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Exhibit B

l. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The City Council hereby finds that it has been presented with the Supplemental Environmental Impact
Report (SEIR), which it has reviewed and considered, and further finds that the SEIR is an accurate
and objective statement that has been completed in full compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines. The City Council finds that the EIR reflects the
independent judgment and analysis of the City. The City Council declares that no evidence of new
significant impacts or any new information of “substantial importance” as defined by State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5, has been received by the City after circulation of the Draft SEIR that
would require recirculation. Therefore, the City Council hereby certifies the SEIR based on the entirety
of the record of proceedings.

L. PROCEDURAL COMPLIANCE WITH CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL
QUALITY ACT

The City published a Draft SEIR on May 9, 2022. A Final SEIR was prepared in summer 2022 in
compliance with CEQA requirements. The Final SEIR has been prepared in accordance with CEQA
and the CEQA Guidelines, as amended. As authorized in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15084(d)(2),
the City retained a consultant to assist with the preparation of the environmental documents. City staff
from multiple departments, representing the Lead Agency, have directed, reviewed, and modified
where appropriate all material prepared by the consultant. The Final SEIR reflects the City’s
independent analysis and judgement. The key milestones associated with the preparation of the EIR
are summarized below. As presented below, an extensive public involvement and agency notification
effort was conducted to solicit input on the scope and content of the EIR and to solicit comments on
the results of the environmental analysis presented in the Draft SEIR.

A. PUBLIC NOTIFICATION AND OUTREACH

In conformance with CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, and the City of Ontario CEQA Guidelines,
the City of Ontario conducted an extensive environmental review of the Proposed Project.

m  Completion of a Notice of Preparation (NOP) on July 20, 2021. The public review period was
extended from July 20, 2021, to August 19, 2021. The NOP was published in the In/and |V alley Daily
Bulletin on July 6, 2021. The NOP was posted at the San Bernardino County Cletk’s office on July
19, 2020. Copies of the NOP wete made available for public review at the City of Ontario and the
City’s website.
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m  In accordance with Executive Order N-54-20, suspending open meeting requirements consistent
with COVD-19 public health concerns, completion of the scoping process where the public was
invited by the City to participate in a virtual scoping meeting held August 5, 2021, at 6:00 PM via
Zoom. The notice of a public scoping meeting was included in the NOP.

m  Preparation of a Draft SEIR, which was made available for a 45-day public review period beginning
May 9, 2022, and ending June 23, 2022. The scope of the Draft SEIR was determined based on
the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Checklist, comments received in response to the NOP, and
comments received at the scoping meeting conducted by the City of Ontario. Chapter 5,
Environmental Analysis, of the Draft SEIR describes the issues identified for analysis in the Draft
SEIR. The Notice of Awailability (NOA) for the Draft SEIR was sent to interested persons and
organizations, sent to the State Clearinghouse in Sacramento for distribution to public agencies,
posted at the City of Ontario, and published in the In/and 1V alley Daily Bulletin. The NOA was posted
at the San Bernardino County Clerk’s office and published in the In/and VValley Daily Bulletin on May
9,2022. Additionally, copies of the Draft SEIR were made available for review at the City Hall and
Ovitt Family Community Library as well as on the City’s website.

m  Preparation of a Final SEIR, including the responses to comments to the Draft SEIR. The Final
SEIR was released for a 10-day agency review period prior to certification of the Final SEIR.

m  Public hearings on the Proposed Project, including a Planning Commission study session, hearing,
and a City Council hearing,

In summary, the City conducted all required noticing and scoping for the Proposed Project in
accordance with Section 15083 of the CEQA Guidelines, and conducted the public review for the EIR,
which exceeded the requirements of Section 15087 of the CEQA Guidelines.

B. FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND CITY COUNCIL
PROCEEDINGS

The City prepared a Final SEIR, including Responses to Comments to the Draft SEIR. The Final
SEIR/Response to Comments contains comments on the Draft SEIR, responses to those comments,
revisions to the Draft SEIR, and appended documents. A total of 45 comment letters were received.
Of the 45 comment letters, 2 letters were from public agencies and/ ot tribes, and 43 letters were from
residents and/or organizations.

The Final SEIR found that prior to mitigation, implementation of the Proposed Project will result in
potentially significant impacts to Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, and Ttibal Cultural Resources
(TCRs). However, mitigation measures have been developed to avoid or reduce all of these impacts to
levels considered less than significant. The Final SEIR also found that despite the implementation of
recommended mitigation measures, impacts to Air Quality, Cultural Resources, Noise, and
Transportation were significant and unavoidable. A Statement of Overriding Considerations was
prepared for the Council’s consideration.
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Members of the public can view searchable agendas for scheduled City Council meetings and access
agenda-related  City information and services directly on the following website:
https://www.ontarioca.gov/ Agendas/CityCouncil.

