specific actions to be taken to allow the City to adequately 
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respond to the current drought conditions.  The City of Ontario has a policy to reduce water 

consumption city-wide by 15%.  

Water Recycling Act 

 

Enacted in 1991, the Water Recycling Act established water recycling as a priority in California.  

The Act encourages municipal wastewater treatment districts to implement recycling programs 

to reduce local water demands.  

 

Local  

 

City of Ontario  

 

City Wells: 

 

The City currently (2015) owns and operates 27 wells, 24 of which are active. Three wells (9, 11, 

and 15) are currently inactive. In addition to the nine (9) new wells proposed in the City’s 2010 

Water Master Plan, the City has also prepared a long range replacement plan for older wells that 

lose production and for wells that may have water quality concerns in the future. 

 

Recycled Water: 

 

The City of Ontario has been using recycled water produced by Inland Empire Utilities Agency 

(IEUA) since 1972.  Recycled water was first used at the Whispering Lakes Golf Course and 

Westwind Park.   

 

The City of Ontario prepared a Recycled Water Master Plan in 2006. The 2006 Master Plan was 

fully coordinated with IEUA’s recycled water planning efforts.  The existing recycled water 

delivery to the City is for irrigation and industrial purposes.   

 

AB 939—California Integrated Waste Management Act  

 

In 1989, the Legislature adopted the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989.  The 

Act requires that each county prepare a new Integrated Waste Management Plan.  The Plan was 

required to include a Source Reduction and Recycling Element prepared by each city within the 

state by July 1, 1991.  Each source reduction element included a schedule providing for source 

reduction, recycling, or composting of 25 percent of solid waste in the jurisdiction by January 1, 

1995, and 50 percent by January 1, 2000.  SB 2202 (Senate Environmental Quality Committee 

2000) made a number of changes to the municipal solid waste diversion requirements under the 

Integrated Waste Management Act.  These changes included a revision to the statutory 

requirement for 50 percent diversion of solid waste to clarify that local government shall 

continue to divert 50 percent of all solid waste on and after January 1, 2000.  
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Applicable TOP Policies  

 

The Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan must be consistent with applicable policies established 

under The Ontario Plan.  The applicable TOP goal and policies for water and wastewater 

conservation include the following:  

 

Goals 

 

ER1 

A reliable and cost effective system that permits the City to manage its diverse water resources 

and needs. 

 

Policies 

 

ER1-1 

Local Water Supply.  We increase local water supplies to reduce our dependence on imported 

water. 

 

ER1-2 

Matching Supply to Use.  We match water supply and quality to the appropriate use. 

 

ER1-3 

Conservation.  We require conservation strategies that reduce water usage. 

 

ER1-4 

Supply-Demand Balance.  We require that available water supply and demands be balanced. 

 

ER1-5 

Groundwater Management.  We protect groundwater quality by incorporating strategies that 

prevent pollution, require remediation where necessary, capture and treat urban run-off, and 

recharge the aquifer. 

 

ER1-8 

Wastewater Management.  We require the management of wastewater discharge and collection 

consistent with waste discharge requirements adopted by the Regional Water Quality Control 

Board. 

 

3.15.3 Thresholds of Significance  

 

The following thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.  For 

purposes of this EIR, implementation of the proposed project may have a significant adverse 

impact on Utilities and Service Systems if it would result in any of the following:  

 

 Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality 

Control Board.  
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 Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or 

expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 

environmental effects.  

 

 Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements 

and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?   

 

 Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that 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.  

 

 Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s 

solid waste disposal needs. 

 

 Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.  

 

3.15.4 Project Impacts  

 

Impact UTIL-1 Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the Santa Ana Regional Water 

Quality Control Board. This impact is considered less than significant.  

 

The project will not exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the Santa Ana Regional 

Water Quality Control Board.  The project will comply with all provisions of wastewater 

permits, as required, for all wastewater discharge.  Through compliance with the City’s 

wastewater discharge permit, which is administered subject to the requirements and limitations 

of the NPDES program and enforced by the RWQCB, it can be assumed that the proposed 

project would not exceed the Board’s wastewater treatment requirements.  As a result, the 

wastewater treatment requirements of the project would be less than significant.   

 

Impact UTIL- 2 Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment 

facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could 

cause significant environmental effects. This impact is considered less than 

significant. 

 

Water Facilities 

 

The project would require the construction of new domestic water mains, including water master 

plan facilities, to provide a loop water system.  The project proposed water master plan facilities 

include 18-inch Ontario Plan water mains in Chino Avenue and Vineyard Avenue adjacent to the 

site.  The project developer will also construct a 12-inch water main in Hellman Avenue from the 

existing 12-inch water main in East Riverside Drive south to Chino Avenue.  In addition, the 

project developer will construct a network of 8-inch and 12-inch water lines within the local 

streets of each planning area.   

 

The Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan will comply with City Ordinance 2689 and make use of 

recycled water to maximize the use of recycled water to irrigate parks, street landscaping, 
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recreational trails, private pocket parks, and Home Owners Association (HOA) maintained 

common areas.  The source of the recycled water for the project is IEUA’s RP-1 outfall line 

located in Carpenter Avenue.  The reclaimed water facilities required for the project will be 

constructed by the project developer as part of the City of Ontario Recycled Water Master Plan.   

 

The Water Supply Assessment prepared for the project states that the City has an adequate future 

water supply to serve the project.  In addition, the use of recycled (non-potable) water to irrigate 

parks, street landscaping, private pocket parks and other open space will reduce future needs for 

potable water supplies.  As such, impacts related to the increased demand for potable water by 

the project are less than significant and no mitigation is required.  

 

Wastewater Facilities 

 

The RP-5 wastewater treatment plant has adequate capacity to treat the wastewater generated by 

the project.  The RP-5 treatment plant has a capacity of 15 mgd with a current flow of 8 mgd.  

Thus, the plant has adequate capacity to treat the wastewater generated by the project.
49

  

 

Because the existing uses on the site are not served by an existing public system for wastewater 

collection, treatment, and disposal the project will require the construction of a public 

wastewater collection system.  A series of 8-inch, 10-inch and 12-inch sewer mains are proposed 

to serve the residential development within Armstrong Ranch.  Wastewater from the site will be 

served by the existing 42-inch RP-1 Sewer Bypass line in Hellman Avenue that extends from 

Riverside Drive to Chino Avenue.  This trunk line will collect project wastewater and be 

conveyed through a system of gravity sewers and eventually conveyed to the Kimball Interceptor 

and treated at the RP-5 treatment plant.  The 42-inch sewer line in Hellman has a capacity of 43 

mgd with adequate capacity to serve the project.  The wastewater generated by the project would 

not exceed the design capacity of the master plan wastewater collection facilities that will 

transport wastewater from the site to the RP-5 wastewater treatment plant.  Project wastewater 

will not impact the RP-5 treatment plant with a current volume of 8 mgd and capacity of 15 mgd.   

 

Impact UTIL- 3 Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 

entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?  This 

impact is considered less than significant. 

 

The project is estimated to consume approximately 606 acre feet of water per year as shown in in 

Table 3.15-1.  The project’s estimated 606 acre feet per year of potable water demand is 

accounted for in the City’s adopted 2010 Urban Water Management Plan 2035 estimate of 

67,916 acre feet of water consumed in 2035.  The projects 606 acre feet of water represents less 

than one percent of the total estimated water consumed in 2035.      
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 Liza Munoz, Inland Empire Utilities Agency, letter dated January 12, 2016. 
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Table 3.15-1 

Estimated Armstrong Ranch Water Consumption  

 

Land Use No. of Units Unit Water Use Daily Water 

Demand (gpd) 

Low Density 

Residential 

994 544 gpd/unit 540,736 

Total Annual Demand 540,636 gallons/day 

or 606 acre-

feet/year
50

 

 

Based on the WSA prepared for the project, the future water supplies that are available to the 

City during normal, single dry, and multiple dry water years during a 20-year project are 

sufficient to meet the project water demand of the project in addition to the City existing and 

planned future uses, including agricultural and manufacturing uses.  The water consumption 

impacts of the project will be less than significant because the City has an adequate long-term 

supply of water to serve the project.      

 

Impact UTIL 4 Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that 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.  This 

impact is considered less than significant. 

 

IEUA’s RP-5 wastewater treatment plant has adequate capacity to serve the project without any 

significant capacity impacts.
51

  The project will not have any significant wastewater treatment 

plant capacity impacts. 

 

Impact UTIL 5    Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the 

project’s solid waste disposal needs.  This impact is considered less than 

significant. 

 

The project would generate solid waste during demolition, construction, and the operational life 

of the project.  Solid waste such as lumber, concrete, scrap metal, and construction debris would 

be generated during the demolition of the existing structures and site improvements and 

construction of the proposed uses.  The solid waste generated during the life of the project would 

include urban type solid waste such as paper, glass, metal containers, cardboard, lumber, 

household trash, etc.  A portion of this refuse stream will be recycled as required by State law 

(AB 939) to reduce the quantity of waste hauled to local landfills.  

 

For project operation, generation rates were employed to calculate the proposed project’s solid 

waste production per year.  Table 3.15-2 presents this information.  
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 Armstrong Ranch Water Supply Assessment, August 24, 2015, Webb Associates, Table 1-2, page 1-14.  
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 Liza Munoz, Inland Empire Utilities Agency, letter dated January 12, 2016. 
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Table 3.15-2  

Estimated Armstrong Ranch Solid Waste Generation 

 

Type of Use Generation Rate 
No. of 

Households 

Tons Generated per 

Year 

Residential 
12.23 pounds 

/household/day
52

 
994 2,219 

Existing Landfill Capacity   184,930,000 tons 

 

The existing permitted capacity of the El Sobrante Landfill is 10,000 tpd and has a remaining 

capacity of approximately 184,930,000 tons.  The 6 tons per day of solid waste generated by the 

project upon buildout represent less than 0.06 percent of the daily tonnage that is hauled to the 

landfill.    

 

The Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan will be required to recycle urban waste in compliance with 

AB 939.  As such, the solid waste impacts of the project will be less than significant. 

 

Impact UTIL-6 The project would comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations 

related to solid waste.  This is considered no impact.  

 

AB939 is a state statute related to reducing solid waste disposal by 50 percent by the start of 

2000 and preparation of a solid waste reduction plan to reduce the amount of solid waste 

disposed at the landfills and the City is responsible to meet this goal.   

 

In an effort towards assisting the city to comply with AB 939, the additional solid waste 

generated during construction and operation of the project would need to include provisions for 

recycling.  As required by Title 6, Chapter 3 of the Ontario Municipal Code, the City must 

comply with State law to reduce solid waste generation, promote reuse and require solid waste 

collection for recycling and composting.  As such, the City will require the project to reduce 

solid waste generation and recycle materials as much as feasible to reduce solid waste.  Because 

the project will be required by the City to recycle, the project will not have a significant impact 

to any federal, state or local statues or regulations related to solid waste.   

 

3.15.5 Cumulative Impacts  

 

Water  

 

A Water Supply Assessment was prepared for the project and determined the City has an 

adequate water supply to serve the long-term water needs of the project.  The adopted Ontario 

2010 Urban Water Management Plan accounted for the development of the cumulative projects 

in the City of Ontario.  The water supply assessment took into account the proposed project as 

well as other planned future development in Ontario and determined that city’s water supply is 
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 City of Ontario 2003 Base Year Report.  Generation rate is based on 16.67 pounds/person/day, which includes 

residential and commercial generation.  Residential is 22.79% and commercial 77.21% of this rate.  Therefore, the 

residential generation rate is 3.8 pounds/person/day and commercial is 12.87 pounds/person/day. 



Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan Draft EIR September 2016 
City of Ontario 3-232 

adequate to serve Ontario’s cumulative water needs to the year 2030.  As such, impacts related to 

water supply would not be cumulatively considerable.  The project would have a less than 

significant impact to water supply.  

 

Wastewater  

 

The wastewater generated by the project would not significantly impact the wastewater treatment 

capacity of the IEUA’s RP-5 treatment plant, which has more than 7 mgd of unused capacity.  

As such, this excess capacity is more than sufficient to handle the peak sewage flows of the 

project.  In addition, all discharges to the sewer from the project would be required to meet 

IEUA’s Wastewater Discharge Regulations.  Cumulative project reviews would ensure that all 

discharges to the sewer from the cumulative projects would meet IEUA’s Wastewater Discharge 

Regulations issued by the Local Regional Water Quality Control Board.  As such, impacts on 

wastewater would not be cumulatively considerable.  The project would have a less than 

significant cumulative impact.    

 

Solid Waste  

 

The City of Ontario is the exclusive hauler of all solid waste for the City and has indicated that 

capacity at El Sobrante Landfill is adequate to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal 

needs.  The solid waste that will be generated by the project and the cumulative projects in the 

City of Ontario would not significantly impact the capacity of regional landfills.  Furthermore, 

the implementation of source reduction measures, such as a recycling plan, that would be 

implemented on a project-specific basis would partially address landfill capacity issues by 

diverting additional solid waste at the source of generation.  The development associated with 

the cumulative projects within the City would not be cumulatively considerable.  The project 

would have a less than significant contribution to this effect.  

 

3.15.6 Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts  

 

Since no significant public utility impacts have been identified, no mitigation measures are 

required.  
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Chapter 4.0 Alternatives to the Proposed Project 
 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires an EIR describe a range of reasonable alternative to 

the project that could feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project while reducing significant 

project impacts.  An EIR is not required by CEQA to consider every conceivable alternative to a 

project; rather, it must consider a range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster 

informed decision-making and public participation.  In addition, an EIR should evaluate the 

comparative merits of the project alternatives.  This chapter identifies potential project 

alternatives and evaluates them consistent with CEQA Guideline Section 15126.6. 

 

As stated in this section of the guidelines, alternatives must focus on those that are reasonably 

feasible and which attain most of the basic objectives of the project.  As stated in the Armstrong 

Ranch Specific Plan (the Specific Plan), the project objectives and guiding principles are as 

follows: 

 

1. Develop a project consistent with the vision of The Ontario Plan. 

 

2. Establish a comprehensive land use plan and development standards designed to address the 

unique features of the Specific Plan area; 

 
3. Implement the City’s goals and policies as established in The Ontario Plan (TOP) for the 

Specific Plan area and establish a mechanism for the implementation of the AG/SP zoning 

designation for the Specific Plan area; 

 
4. Establish design guidelines to guide the City’s review and approval of subsequent 

development applications for residential development projects such as subdivision maps, 

development plans, landscape plans, grading plans, and building plans; and 

 
5. Provide a plan that ensures development of the Specific Plan area is accomplished in a 

uniform and cohesive manner. 

 

Each alternative must be capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of 

the proposed project.  The rationale for selecting the alternatives to be evaluated and a discussion 

of the "no project" alternative are also required, per Section 15126.6. 