The Final SEIR document will be posted for viewing and download with the previously posted Draft
SEIR prior to the City’s consideration of the Final SEIR and project recommendations on the City’s
website.

A date for consideration of the Final SEIR and project recommendations at the City Council was set
for the Proposed Project and notice of the meeting was provided consistent with the Brown Act
(Government Code Sections 54950 et seq.). The City Council will take testimony on the Proposed
Project and may continue on its calendar to a subsequent meeting date in its discretion.

C. RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

For purposes of CEQA and these Findings, the Record of Proceedings for the Proposed Project
consists of the following documents and other evidence, at a minimum:

m  The NOP, NOA, and all other public notices issued by the City in conjunction with the Proposed
Project.

m  The Draft SEIR and Final SEIR for the Proposed Project.

m Al written comments submitted by agencies or members of the public during the public review
comment petiod on the Draft SEIR.

m Al responses to written comments submitted by agencies or members of the public during the
public review comment period on the Draft SEIR.

m  All written and verbal public testimony presented during a noticed public hearing for the Proposed
Project.

m  The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.
m  The Statement of Overriding Considerations.
m  The reports and technical memoranda included or referenced in the Final SEIR.

m  All documents, studies, EIRs, or other materials incorporated by reference in the Draft SEIR and
Final SEIR.

m  The Resolutions adopted by the City in connection with the Proposed Project, and all documents
incorporated by reference therein, including comments received after the close of the comment
period and responses thereto.

m  Matters of common knowledge to the City, including but not limited to federal, state, and local
laws and regulations.
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m  Any documents expressly cited in these Findings.

m  Any other relevant materials requited to be in the record of proceedings by Public Resources Code
Section 21167.6(e).

D. CUSTODIAN AND LOCATION OF RECORDS

The documents and other materials that constitute the administrative record for the City’s actions
related to the Proposed Project are at the City of Ontario’s City Hall — 303 East B Street, Ontario, CA
91764. The City Planning Department is the custodian of the administrative record for the project.
Copies of these documents, which constitute the record of proceedings, are and at all relevant times
have been and will be available upon request at the offices of the Planning Department. This
information is provided in compliance with Public Resources Code Section 21081.6(a)(2) and
Guidelines Section 15091 (e).

E. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Proposed Project, The Ontario Plan 2050 (TOP 2050), is an update to The Ontario Plan (TOP or
Approved Project) to guide the City’s development and conservation for the next 30 years through
2050. The Proposed Project is a focused effort, with particular emphasis on technical refinements to
the Policy Plan to comply with state housing mandates; conform with new state laws related to
community health, environmental justice, climate adaptation, resiliency, and mobility; bring long-term
growth and fiscal projections into alighment with current economic conditions; and advance the
Tracking and Feedback system and Implementation Plan.

TOP is the City’s policy and implementation framework that guides the long-term growth and
improvement of the Ontario community through six interrelated components of city governance:

A Vision that provides a sense of purpose and mission for city governance and sets the tone for the
other components of TOP. The Vision’s central theme is a sustained, community-wide prosperity that
continuously adds value and yields benefits.

A Governance Manual that establishes a set of goals and policies to promote consistent City
leadership based on the principles of regional leadership, transparency, long-term value, accountability,
and inclusivity.

A Policy Plan that serves as the City’s legally required general plan and that states long-term goals,
principles, and policies to achieve Ontario’s Vision through nine elements: land use, housing, mobility,
safety, environmental resources, parks and recreation, community economics, community design, and
social resources.

A list of City Council Priorities that shape the City’s ongoing annual budgeting process, with a focus
on a variety of short- and long-term goals and objectives.

An Implementation Plan that identifies the actions needed to carry out TOP’s policies. This includes
initiatives by the City such establishing consistent land use zoning and creating objective development
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and design standards, as well as decisions on public and private development projects and City activity
programs.

A Tracking and Feedback system that charts the City’s progress toward achieving the Policy Plan
goals, providing data and analysis that enables decision makers to make strategic course corrections in
response to changing circumstances and monitor ongoing operational effectiveness.

TOP 2050 is an update to TOP to guide the City’s development and conservation for the next 30 years
through 2050. The Proposed Project is a focused effort, with particular emphasis on technical
refinements to the Policy Plan to comply with state housing mandates; conform with new state laws
related to community health, environmental justice, climate adaption, resiliency, and mobility; bring
long-term growth and fiscal projections into alignhment with current economic conditions; and advance
the Tracking and Feedback system and Implementation Plan. TOP 2050 fulfills the mandatory
Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) obligation. TOP 2050 brings long-term growth and
fiscal projections into alignment with current economic conditions as well as property owner and
stakeholder requests, all in support of the vision for Ontario.