 

This section of the DEIR will look at 1) a No Project Alternative that retains the existing 

agricultural use of the site, 2) Development that retains approximately one-half of the existing 

agricultural use and construction of residential units on the remaining half at a density of 5 

units/acre.    

 

Rationale for Alternative Selection 

 

Pursuant to CEQA 15126.6(a), each alternative must in some way avoid or substantially lessen 

one or more of the significant effects created by the proposed project and meet most of the basic 

project objectives, as listed above.  Since this Specific Plan and DEIR are being prepared as a 

direct response to the implementation requirements of TOP, land use designations and policies of 

TOP have been considered in the analysis of the alternatives.  Land uses proposed for the 
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Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan include a range of high and low density residential with an 

overall density of 5 units/acre, an elementary school, and greenbelts and parks. 

 

The direct significant environmental effects that result from the development of the proposed 

Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan are the overall loss of designated farmland and air quality 

impacts.  Cumulatively, the project contributes to the loss of agricultural land, increased traffic  

and impacts to air quality and noise.  Thus, alternatives that reduce traffic and thereby reduce air 

quality and noise impacts may be appropriate for consideration.  An alternative that requires less 

developed land (e.g., higher densities) so that agricultural land can be retained on the site was 

determined to be feasible since local agriculture, such as row crop farming, remains 

economically viable.  While land retained in agricultural uses could perpetuate the existing water 

quality violations of Cucamonga Creek Channel, Prado Area, and the Santa Ana River, which 

are currently in violation of water quality standards, the removal of the now vacant dairy farms 

would have a positive impact to the water quality of these water courses because dairy farm 

activities were a significant contributor to the past and current water quality violations.  The 

elimination of the dairies and continued non-dairy agricultural activities could improve water 

quality of Cucamonga Creek Channel, Prado Area and Santa Ana River .  

 

It is required under CEQA that alternative site(s) be evaluated if any feasible sites exist where 

significant impacts can be lessened.  The project as proposed is anticipated to result in 

unavoidable adverse impacts related to the loss of agricultural soils and degraded air quality.  

Given the nature of the proposed Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan, an alternative location within 

the Ontario Ranch will not alleviate agricultural and air quality impacts.  Considering the 199-

acre site, alternative land in the project vicinity would in all likelihood involve agricultural soils 

and property used or designated for agricultural purposes, thereby still resulting in an overall loss 

of farmland.  Therefore, the analysis of an alternative site in the Ontario Ranch is not considered 

viable because it will not provide avoidance or mitigation of significant impacts resulting from 

the project.  

 

Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (3), the "No Project" alternative could take two forms, no 

change from the existing uses or development into already approved land uses.  The project 

meets the approved land uses for the site by TOP.  For this reason, and because the project and 

the other alternatives address potential impacts associated with development, the No Project 

alternative will address continued agricultural use of the site. 

 

Description of Alternatives  
 

Alternative 1 - No Project, Continued Agricultural Use of the Site  

 

The project site is currently in agricultural use including vacant dairies that total approximately 

125 acres, a 9-acre horse farm, approximately 40-acres of field crops and approximately 25 acres 

of vacant land and a trucking company.  The No Project alternative assumes the continued 

agricultural use of the site for an indefinite period of time.  All of the dairies on the site have 

ceased operations and are currently vacant.  Thus the land that was once devoted to dairies would 

convert to some other agricultural use for the purposes of this alternative.   
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Alternative 2 – Continued Agricultural Use and Residential Development Consistent with TOP 

 

Development of the site consistent with TOP would develop the site with a total of 994 

residential units as allowed by TOP, or 944 residential units and a 10-acre elementary school, 

parks, trails, and open space.  This project alternative represents a 50 percent reduction in the 

number of units proposed for the site by the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan.     

 

Alternative 3 – Reduced Density 

 

This project alternative evaluates the potential for reduced environmental impacts associated 

with a reduction in the number of residential units developed by the project by approximately 25 

percent.  The project proposes a development of 994 units without an elementary school and 944 

units with the development of an elementary school.  Therefore, this alternative considers the 

potential development of 745 residential units without an elementary school and 695 units with 

an elementary school. 

 

Evaluation of Alternatives  
 

4.1 Alternative 1 - No Project 

 

The No Project Alternative would allow the existing agricultural uses on the site to continue well 

into the future.  As a result, there would not be an increase in traffic, air emissions, noise, 

increased demand for public services and utilities, etc. as associated with the proposed project.  

Thus, the subsequent impacts would not occur, including unavoidable adverse farmland and air 

quality.  Conversely, project required improvements such as street widening, street 

improvements, installation of traffic signals, the construction of infrastructure improvements 

such as storm drains, water lines, and sewer mains, would not be constructed by the project 

developer.  The construction by the project of master plan infrastructure facilities such as new 

sewer lines, water lines, and storm drains that are vital to serve not only the proposed project, but 

other development within the Ontario Ranch as well would not be constructed.  Preventing the 

construction of these infrastructure improvements by the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan project 

would impact other development in the Ontario Ranch that requires their construction.   

 

This alternative would maintain the existing agricultural uses that presently exist.  It is 

speculative to determine the longevity of the existing agricultural uses with regards to the 

likelihood they will continue their agricultural use well into the future.  All of the dairies on the 

site have ceased operations entirely.  It is anticipated and highly likely that these dairies will find 

other uses for their property, which may include non-agricultural uses.   

 

While this alternative allows the existing agricultural uses to continue, it would also maintain 

some of the existing foraging and nesting habitat for raptors.  Perpetuation of adverse water 

quality impacts to downstream waters would continue if agricultural uses, specifically dairies, 

remain.  However, since the former dairies have ceased operations, it is unlikely that any future 

agricultural use of the site would include dairies.  Therefore, depending on the types of 

agricultural activity, the water quality of downstream water courses could improve somewhat 

with continued agricultural use, but not including dairies.  The extension of existing utilities and 

the construction of new facilities to serve the project would not be necessary.   
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This alternative would not meet the objectives of the proposed Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan 

project or TOP, which is to develop the site with residential units, parks and open space, and a 

10-acre elementary school.  While the No Project alternative would maintain some of the 

existing agricultural uses, the project site would ultimately be developed with non-agricultural 

uses as planned by TOP.     

 

4.2 Alternative 2 – Continued Agricultural Use and Residential Development Consistent with 

The Ontario Plan 

 

This alternative would develop half the site consistent with the land use designated for the site by 

TOP.  TOP allows the development of up to 994 residential units on the 199 acre site and 944 

units with the development of a 10-acre elementary school, parks, trails and open space.   

 

TOP designates the site for Residential Low Density at 2.1-5 dwelling units/acre for a maximum 

development of 994 units on a 199 acre site.  Under this project alternative, approximately 99 

acres of the site would be developed with 495 units at the same density of 5 units/acre.  A 10-

acre elementary school may or may not be proposed under this project alternative.  If a 10-acre 

elementary school is proposed, the site could be developed with 445 residential units along with 

the 10-acre elementary school.   

 

The development of 499 fewer residential units would incrementally reduce air emissions, traffic 

noise, vehicle trips, the demand for public services, consumption of utilities, generation of 

students, etc.  There would not be any significant and unavoidable adverse impacts that were 

associated with the proposed project, except the loss of farmland.  This project alternative would 

somewhat reduce farmland impacts because it would eliminate the loss of approximately 80 

acres of prime farmland.  This alternative would reduce operational VOC and NOx emissions to 

less than SCAQMD thresholds.       

 

This alternative could retain the elementary school site for the site.  However, if the school is not 

required, the 10-acre school site would be developed with 50 additional units in its place.        

 

This alternative would retain some of the pocket parks and other park and open space amenities 

proposed by the project.  Due to the loss of 499 units, it is unlikely the pedestrian bridge 

proposed to extend across the Cucamonga Creek Channel from the project site and connect with 

the Countryside Specific Plan east of Cucamonga Creek would be constructed.  The proposed 2.6 

acre Armstrong Park could be developed with this alternative, however, it may be located in a 

difference area of the site rather than the middle as proposed.  This alternative would eliminate 

some of the pocket parks that are proposed throughout the site by the proposed project and 

prevent any benefit to the community that would be provided by the location and number of 

pocket parks.   

 

The proposed project exceeds air quality standards for VOC and NOX.  Under this project 

alternative, a 50 percent reduction in density would reduce these pollutants to less than 

significant levels and less than emission thresholds.  There would be a reduction in short-term 

(construction) air quality impacts by this alternative because there would be up to 499 fewer 

residential units constructed.    
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Other impacts that would be reduced accordingly by this alternative include traffic noise, 

generation of students, solid waste, and wastewater, and a reduced consumption of utilities such 

as electricity, natural gas, etc.  This alternative would not totally reduce or prevent the loss of 

agricultural land or prime soil because this project alternative would still result in the 

development of approximately 99 acres, thereby resulting in the loss of some agricultural uses on 

the site.  The conversion of agricultural land and prime farmland to urban use would occur, but 

approximately 80 acres of prime farmland would be preserved and not developed.  Thus, the 

impact of the project on agriculture would improve with this project alternative.   

 

This alternative would meet the project objectives of providing housing for the area even though 

the project would have 499 fewer units.   

 

4.3 Alternative 3 – Reduced Density 

 

The development of 249 fewer residential units would incrementally reduce air emissions, traffic 

noise, vehicle trips, the demand for public services, consumption of utilities, generation of 

students, etc.  There would not be any significant and unavoidable adverse impacts that were 

associated with the proposed project, except the loss of farmland.  This alternative would reduce 

operational VOC and NOx emissions to less than SCAQMD thresholds.       

 

This alternative could retain the elementary school site for the site.  However, if the school is not 

required, the 10-acre school site would be developed with 50 additional units in its place.        

 

This alternative would retain some of the pocket parks and other park and open space amenities 

proposed by the project.  Due to the loss of 249 units, it is unlikely the pedestrian bridge 

proposed to extend across the Cucamonga Creek Channel from the project site and connect with 

the Countryside Specific Plan east of Cucamonga Creek would be constructed.  The proposed 2.6 

acre Armstrong Park could be developed with this alternative, however, it may be located in a 

difference area of the site rather than the middle as proposed.  This alternative would eliminate 

some of the pocket parks that are proposed throughout the site by the proposed project and 

prevent any benefit to the community that would be provided by the location and number of 

pocket parks.   

 

The proposed project exceeds air quality standards for VOC and NOX.  Under this project 

alternative, a 25 percent reduction in density would reduce these pollutants to less than 

significant levels and less than emission thresholds.  There would be a reduction in short-term 

(construction) air quality impacts by this alternative because there would be 249 fewer 

residential units constructed.    

 

Other impacts that would be reduced accordingly by this alternative include traffic noise, 

generation of students, solid waste, and wastewater, and a reduced consumption of utilities such 

as electricity, natural gas, etc.     

 

This alternative would meet the project objectives of providing housing for the area even though 

the project would have 249 fewer units.   
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The matrix approach to comparing the above-described alternatives is used for ease of directly 

comparing the proposed project's significant effects with those of the alternatives, per CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15126.6 (d).  Table 4-1 identifies the areas of potential environmental effects 

per CEQA and ranks each alternative as better, different, the same, or worse than the proposed 

project with respect to each area of potential impacts. 
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Table 4-1 Comparison of Alternatives Matrix 
 

Environmental Issue Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan 
Alternative 1 

No Project Alternative 

Alternative 2 

Existing Agriculture and Reduced 

Development Alternative 

Alternative 3 

Reduced Density 

Aesthetics Less than significant impact. Better – Project site would remain 

in agricultural use. 

Better – Half of site would remain in 

agricultural use, other half in residential. 

Better – Project site would 

have 249 fewer units with 

less density and more open 

space. 

Agricultural 

Resources 

Significant – Loss of 180 acres of Prime 

Farmland. 

Better – Project site would remain 

in agricultural use. 

Better - Loss of 100 acres of Prime 

Farmland 

Same – Significant, loss of 

180 acres of Prime 

Farmland 

Air Quality Significant even with mitigation 

measures; exceeds standards for VOC 

and NOx.   

Better – Project would remain in 

agricultural use, air emission 

thresholds would not be exceeded.  

Better - reduction of air emissions by 

approximately 50%.  Thresholds would not 

be exceeded for operational VOC and NOX 

emissions.   

Better – reduction of air 

emissions by approximately 

25%.  Thresholds would not 

be exceeded for operational 

VOC and NOX emissions. 

Biology Less than significant impact with 

mitigation incorporated. 

Better - No loss of habitat. Same - Less than significant impact with 

mitigation incorporated. 

Same – Less than 

significant impact with 

mitigation incorporated. 

Cultural Resources Less than significant impact with 

mitigation incorporated. 

Same or worse - Project site would 

remain in agricultural use, which 

has no requirement to preserve 

existing resources, but excavation 

is typically surficial.  

Same - Less than significant impact with 

mitigation incorporated. 

Same – Less than 

significant impact with 

mitigation incorporated. 

Geology and Soils Less than significant impact. Better – Existing soils would not 

be disturbed, geotechnical issues 

such as earthquakes would not 

effect large number of future 

residents 

Same - Less than significant impact. Same – Less than 

significant impact. 

Greenhouse Gas Less than significant impact with 

mitigation incorporated.  

Better – no new or increased 

greenhouse gas emissions would be 

generated.  

Better – fewer greenhouse gas emissions 

would be generated due to fewer residential 

units. 

Better – fewer greenhouse 

gas emissions due to 249 

fewer units. 

Hazards and 

Hazardous Materials 

Less than significant impact with 

mitigation incorporated. 

Same or worse – Continued use of 

hazardous materials as part of 

agricultural operations, including 

fuel, pesticides, and herbicides, and 

continued exposure of existing 

hazards that could impact soil or 

groundwater to greater levels. 

Same – Less than significant with 

mitigation incorporated. 

Same – Less than 

significant impact with 

mitigation incorporated. 

Hydrology/Water 

Quality 

Less than significant impact. Worse – Runoff from agricultural 

land is a problem for receiving 

waters causing continuation of 

Same - Less than significant project-

specific effects with mitigation 

incorporated.  

Same – Less than 

significant impact. 
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elevated levels of pollutants. 

Land Use No impact. Same – existing land uses would 

continue  

Same – No impact. Same – no impact. 

Noise Less than significant impact with 

mitigation incorporated.  

Better - Existing noise levels would 

continue. No construction noise 

and project residents not exposed 

to over-standard ambient levels. 

Better - Less than significant impact with 

mitigation incorporated. Ambient noise 

levels would be reduced due to less project 

generated vehicle noise.  

Better - Less than 

significant impact with 

mitigation incorporated. 

Ambient noise levels would 

be reduced due to less 

project generated vehicle 

noise.  

Traffic Less than significant impact.  Better - Existing traffic levels from 

the project site would be 

maintained. 