Table 1, Comparison of Approved TOP to TOP 2050, provides a statistical summary of the buildout
potential of TOP 2050 compared to existing conditions and to the buildout potential under the
currently approved TOP. As shown in this table, TOP 2050 would increase population, dwelling units,
and nonresidential buildings but would result in a small decrease in employment. The decrease in
employment at buildout is largely because of automation in the industrial sector, with large warehousing
and logistics buildings expected to create fewer new jobs through 2050 than a similarly sized industrial
building was expected to create when the current TOP was adopted in 2010.

Table 1 Comparison of Approved TOP to TOP 2050

Nonresidential

Scenario Units Population Square Feet Employment
Existing 2021 Conditions' 52,466 179,597 156,065,382 131,999
Approved TOP 104,163 357,957 260,399,271 313,067
Proposed TOP 129,562 410,492 261,491,779 296,002
Net Difference
(Proposed TOP -Approved 25,399 52,535 1,092,508 -17,065
TOP)
Note:

1 See Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, of the Draft SEIR for a summary of existing conditions.

F. PROJECT OBJECTIVES

Objectives for The Ontario Plan (TOP) 2050 will aid decision-makers in their review of the project
and associated environmental impacts:

1. Provide a technical update to the current TOP that updates the goals and policies to enhance
public safety and livability, align with updated economic forecasts, and comply with new state laws
while maintaining the foundation, vision, and objectives of the current TOP.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Provide a streamlined, user-friendly, web-based TOP that is easily accessible to the public.

Designate the distribution, location, balance, and extent of land uses, including residential, retail,
employment, open space, and public uses.

Link Ontario’s community design goals to a broader context that includes economic development,
land use, housing, community health, infrastructure, and transportation.

Improve the balance between jobs and housing in the San Bernardino County subregion to reduce
vehicle miles traveled and associated air quality impacts, consistent with regional policies on jobs-
housing balance.

Provide employment and housing opportunities for the San Bernardino Council subregion,
consistent with the goals of the Southern California Association of Governments’ Sustainable
Communities Program.

Provide for high-intensity mixed-use urban centers along the I-10 corridor and in the Ontario
Ranch that reduce vehicle trips and incorporate smart growth principles.

Foster the development of pedestrian and transit-oriented environments that create lively,
appealing, and safe pedestrian areas, active during both daytime and evening hours.

Maintain Ontario’s distinct neighbothoods and districts to foster a positive sense of identity and
belonging among residents and businesses.

Establish a framework for using and managing the city’s natural resources sustainably.

Provide for the security and safe transportation of goods and hazardous materials and maintain
disaster preparedness and response and recovery systems to reduce loss of life, injury, private
property damage, infrastructure damage, economic losses, and social dislocation.

Enhance the capacity for the people, businesses, and public agencies that are in or serve Ontario
to be resilient in cases of severe and/or prolonged weather conditions, natural disasters, and
emergencies.

Prioritize the improvement of areas most impacted by environmental justice issues, and enable
Ontario residents to enjoy equal access to public facilities, civic engagement opportunities,
nutritious foods, and safe and healthy environments.

Correlate the mobility system with the future land use patterns and buildout levels of Ontario and
with other transportation planning efforts by local, state, and federal authorities.

Address a range of mobility options in Ontario, including vehicular, trucking, freight and passenger
rail, air, pedestrian, bicycle, and transit.
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. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT FINDINGS
A. INTRODUCTION

CEQA requites that a number of written findings be made by the lead agency in connection with
certification of an environmental impact report (EIR) prior to approval of the project pursuant to
Sections 15091 and 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines and Section 21081 of the Public Resources Code.
This document provides the findings required by CEQA. The potential environmental effects of The
Ontario Plan 2050 (Proposed Project) have been analyzed in a Draft SEIR (State Clearinghouse [SCH]
2021070364) dated May 2021. A Final SEIR (Final SEIR) has also been prepared that incorporates the
Draft SEIR and contains comments received on the Draft SEIR, responses to the individual
comments, revisions to the Draft SEIR including any clarifications based on the comments and the
responses to the comments, and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the
Proposed Project . This document provides the findings required by CEQA for approval of the
Proposed Project.

Statutory Requirements for Findings

The CEQA (Pub. Res. Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Guidelines) (14
Ca. Code Regs Section 15000 et seq.) promulgated thereunder, require the environmental impacts of a
project be examined before a project is approved. Specifically, regarding findings, Guidelines Section
15091 provides:

(a) No public agency shall approve or carry out a project for which an EIR has
been certified which identifies one or more significant environmental effects
of the project unless the public agency makes one or more written findings
for each of those significant effects, accompanied by a brief explanation of
the rationale for each finding. The possible findings are:

1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the

project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental
effect as identified in the final EIR.

2. Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction
of another public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such
changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be
adopted by such other agency.

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations,
including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained
wortkers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives
identified in the final EIR.

(b) The findings required by subsection (a) shall be supported by substantial

evidence in the record.
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(©) The finding in subdivision (a)(2) shall not be made if the agency making the
finding has concurrent jurisdiction with another agency to deal with
identified feasible mitigation measures or alternatives. The finding in
subsection (a)(3) shall describe the specific reasons for rejecting identified
mitigation measures and project alternatives.

(d) When making the findings required in subdivision (a)(1), the agency shall also
adopt a program for reporting on or monitoring the changes which it has
either required in the project or made a condition of approval to avoid or
substantially lessen significant environmental effects. These measures must
be fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other
measures.

(e) The public agency shall specify the location and custodian of the documents
or other material which constitute the record of the proceedings upon which
its decision is based.

® A statement made pursuant to Section 15093 does not substitute for the
findings required by this section.

The “changes or alterations” referred to in Section 15091(a)(1) above, that are required in, or
incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental effects of the
project, may include a wide variety of measures or actions as set forth in Guidelines Section 15370,
including:

(a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an
action.

(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its
implementation.

(© Rectifying the impact by repaiting, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted
environment.

d Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and

maintenance operations during the life of the action.

(e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources
or environments, including through permanent protection of such resources
in the form of conservation easements.

As indicated above, Section 21002 requires an agency to “avoid or substantially lessen” significant
adverse environmental impacts. Thus, mitigation measures that “substantially lessen” significant
environmental impacts, even if not completely avoided, satisfy section 21002’s mandate. (Lawure/ Hills
Homeowners Assn. v. City Council (1978) 83 Cal. App.3d 515, 521 [“CEQA does not mandate the choice
of the environmentally best feasible project if through the imposition of feasible mitigation measures
alone the appropriate public agency has reduced environmental damage from a project to an acceptable
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level”); Las Virgenes Homeowners Fed., Inc. v. County of Los Angeles (1986) 177 Cal. App. 3d 300, 309
[“[t]here is no requirement that adverse impacts of a project be avoided completely or reduced to a
level of insignificance . . . if such would render the project unfeasible”].)

While CEQA requires that lead agencies adopt feasible mitigation measures or alternatives to
substantially lessen or avoid significant environmental impacts, an agency need not adopt infeasible
mitigation measures ot alternatives. (Pub. Resources Code, Section 21002.1(c) [if “economic, social, or
other conditions make it infeasible to mitigate one or more significant effects on the environment of a
project, the project may nonetheless be carried out or approved at the discretion of a public agency”];
see also State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a) [an “EIR is not required to consider alternatives
which are infeasible”].) CEQA defines “feasible” to mean “capable of being accomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
social, and technological factors.” (Pub. Resources Code, Section 21061.1.) The State CEQA
Guidelines add “legal” considerations as another indicia of feasibility. (State CEQA Guidelines, Section
15364.) Project objectives also inform the determination of “feasibility.” (Jones v. U.C. Regents (2010)
183 Cal. App. 4th 818, 828-829.) “‘[Fleasibility’ under CEQA encompasses ‘desirability’ to the extent
that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social,
and technological factors.” (City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal. App.3d 401, 417; see also
Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal App.4th 704, 715.) “Broader
considerations of policy thus come into play when the decision making body is considering actual
teasibility[.]” (Cal. Native Plant Soc’y v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, 1000 (“Native
Plant”); see also Pub. Resources Code, Section 21081 (2)(3) [“economic, legal, social, technological, or
other considerations” may justify rejecting mitigation and alternatives as infeasible] (emphasis added).)

Environmental impacts that are less than significant do not require the imposition of mitigation
measures. (Leonoff v. Monterey County Board of Supervisors (1990) 222 Cal. App.3d 1337, 1347.)

The California Supreme Court has stated, “[t|he wisdom of approving . . . any development project, a
delicate task which requires a balancing of interests, is necessarily left to the sound discretion of the
local officials and their constituents who are responsible for such decisions. The law as we interpret
and apply it simply requires that those decisions be informed, and therefore balanced.” (Citizens of
Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 576.) In addition, perfection in a project or a
project’s environmental alternatives is not required; rather, the requirement is that sufficient
information be produced “to permit a reasonable choice of alternatives so far as environmental aspects
are concerned.” Outside agencies (including courts) are not to “impose unreasonable extremes or to
interject [themselves] within the area of discretion as to the choice of the action to be taken.” (Residents

Ad Hoe Stadinm Com. v. Board of Trustees (1979) 89 Cal. App.3d 274, 287.)