Better - Less than significant impact, but 

less project traffic due to fewer residential 

units.   

Better - Less than 

significant impact, but less 

project traffic due to fewer 

residential units.   

Utilities and Service 

Systems 

Less than significant impact. Better – No Master Plan and in-

tract utilities would be required.  

No increase in demand for public 

services and utilities. 

Better - Less than significant impact.  

Master Plan and in-tract utilities still 

required.  Less demand for public services 

and utilities.   

Better - Less than 

significant impact.  Master 

Plan and in-tract utilities 

still required.  Less demand 

for public services and 

utilities.   

Environmentally 

Superior to Proposed 

Project? 

N/A Yes – but not without 

environmental impacts, which are 

similar or worse than the proposed 

project with respect to 

hazards/hazardous materials and 

water quality. 

No Yes 

Meets Project 

Objectives? 

Yes No Yes Yes 

Meets TOP 

Objective? 

Yes No Different No 
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Environmentally Superior Alternative 

 

The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)(2), requires the identification of the environmentally 

superior alternative.  Of the alternatives evaluated above, the No Project alternative is an 

environmentally superior alternative with respect to reducing impacts created by the proposed 

project through retaining agricultural soils and prime farmland, reducing air quality impacts, 

reducing the need for public services and utilities, etc.  However, potentially significant on and 

off-site water quality, hydrology, and hazardous materials impacts caused by existing and former 

agricultural uses on the site will continue to be perpetuated with the No Project alternative.   

 

The CEQA Guidelines also require the identification of another environmentally superior 

alternative if the No Project alternative is the environmentally superior alternative.  Of the two 

project alternatives, Alternative 2 is environmentally superior to the proposed project when 

looked at as an isolated project.  This alternative would reduce the number of automobile trips 

thereby resulting in a commensurate reduction to project-generated air quality emissions and 

traffic noise.  A reduced residential density would reduce air emissions and the incremental 

reduction in VOC and NOX and reduce the overall air emissions of the project below adopted 

thresholds.  Thus, project air emissions would be reduced to less than adopted operational air 

emission thresholds with the reduced density under this alternative.  The reduction is sufficient to 

reduce long-term VOC and NOX emissions below a significant level.  Other air emissions would 

also be incrementally reduced even though other emissions generated by the proposed project are 

below and do not exceed air emission thresholds.   Air quality would improve with this project 

alternative and a Statement of Overriding Consideration would not be required for air quality 

emissions.    

 

In this case, the No Project is the superior project alternative because the other project alternative 

would continue to have unavoidable adverse agricultural emission impacts similar to the 

proposed project.  

 

Pursuant to and in compliance with CEQA Guideline §15126.6, if the No Project alternative is 

the Superior Alternative then an alternative other than the No Project must be identified.  In this 

case, Alternative 2 – Continued Agricultural Use and Residential Development Consistent with 

The Ontario Plan is the Environmentally Superior Alternative to the proposed Armstrong Ranch 

Specific Plan.  This alternative results in an incremental reduction of and fewer impacts, 

including the retention of approximately 80 acres of 180 acres of prime farmland on the site.     
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Chapter 5  OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS  
 

Section 15126 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that the EIR include a discussion of 

significant environmental effects of the proposed project; significant environmental effects 

which cannot be avoided if the proposed project is implemented; significant irreversible changes 

that would be involved in the proposed project should it be implemented; and growth-inducing 

impacts of the proposed project. Cumulative impacts are discussed under each environmental 

issue area in Chapter 3 (Environmental Analysis).  

 

5.1  SIGNIFICANT, IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES  

 

The development of the Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan entails the commitment of energy and 

human resources.  This commitment of energy, personnel, and building materials would be 

commensurate with that of other residential projects of similar magnitude within the NMC.  

Manpower would also be committed to the construction of buildings and infrastructure necessary 

to support the new development.  

 

Ongoing maintenance of the project site would entail a long-term commitment of energy 

resources in the form of natural gas and electricity.  Long-term impacts would also result from an 

incremental increase in vehicular traffic, and the associated air pollutant and noise emissions.  

This commitment of energy resources would be a long-term commitment because returning the 

land to its original condition once developed would be infeasible.  However the impacts of 

increased energy usage would not be considered significant adverse environmental impacts as 

discussed in Section 3.11 (Public Services).  

 

5.2  SIGNIFICANT, UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS  

 

Significant, unavoidable adverse impacts that would result from the project include:  

 

Impact AG-1  The proposed project would result in the conversion of Prime Farmland to 

nonagricultural uses.  

 

Impact AG 5  The project would involve other changes in the existing environment that 

would result in the conversion of Farmland to nonagricultural use.  

 

Impact AQ 2  Daily operation of the project would generate emissions that exceed 

SCAQMD thresholds.  

 

Impact AQ 3  The project would generate emissions that exceed SCAQMD thresholds and 

have a cumulative impact.  

 

5.3  GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS  
 

This section discuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population 

growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding 

environment.  Growth-inducing impacts are caused by those characteristics of a project that tend 
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to foster or encourage population and/or economic growth.  Inducements to growth include the 

generation of construction and permanent employment opportunities in the support sector of the 

economy.  A project could also induce growth by lowering or removing barriers to growth or by 

creating an amenity that attracts new population or economic activity.  The project could result in 

the following types of growth-inducement:  

 

1. extension of public facilities, such as electrical lines, natural gas lines, sewers, storm 

drains, and water lines;  

2. the creation of short-term employment opportunities; and  

3. increased population.  

 

5.3.1  Extension of Public Facilities  
 

The project would require upgrades of existing roads within the site, and the extension of sewer 

lines, water lines, natural gas lines, and electrical lines that would be required to serve the project 

site.  The site currently has limited infrastructure due to existing agricultural and dairy farm uses 

on-site.  Public utility improvements would be completed in accordance with and consistent with 

infrastructure master plans developed for the New Model Colony to serve its ultimate buildout.  

Consequently, some of the roads and utilities that are required to serve the Armstrong Ranch 

Specific Plan would also serve future development in the NMC area.  Subsequent future 

development has been envisioned and considered on a programmatic level in The Ontario Plan 

EIR.  Thus, upgrades to roads and the extension of public utilities would not serve development 

beyond the scope of that already planned for the NMC.  However, because the project would 

result in upgrades and the extension of public facilities into areas not currently served by such 

facilities and would facilitate future development in the area, the project is considered growth 

inducing.  

 

5.3.2  Employment Generation  

 

The project would generate some short-term, construction-related employment opportunities.  

The construction phases of the project would require a limited labor force during the relatively 

short-term construction period.  Given the supply of construction workers in the local work 

force, it is likely that construction workers would come from the local area and within the Inland 

Empire.  Due to the availability of local construction workers, the project would not be 

considered growth inducing from a short-term employment perspective.   

 

 

5.3.3  Population Growth  

 

The project proposes the development 944 residential units and 994 units if the proposed 

elementary school is not constructed.  Given the average household size of 3.7 persons per 

household (California Department of Finance 2015), the project is estimated to generate 

approximately 3,493 if the school is constructed and 3,678 if the school is not constructed.  The 

residents that would be generated by the project are consistent with the number of people 

planned for the project site by TOP and the population growth envisioned for Ontario by the 
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Southern California Association of Governments.  Therefore, the project would induce 

population growth because the growth has been planned for at the local and regional levels.  

 

5.4  EFFECTS NOT FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT  

 

The Initial Study, which is included as Appendix A to this EIR, determined that several 

environmental impacts were not found significant within the areas of incompatible land use and 

mineral resources.  Please refer to Appendix A (Notice of Preparation/Initial Study) for a 

detailed explanation of the reasons these effects were not found to be significant. 

 

5.5  ENERGY CONSERVATION 

 

ENERGY 

 

Section 21100(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR include a detailed statement 

setting forth mitigation measures proposed to minimize a project’s significant effects on the 

environment, including, but not limited to, measures to reduce the wasteful, inefficient, and 

unnecessary consumption of energy.  Appendix F of the State CEQA Guidelines states that, in 

order to ensure that energy implications are considered in project decisions, the potential energy 

implications of a project shall be considered in an EIR, to the extent relevant and applicable to 

the project.  Appendix F further states that a project’s energy consumption and proposed 

conservation measures may be addressed, as relevant and applicable, in the Project Description, 

Environmental Setting and Impact Analysis portions of technical sections, as well as through 

mitigation measures and alternatives. 

 

In accordance with Appendix F of the State CEQA Guidelines, this Draft EIR includes relevant 

information and analyses that address the energy implications of the Project.  This section 

represents a summary of the Project’s anticipated energy needs, impacts, and conservation 

measures.  Information found herein, as well as other aspects of the Project’s energy  

implications, are discussed in greater detail elsewhere in this Draft EIR, including in Chapter 2, 

Project Description, and Sections 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and 4.14, 

Traffic/Transportation, of this Draft EIR. 

 

Construction-Related Energy Consumption  

 

Estimated Energy Consumption 

 

As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Project would be completed 

in 2021, a four year construction period.  The grading of the site, construction of all required 

utilities, paving, and the building construction phases would last for approximately four years, or 

48 months.   

 

Heavy-duty construction equipment associated with grading, the construction of utilities, paving, 

and building construction would include, excavators, graders, tractors/loaders/backhoes, dozers, 

scrapers, air compressors, cranes, forklifts, generators, pumps, welders, rollers, trenchers and 

pavers.  The majority of the equipment would likely be diesel-fueled; however, smaller 
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equipment, such as air compressors and forklifts may be electric, gas, or natural gas-fueled.  For 

the purposes of this assessment, it is assumed equipment would be diesel-fueled, due to the 

speculative nature of specifying the amounts and types of non-diesel equipment that might be 

used, and the difficulties in calculating the energy which would be consumed by this non-diesel 

equipment.   

 

In 2014, the latest year available, California consumed a total of 343,568 thousand barrels of 

gasoline for transportation.
1
  For diesel, California consumed a total of 79,756 thousand barrels 

for transportation.
2
  Thus, approximately 81 percent of transportation fuel was gasoline and 19 

percent of transportation fuel was diesel. 

 

The number of construction workers that would be required would vary based on the phase of 

construction and activity taking place. The transportation fuel required by construction workers 

to travel to and from the site would depend on the total number of worker trips estimated for the 

duration of construction activity.  A 2007 study by the California Department of Transportation 

(Caltrans) estimates the statewide average fuel economy for all vehicle types (automobiles, 

trucks, and motorcycles) for 2015 is 18.7 miles per gallon.
3
  Assuming construction worker 

vehicles have an average fuel economy consistent with the Caltrans study and assuming the 

gasoline to diesel ratio is similar to the data provided above, based on the maximum projected 

number of 100 workers on-site during each phase, the project is estimated to consume 

approximately 91,523 gallons of gasoline and 21,469 gallons of diesel fuel for construction 

worker trips.
4
  The fuel used by construction workers commuting to the site represents less than 

0.5 percent of the statewide gasoline consumption and 0.5 percent of the statewide diesel 

consumption. 

 

Construction equipment fuels (e.g., diesel, gasoline, natural gas) would be provided by local or 

regional suppliers and vendors.  Electricity would be supplied by the local utility provider (e.g., 

Southern California Edison) via existing connections.  A temporary water supply, primarily for 

fugitive dust suppression and street sweeping, would also be supplied by the local provider (e.g., 

City of Ontario). 

 

Electricity used during construction to provide temporary power for lighting and electronic 

equipment (e.g., computers, etc.) inside temporary construction trailers and for outdoor lighting 

when necessary for general construction activity would generally not result in a substantial 

                                                 
1
 U.S. Energy Information Administration, Table F3: Motor Gasoline Consumption, Price, and Expenditure 

Estimates, 2014,  

http://www.eia.gov/state/seds/data.cfm?incfile=/state/seds/sep_fuel/html/fuel_mg.html&sid=US.Accessed July 

2014. 
2
 U.S. Energy Information Administration, Table F3: Motor Gasoline Consumption, Price, and Expenditure 

Estimates, 2012, 

http://www.eia.gov/state/seds/data.cfm?incfile=/state/seds/sep_fuel/html/fuel_use_df.html&sid=US.Accessed July 

2014. 
3
 2007 California Motor Vehicle Stock, Travel and Fuel Forecast, California Department of Transportation, Table 1, 

(2008). 
4
 Fuel consumption is estimated based on fuel consumption factors in the EMFAC2011 on-road vehicle emissions 

model for heavy-heavy-duty construction trucks and trip distances in the California Emissions Estimator Model 

(CalEEMod). 

http://www.eia.gov/state/seds/data.cfm?incfile=/state/seds/sep_fuel/html/fuel_mg.html&sid=US.Accessed
http://www.eia.gov/state/seds/data.cfm?incfile=/state/seds/sep_fuel/html/fuel_use_df.html&sid=US
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increase in on-site electricity use.  Electricity use during construction would be variable 

depending on lighting needs and the use of electric-powered equipment and would be temporary 

for the duration of construction activities.  Thus, electricity use during construction would 

generally be considered negligible. 

 

Energy Conservation:  Regulatory Compliance 

 

The project would utilize construction contractors who demonstrate compliance with applicable 

California Air Resources Board (CARB) regulations governing the accelerated retrofitting, 

repowering, or replacement of heavy duty diesel on- and off-road equipment.  CARB has 

adopted an Airborne Toxic Control Measure to limit heavy-duty diesel motor vehicle idling in 

order to reduce public exposure to diesel particulate matter and other Toxic Air Contaminants.  

This measure prohibits diesel-fueled commercial vehicles greater than 10,000 pounds from idling 

for more than five minutes at any given time. CARB has also approved the Truck and Bus 

regulation (CARB Rules Division 3, Chapter 1, Section 2025, subsection (h))
5
 to reduce NOX, 

PM10, and PM2.5 emissions from existing diesel vehicles operating in California; this regulation 

will be phased in with full implementation by 2023.  In addition to limiting exhaust from idling 

trucks, CARB recently promulgated emission standards for off-road diesel construction 

equipment of greater than 25 horsepower.  The regulation aims to reduce emissions by requiring 

the installation of diesel soot filters and encouraging the retirement, replacement, or repower of 

older, dirtier engines with newer emission-controlled models.  Implementation began January 1, 

2014 and the compliance schedule requires that best available control technology turnovers or 

retrofits be fully implemented by 2023 for large and medium equipment fleets and by 2028 for 

small fleets. 

 

Compliance with the above anti-idling and emissions regulations would result in a more efficient 

use of construction-related energy and minimize or eliminate wasteful and unnecessary 

consumption of energy.  Idling restrictions and the use of newer engines and equipment would 

result in less fuel combustion and energy consumption during project construction. 