Findings

Having received, reviewed, and considered the EIR for the No. 2021070364, as well as other
information in the record of proceedings on this matter, the City of Ontario Council adopts the
following Findings (Findings) in its capacity as the legislative body for the City of Ontario (City), which
is the CEQA Lead Agency. The Findings set forth the environmental and other bases for current and
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subsequent discretionary actions to be undertaken by the City and responsible agencies for the
implementation of the Proposed Project.

In addition, the City of Ontario City Council (City Council) hereby make findings pursuant to and in
accordance with Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and State CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15090 and 15091 and hereby certifies that:

1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the
project which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental effect as
identified in the final EIR.

2 Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of
another public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes
have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be adopted by
such other agency.

3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations,
including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers,
make infeasible the mitigation measutes or project alternatives identified in
the final EIR.

Project Environmental Report and Discretionary Actions

The Final SEIR addresses the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental effects of construction
and operation activities associated with the Proposed Project. The Final SEIR provides the
environmental information necessary for the City to make a final decision on the requested
discretionary actions for all phases of this project. The Final SEIR was also intended to support
discretionaty reviews and decisions by other responsible agencies.

Discretionary actions to be considered by the City may include, but are not limited to, the following;

m  Approve the project; adopt the MMRP, finding that the MMRP is adequately designed to ensure
compliance with the mitigation measures during project implementation; and determine that the
significant adverse effects of the project either have been reduced to an acceptable level, or are
outweighed by the specific overriding considerations of the project as outlined in the CEQA
Findings of Fact, as set forth herein.

m  Approve the Proposed Project and related discretionary actions.

Format

Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines requires thata Lead Agency make a finding for each significant
effect for the project. This section summarizes the significant environmental impacts of the project,
describes how these impacts are to be mitigated, and discusses various alternatives to the Proposed
Project, which were developed in an effort to reduce the remaining significant environmental
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impacts. All impacts are considered potentially significant prior to mitigation unless otherwise stated
in the findings.

This remainder of this section is divided into the following subsections:

Section III B, Findings Regarding Environmental Impacts Not Requiring Mitigation, presents
topical areas that would result in no impact or less than significant impacts in the Draft SEIR.

Section III C, Findings on Significant Environmental Impacts that can be Reduced to Less
Than Significant, presents significant impacts of the Proposed Project that were identified in the
Final SEIR, the mitigation measures identified in the MMRP, and the rationales for the findings.

Section III D, Significant Unavoidable Impacts that cannot be Mitigated to Below the Level
of Significance, presents significant unavoidable impacts of the Proposed Project that were identified
in the Final SEIR, the mitigation measures identified in the MMRP, and the rationales for the findings.

Section III E, Cumulative Impacts, presents the summary of cumulative impacts of the Proposed
Project.

Section IV, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, presents alternatives to the project and evaluates
them in relation to the findings set forth in Section 15091 (a)(3) of the State CEQA Guidelines, which
allows a public agency to approve a project that would result in one or more significant environmental
effects if the project alternatives are found to be infeasible because of specific economic, social, or
other considerations.

Section V, Additional CEQA Considerations, presents additional CEQA considerations including
significant irreversible changes due to the Proposed Project and growth inducing impacts of the
Proposed Project.

Section VI, Findings on Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR and Revisions to the Final
SEIR, presents the City’s findings on the response to comments and revisions to Final SEIR, and
decision on whether a recirculated Draft SEIR is necessary or not.

Section VII, Statement of Overriding Considerations, presents a description of the Proposed
Project’s significant and unavoidable adverse impacts and the justification for adopting a statement of
overriding consideration.

Section VIII, Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program, presents the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program.

Section IX, Certification, identifies the requirements for certification of the SEIR.

The Ontario Plan 2050 SEIR
CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations
“11 -



B. FINDINGS REGARDING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS NOT REQUIRING
MITIGATION

Issues Deemed No Impact Or Less Than Significant Impact

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(d) and 15063 that allow a lead agency to skip preparation
of an Initial Study and begin work directly on the EIR process. As such, here, an NOP was issued
without an accompanying Initial Study.

Findings on “No Impact” and “Less Than Significant Impacts”

Based on the environmental assessments in the Final SEIR, the City determined that the Proposed
Project would have no impact or less than significant impacts, including direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts, for the environmental issues summarized below. The rationale for the conclusion that no
significant impact would occur in each of the issue areas is based on the environmental evaluation in
the listed topical EIR sections in Chapter 5 of the Draft SEIR, which include Environmental Setting,
Environmental Impacts, Cumulative Impacts, and Mitigation Measures.

The EIR concluded that all or some of the impacts of the Proposed Project with respect to the
following issues either will not be significant or will be reduced to below a level of significance by
implementing project design features or existing plans, programs, and policies as detailed in Chapter 5
of the Draft SEIR. Those issues include the following topical areas in their entirety or portions thereof:
Aesthetics, Agticulture and Forestry Resources, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources,
Energy, Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water
Quality, Land Use and Planning, Mineral Resources, Noise, Population and Housing, Public Services,
Recreation, Transportation, Tribal Cultural Resources, Utilities and Service Systems, and Wildfire.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15901 requires that an EIR may not be certified for a project which has one
or more significant environmental effects unless one of three possible findings is made for each
significance effect. Since the following environmental issue areas were determined to have no impact
or a less than significant impact, no findings for these issues are required.

1. Aesthetics

Impact 5.1-1: Implementation of TOP 2050 would not substantially alter scenic vistas in
Ontario. [Threshold AE-1]

Scenic vistas generally provide visual access or panoramic views to a large geographic area. Panoramic
views are usually associated with vantage points over a section of urban or natural areas that provide a
geographic orientation not commonly available. Examples of scenic or panoramic views might include
an urban skyline, valley, mountain range, large open space, the ocean, or other bodies of water. The
San Gabriel Mountains are the most prominent scenic vista in or around Ontatio.

The 2010 Certified EIR concluded that the Approved Project would not substantially alter scenic vistas
in the City, as proposed growth is primarily concentrated in undeveloped atreas interspersed in existing
residential areas. Land use change as a result of new development under the Approved Project would
alter the visual appearance of the Ontario Ranch from rural agriculture to low and low-medium density
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residential land uses and office/industrial mixed uses. However, the scale and design of the City would
not deter views of the San Gabriel Mountains, which are the dominant scenic resource in the City of
Ontario. Regulations such as the City’s Municipal Code and policies as part of the Approved Project
would ensure that increased development would not impact scenic vistas. Additionally, development
within the low-lying areas of Ontario would not have the potential to alter scenic views provided by
the backdrop of the San Gabriel Mountains as the peaks rise to 7,000 feet above mean sea level.

The Proposed Project would increase the number of housing units and population in comparison to
the Approved Project, as shown in Table 3-4, Comparison of Approved TOP to TOP 2050, in Chapter 3,
Project Description, of the Draft SEIR. TOP 2050 has minor changes in land use and buildout projections
throughout the City, and the majority of changes are concentrated in four growth areas and the Ontario
Ranch. Increased development under TOP 2050 would occur within the city limits and already
urbanized areas of the City. As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, these land use changes are
intended to improve growth areas by encouraging the use of alternative forms of transportation,
promoting healthier communities through land use planning that encourages walking and biking,
promoting vibrant communities, putting residents in proximity to resources (i.e., jobs, grocery stores,
retail), and aligning growth with planned infrastructure improvements and regional transportation
goals. In addition, Policy CD-1.5 would ensure that major north-south streets would be designed and
redeveloped to feature views of the San Gabriel Mountains.

Accordingly, the Proposed Project would not result in significant impacts to scenic views in
compatrison with the Approved Project. Similarly, the scale and design of the City under TOP 2050
would not deter views of the San Gabriel Mountains. The Proposed Project would not result in new
or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Approved Project.

Finding. The Proposed Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts relating to scenic resources within a state scenic highway. Accordingly, no changes or
alterations to the Proposed Project were required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant
environmental impacts under those thresholds. (Draft SEIR pg. 5.1-5)

Impact 5.1-2: Implementation of TOP 2050 would not alter scenic resources within a State
scenic highway. [Threshold AE-2]

The Euclid Corridor and the Mission Boulevard Corridor are the primary scenic corridors in Ontario.
These are not State-designated scenic highways, and Ontario does not have any State scenic highways
through or in the vicinity of the City. The closest designated State scenic highway is a portion of State
Route 142 in Chino Hills, approximately five miles west of the Ontario city limit. As such, the Proposed
Project would have no impact on State scenic highways.

The Proposed Project would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts
compared to the Approved Project.

Finding. The Proposed Project would have no direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts relating to

scenic resources within a state scenic highway. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Proposed
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Project were required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those

thresholds. (Draft SEIR pg. 5.1-6)

Impact 5.1-3: Implementation of TOP 2050 would not conflict with zoning or other
regulations governing scenic quality. [Threshold AE-3]

The 2010 Certified EIR concluded that while buildout in accordance with the Approved Project would
alter the visual appearance of the City, it would not substantially degrade the existing visual character
or quality of the site and its surroundings.

An “utbanized area,” as defined by CEQA Section 21071, is an incorporated city that either has a
population of at least 100,000 persons, or if the population of that city and not more than two
contiguous incorporated cities combined equals at least 100,000 persons. As described in Chapter 3,
Project Description, of the Draft SEIR, the population of Ontario was approximately 179,597 as of 2021
(see also Table 4-1, City of Ontario Existing Land Use, in Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, of the Draft
SEIR). Therefore, this impact analysis addresses whether, for an urbanized area, the Proposed Project
would conflict with zoning or other regulations governing scenic quality.