 

With respect to solid waste, the Ontario Municipal Ordinance (OMC) Sec. 6-3.602 Construction 

& Demolition Recycling Plan and the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code 

(CALGreen) require all building and demolition permit applicants to submit a Construction & 

Demolition Recycling Plan (CDRP) and Construction & Demolition Recycling Plan (CDRP) 

Summary Report.  OMC Sec. 6-3.602 and CALGreen require all construction and qualifying 

renovation and demolition projects to divert at least fifty percent (50%) of all generated waste 

materials.    

 

The project would utilize construction contractors in compliance with applicable City waste-

reduction ordinances.  Through compliance with applicable City regulations and contracting with 

approved waste haulers, the Project would achieve, at a minimum, the required 50 percent or 

more construction and demolition debris waste recycling and reuse rate. 

 

                                                 
5
 California Air Resources Board, Final Regulation Order, Amendments to the Regulation to Reduce Emissions of 

Diesel Particulate Matter, Oxides of Nitrogen and Other Criteria Pollutants from In-Use On-Road Diesel-Fueled 

Vehicles, http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/onrdiesel/documents/TBFinalReg.pdf. Accessed August 2014. 
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While it is anticipated that the implementation of all State and local energy reduction and 

conservation measures will reduce the amount of fuel and energy that is typically consumed 

during project construction, pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15145, it is speculative to 

calculate or estimate the total energy reduction by the project with compliance with the required 

regulations due to unknowns such as the actual number of construction workers on-site daily, the 

distance workers and suppliers will travel to the site, the types of motor vehicles used by workers 

and on-site during construction, etc.  

 

Energy Conservation:  Project Design Features and Mitigation Measures 

 

The following Project Design Features (PDF), set forth in Section 4.14, Traffic/Transportation, 

of this Draft EIR, would minimize construction worker travel and construction equipment 

transport to and from the Project Site, and would help ensure efficient construction deliveries, 

reducing associated fuel consumption. 

 

Construction Traffic Management Plan 

 

The project will be required by the City to implement a plan to manage and control project 

construction traffic.  A construction traffic management plan would specify construction staging 

areas and other requirements to minimize adverse impacts to the local and regional traffic 

circulation system throughout project construction.  The plan will minimize construction traffic 

waiting and idling times to reduce fuel consumption.  The effectiveness of the plan to reduce 

construction fuel consumption is speculative to calculate at this time.   

 

Operation and Maintenance Energy Consumption 

 

The project would result in the development of up to a maximum of 994 single family homes and 

supporting infrastructure (e.g., utilities, streets) without the construction of an elementary school 

and 944 units with the elementary school.  The project is located near other existing residential, 

park and neighborhood commercial uses, along with a proposed 2.06 acre central park along with 

strategically located mini parks throughout the site to help reduce regional vehicle miles traveled 

(VMT) for on-site residents.  The project proposes an elementary school that would also reduce 

VMT of residents. 

 

Anticipated Energy Consumption 

 

The daily operation of the Project would generate demand for electricity, natural gas, and water 

supply, as well as generating wastewater requiring conveyance, treatment and disposal off-site, 

and solid waste requiring disposal off-site.  Southern California Edison would provide electricity 

to the project and the Southern California Gas Company would provide natural gas. The City of 

Ontario would supply water to the Project.   

 

Based on estimates used as the basis for GHG emissions calculations, the initial operational year 

of the project would have an electricity demand of approximately 6.3 million kWh per year with 

the development of 994 units and represents approximately 0.01 percent of the Southern 

California Edison network demand for the fiscal year ending December 2013.  Based on 
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estimates used as the basis for GHG emissions calculations, the initial operational year of the 

project would have a natural gas demand of approximately 2.43 million kBtu per year.  This 

represents approximately 0.0000005 percent of the Southern California Gas Company network 

demand in 2013. 

 

Alternative Energy Considerations 

 

The use of energy provided by alternative (i.e., renewable) resources, off-site and on-site, to  

meet the Project’s operational demands is constrained by the energy portfolio mix managed by 

Southern California Edison, the service provider for the Project Site, and limitations on the 

availability or feasibility of on-site energy generation. 

 

Southern California Edison is required to commit to the use of renewable energy sources for 

compliance with the California Renewable Energy Resources Act.  Southern California Edison is 

required to meet the requirement to procure at least 33 percent of their energy portfolio from 

renewable sources by 2020 through the procurement of energy from eligible renewable 

resources, to be implemented as fiscal constraints, renewable energy pricing, system integration 

limits, and transmission constraints permit.  Eligible renewable resources are defined in the 2013 

Renewable Portfolio Standard to include biodiesel; biomass; hydroelectric and small hydro (30 

Mega Watts [MW] or less); Los Angeles Aqueduct hydro power plants; digester gas; fuel cells; 

geothermal; landfill gas; municipal solid waste; ocean thermal, ocean wave, and tidal current 

technologies; renewable derived biogas; multi-fuel facilities using renewable fuels; solar 

photovoltaic; solar thermal electric; wind; and other renewables that may be defined later.  In 

2014, Southern California Edison served approximately 23.2 percent of its retail electricity sales 

with renewable power.  This represents the available off-site renewable sources of energy that 

would meet the electrical demand of the project.
6
 

 

There are no local sources of energy from any of the following sources due to the location of the 

project: biodiesel, biomass hydroelectric and small hydro, digester gas, fuel cells, geothermal 

energy, landfill gas, municipal solid waste, ocean thermal, ocean wave, and tidal current 

technologies, or multi-fuel facilities using renewable  fuels.   

 

Solar and wind power represent variable-energy, or intermittent, resources that are generally 

used to augment, but not replace, natural gas-fired (or other non-renewable fuel) energy power 

generation, since reliability of energy availability and transmission is necessary to meet demand, 

which is constant. 

 

Wind-powered energy is not viable on the project site due to the lack of sufficient wind in 

Ontario.  The California Energy Commission (CEC) studied the State’s high wind resource 

potential.
7
  Based on a map of California’s wind resource potential, the project site is not 

identified as an area with wind resource potential.  The closest designated Wind Resource Area 

                                                 
6
 California Public Utilities Commission, California Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS), 

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/energy/Renewables/.  Accessed February 2015. 
7
 California Energy Commission. California Wind Resource Potential, 

http://www.energy.ca.gov/maps/renewable/Wind_Potential.pdf. Accessed August 2014. 
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to the project is the San Gorgonio area in Riverside County, approximately 60 miles east of the 

project.   

 

The CEC has identified areas within the State with high potential for viable solar, wind, and 

geothermal energy production. The CEC rated California’s solar potential by county using 

insolation values available to typical photovoltaic system configurations, as provided by the 

National Renewable Energy Laboratory.  Inland counties, including San Bernardino (25,338,276 

MWh/day) are suitable for large-scale solar power generation.
8
  The project would support on-

site solar energy generation based on compliance with mandatory and certain voluntary measures 

in the California Green Building Standards Code, which include providing the required 

minimum building roof area for solar collectors or photovoltaic panels. As such, the Project 

would support decisions by future homeowners to install solar collectors or photovoltaic panels, 

and therefore development of the project would encourage future homeowners to possibly install 

solar electrical systems. 

 

Energy Conservation:  Regulatory Compliance 

 

The California Energy Commission first adopted the Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential 

and Nonresidential Buildings (California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 6) in 1978 in 

response to a legislative mandate to reduce energy consumption in the state. Part 11 of the Title 

24 Building Standards Code is referred to as the California Green Building Standards Code. The 

purpose of the California Green Building Standards Code is to “improve public health, safety  

and general welfare by enhancing the design and construction of buildings through the use of 

building concepts having a positive environmental impact and encouraging sustainable 

construction practices in the following categories: (1) Planning and design; (2) Energy 

efficiency; (3) Water efficiency and conservation; (4) Material conservation and resource 

efficiency; and (5) Environmental air quality.”
9
  As of January 1, 2011, the California Green 

Building Standards Code is mandatory for all new buildings constructed in the state. The 

California Green Building Standards Code establishes mandatory measures for new residential 

and non-residential buildings.  Such mandatory measures include energy efficiency, water 

conservation, material conservation, planning and design and overall environmental quality.
10

  

The California Green Building Standards Code was most recently updated in 2013 to include 

new mandatory measures for residential as well as nonresidential uses; the new measures took 

effect on January 1, 2014.
11

  The project would comply with the applicable provisions of Title 24 

and the California Green Buildings Standards. 

 

With respect to solid waste, the Project is required to comply with applicable regulations, 

including those pertaining to waste reduction and recycling.  Waste haulers serving the Project 

site would divert Project-generated municipal waste in accordance with applicable County 

ordinances. 

                                                 
8
 California Energy Commission, California Solar Resources, April 2005, 

http://www.energy.ca.gov/2005publications/CEC-500-2005-072/CEC-500-2005-072-D.PDF. Accessed August 

2014. 
9
 California Building Standards Commission, 2010 California Green Building Standards Code, (2010). 

10
 Ibid. 

11
 Ibid. 

http://www.energy.ca.gov/2005publications/CEC-500-2005-072/CEC-500-2005-072-D.PDF
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Energy Conservation:  Project Design Features 

 

The Project would be designed to include green building, energy saving, and water saving 

measures and other sustainability features.  Consistent with the Green Building Program [whose 

Green Building Program?], the Project would comply with mandatory and certain voluntary 

California Green Building Standards Code measures through incorporating strategies, which 

include pre-installation or installation of electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE) for dwelling 

units pursuant to California Green Building Standards Code Appendix A4 (Residential  

Voluntary Measures), installation of ENERGY STAR-rated appliances, providing the required 

minimum building roof area for solar collectors or photovoltaic panels, installation of low-water 

consumption irrigation systems, low-flow toilets, low-flow faucets, and low-flow showers, and 

other energy and resource conservation measures.  In addition, the project would also install 

HVAC systems sized and designed to meet or exceed the California Green Building Standards 

Code to maximize energy efficiency caused by heat loss and heat gain.  As such, the project 

would be designed to reduce wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy. 

 

Operation and Maintenance Energy Consumption  

 

Estimated Energy Consumption 

 

Operation of the project would result in transportation energy use primarily from future residents 

traveling to and from the site.  Transportation fuels, primarily gasoline and diesel, would be 

provided by local or regional suppliers and vendors.  As discussed previously, in 2012, 

California consumed a total of 337,666 thousand barrels of gasoline for transportation, which is 

equivalent to a total annual consumption of 14.1 billion gallons by the transportation sector.
12

  

For diesel, California consumed a total of 72,945 thousand barrels for transportation, which 

equivalent to a total annual consumption of 3 billion gallons by the transportation sector.
13

  

Project-related vehicles would require a fraction of a percent of the total state’s transportation 

fuel consumption.  A 2009 study by Caltrans determined that the statewide average fuel 

economy for all vehicle types (automobiles, trucks, and motorcycles) in 2010 would be 18.7 

miles per gallon.
14

 

 

Based on the project’s estimated vehicle miles traveled of 28.5 million miles per year, and 

assuming the project’s mix of vehicle types (automobiles, trucks, and motorcycles) have an 

average fuel economy of 18.133 miles per gallon, approximately 1.5 million gallons of fuel 

would be required in a year.  Assuming 82 percent of the fuel is gasoline, this would represent 

less than 0.08 percent of the statewide gasoline consumption and less than 0.07 percent of the 

statewide diesel consumption. 

                                                 
12

 U.S. Energy Information Administration, Table F3: Motor Gasoline Consumption, Price, and Expenditure 

Estimates, 2012, http://www.eia.gov/state/seds/data.cfm?incfile=/state/seds/sep_fuel/html/fuel_mg.html&sid=US. 

Accessed July 2014. 
13

 U.S. Energy Information Administration, Table F3: Motor Gasoline Consumption, Price, and Expenditure 

Estimates, 2012, 

http://www.eia.gov/state/seds/data.cfm?incfile=/state/seds/sep_fuel/html/fuel_use_df.html&sid=US.Accessed July 

2014. 
14

 California Department of Transportation, 2008 California Motor Vehicle Stock, Travel and Fuel Forecast (2009). 
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Alternative-Fueled Vehicles 

 

Alternative-fueled, electric, and hybrid vehicles could be used by project residents and their 

guests.  The use of these types of alternative fueled vehicles would reduce the consumption of 

gasoline and diesel by the project.  The effect is anticipated to be minimal in today’s current 

vehicle market due to the relatively few number of alternative vehicles that are in use.  

According to the Los Angeles Times, alternative-fueled vehicles make up approximately 2.3 

percent of all vehicles registered in California.
15

  The above transportation fuel estimates for the 

project do not account for alternative-fueled, electric, and hybrid vehicles, which are more 

energy efficient vehicles.  Thus, the assessment is a conservative estimate of transportation fuel 

consumption and further estimate fuel consumption estimates would be speculative. 

 

 

 

                                                 
15

 Los Angeles Times, Electric, hybrid car sales up, California auto emissions down, May 22, 2014, 

http://www.latimes.com/business/autos/la-fi-hy-electric-vehicle-sales-up-auto-emissions-down-20140521- 

story.html. Accessed August 2014. 
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Chapter 6. ORGANIZATIONS AND INDIVIDUALS CONSULTED 

DURING DEIR PREPARATION 
 

Agencies 

 

City of Ontario …………………………………………………..Scott Murphy, Principal Planner 

Richard Ayala, Senior Planner 

Rudy Zeledon, Principal Planner 

 

Chaffey Joint Union High School District ..... Mike Harrison, Director of Operations and Planning 

 

Chino Valley Unified School District ......................... Gregory Stachura, Assistant Superintendent 

 

Mountain View School District ................................................ Craig Newby, Director of Facilities 

 

Ontario Police Department ...................................................... Daryl Polk, Administrative Director 

 

Ontario Fire Department .................................................... Art Andres, Deputy Chief/Fire Marshal 

 

Inland Empire Utilities Agency ......................................................... Liza Munoz, Senior Engineer 

 

 

Private Organizations or Individuals 
 

Project Developer – CVRC Ontario, LLC. .................................................................... Mike White 

 

EIR Document Preparation Staff 

Phil Martin & Associates, Inc. 

 

Phil Martin, President 

 

Technical Subconsultants (Under contract to Phil Martin & Associates, Inc.) 

 

Archaeological Associates, Inc. ................................................................................... Robert White 

   

Landrum & Brown ....................................................................................................... Ted Lindberg 

 

Stantec .................................................................................................................... Keith Rutherford  

 Josh Park 

     Vamshi Akkinepally 
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Chapter 7.0 References 
 

The following documents were referred as general information sources during preparation of the 

Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan EIR and are available for public review at the City of Ontario. 
 

1. Draft Armstrong Ranch Specific Plan, October 2015 

2. City of Ontario, The Ontario Plan, January 2010 

3. City of Ontario, The Ontario Plan Final Environmental Impact Report, January 2010  

4. Ontario Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 

5. Caltrans Division of Aeronautics, California Airport Land Use Handbook 
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