TOP is also the primary planning document for the City of Ontario. As described in Chapter 3, Pryject
Description, the Proposed Project is a focused effort intended to comply with State housing mandates;
conform with new State laws on community health, environmental justice, climate adaptation,
resiliency, and mobility; bring long-term growth and fiscal projections into alignment with current
economic conditions; and advance the Implementation Plan and Tracking and Feedback system. The
majority of updates created through the Proposed Project weave refinements throughout the existing
structure of the Policy Plan.

TOP 2050 includes goals and policies to ensure that new development would be compatible with the
existing community (Policy LU-2.6) and would be of quality design (Policies CD-2.1 through CD-2.9).
Additionally, the Community Design Element includes policies to ensure that the urban environment
is appealing (Policies CD-3.2, CD-3.3, and CD-3.5) and to preserve the historic neighborhood
character (Policy CD-4.2). Adherence to the Land Use Element and Community Design Element
policies described above would reduce visual impacts.

Additionally, future development under the Proposed Project would still be required to adhere to the
City’s Development Code, which includes general development requirements for development density,
screening and setback, signing, landscaping, lighting, height limitations, and other aspects related to the
aesthetic of the City. Finally, as desctibed in Chapter 1, Development Code Enactment and General Provisions,
of the City’s Development Code, the Development Code is enacted to assist implementation of
planning, zoning, development, subdivision, and environmental laws and the TOP and to achieve the
proper arrangement of land uses envisioned in the TOP. Because it is the overriding planning
document for the City, and because it is intended to improve consistency with existing regulations and
conditions, the Proposed Project, as TOP 2050, would not have a significant impact with respect to
being inconsistent with policies or regulations governing scenic quality. As such, the Proposed Project
would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Approved
Project.
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Finding. The Proposed Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts relating to existing visual character and quality of public views and to conflict with applicable
zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the

Proposed Project were required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts
under those thresholds. (Draft SEIR pg. 5.1-7)

Impact 5.1-4: Buildout of the Proposed Project would generate additional light and glare,
which would be minimized through adherence to the City of Ontario
Development Code. [Threshold AE-4]

The 2010 Certified EIR concluded that development of the Approved Project would result in new
sources of light or glare but with adherence to the design standards of the City of Ontario Development
Code, impacts were less than significant.

New development would generate new soutces of light and glare through increased urbanization and
densification of the city, affecting day or nighttime views. Sources of light include nighttime street and
building illumination, security lighting, nighttime traffic, and lighting associated with construction
activities. Lighting introduced to undeveloped and open space areas has the potential to impact visual
quality of the nighttime sky.

Like the Approved Project, TOP 2050 would result in additional soutces of light or glare, especially in
the Ontario Ranch area. However, the City of Ontario Development Code contains standards
addressing lighting through its design policies. Adherence to the design standards of the City of Ontario
Development Code would ensure that light and glare from new developments would be minimized
and that significant impacts would not occur. Compared to the Approved Project, the Proposed
Project does not introduce substantial new sources of light and glare, and impacts would be less than
significant. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in new or a substantial increase in
magnitude of impacts compared to the Approved Project.

Finding. The Proposed Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts relating to light and glare. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Proposed Project were

required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those thresholds.
(Draft SEIR pg. 5.1-7)

2. Agriculture and Forestry Resources

Impact 5.2-1: The Proposed Project would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland,
or Farmland of Statewide Importance in Ontario to nonagricultural use.
[Threshold AG-1]

The 2010 Certified EIR concluded that buildout of the Approved Project would result in significant
and unavoidable impacts to Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide
Importance because it converted all of the then-existing land under these categories to residential,
commercial, mixed-use, and industrial land uses.
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With implementation of the Approved Project, the City of Ontario no longer has land designated for
agricultural use. Existing agricultural uses are still allowed to persist as non-conforming uses (see
Policies ER-5.3 and ER-5.4). Additionally, the Approved Project re-designated agricultural land to
nonagricultural land uses provided that equivalent Important Farmland is preserved elsewhere, or
funds associated with the 1988 Park Bond Act are returned. Consequently, buildout of the Approved
Project would ultimately result in the conversion of all existing Important Farmland within the City to
nonagricultural uses.

Because the City of Ontario’s land use plan no longer designates agricultural land uses in the City, and
the current TOP is the baseline for this SEIR, the Proposed Project would not, itself, plan for the
conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide Importance to
nonagricultural uses. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have no impact on land zoned for the
purpose of agricultural uses. The Proposed Project would not result in new or a substantial increase in
magnitude of impacts compared to the Approved Project.

Finding. The Proposed Project would have no direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts relating to
conversion of Farmland to nonagricultural use. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Proposed

Project were required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those
thresholds. (Draft SEIR pg. 5.2.12)

Impact 5.2-2: The Proposed Project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
use or a Williamson Act contract. [Threshold AG-2]

The 2010 Certified EIR concluded that the Approved Project would have a significant and unavoidable
impact on a Williamson Act contract because the Approved Project would result in loss of agricultural
use. There are two main categories for agricultural land under the City’s zoning code, including
Residential-Agriculture and Specific Plan Agriculture Preserve. Rural residential land use and
Residential-Agriculture zoning allow low density housing and estates with some minimal agriculture
use such as the keeping of chickens or horses; however, this zoning designation was not intended for
large-scale farming/agticultural operations. Additionally, areas of Ontario Ranch are zoned as Specific
Plan Agriculture Preserve under the Approved Project. The Agricultural Overlay Zone (or the Right
to Farm Ordinance) requires that each Specific Plan address the appropriate transition of the area from
agricultural uses to urban uses and include provisions for buffering between the proposed uses to
protect agricultural and urban uses.

At the time of approval of the Approved Project, a number of Williamson Act contracts were
designated for nonrenewal by the landowners and set to expire between 2009 and 2017. As shown in
Figure 5.2-2, Williamson Act Lands, in Section 5.2, Agriculture and Forestry Resonrces, of the Draft SEIR,
some contracts have already expired since the Approved Project was adopted, but a number of
contracts are still active for a total of 719 acres of Williamson Act contract land in the City.! Any land
held in a Williamson Act contract would have to be filed for nonrenewal, and the contract would have
to be allowed to expire before any development occurs on it. Buildout of the Proposed Project, like
the Approved Project, would most likely require the cancellation or nonrenewal of these contracts.

1 There are 18.78 actes set to expire in 2022, 275.52 acres set to expire in 2027, and 93.40 acres set to expire in 2028.
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However, because buildout of the Approved Project would have resulted in the cancellation or
nonrenewal of Williamson Act contracts, the Proposed Project would not result in further impacts to
Williamson Act lands. As such, impacts from the Proposed Project in this respect would be less than
significant. The Proposed Project would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of
impacts compared to the Approved Project.

Finding. The Proposed Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts relating to conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract.
Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Proposed Project were required to avoid or substantially
lessen any significant environmental impacts under those thresholds. (Draft SEIR pg. 5.2.13)

Impact 5.2-3: The Proposed Project would not conflict with existing zoning for forest land,
timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production, or result in the loss

of forest land or conversion of forest land to nonforest use. [Thresholds AG-3
and AG-4]

At the time of the 2010 Certified EIR, impacts to forest land or timberland were not included in the
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G checklist. Therefore, the 2010 Certified EIR did not identify any
significant impacts related to forest or timberlands.

There are no land use designations or zoning for forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned
Timberland Production in the City of Ontario. Consequently, the Proposed Project would not conflict
with existing zoning for forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production.

Native habitats and vegetation communities are virtually absent throughout Ontario. Present plants in
the Original Model Colony (OMC) primarily include turf, weeds, nonnative grasses, and nonnative
trees and plants for landscaping, which have limited biological resource value. Low and medium
residential and industrial uses make up the majority of land uses in Ontario Ranch, and (nonnative)
vegetation communities primarily include surface water areas, flood control channel areas, agricultural
tields, and developed areas. Therefore, there is no land in Ontario that would be considered forest
land. Consequently, implementation of the Proposed Project would not result in loss or conversion of
timberland to nonforest uses, and there would be no impact.

The Proposed Project would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts
compared to the Approved Project.

Finding. The Proposed Project would have no direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts relating to
conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forestland, timberland, or timberland zoned
Timberland Production and to loss of forestland or conversion to nonforest use. Accordingly, no
changes or alterations to the Proposed Project were required to avoid or substantially lessen any
significant environmental impacts under those thresholds. (Draft SEIR pg. 5.2.13)
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Impact 5.2-4: The Proposed Project would not involve other changes that would result in
conversion of Farmland to nonagricultural use or conversion of forest land to
nonforest use. [Threshold AG-5]

The 2010 Certified EIR determined that conversion of agricultural uses in the City may cause farms
and agricultural land uses outside the City to be converted to nonagricultural uses because of the
nuisances related to agticulture and because of development pressures. When nonagricultural land uses
are placed near agricultural uses, the odors, noises, and other hazards related to agriculture conflict
with the activities and the quality of life of the people living and working in the surrounding areas. The
2010 Certified EIR identified that even though future development projects under the Approved
Project would require environmental review in accordance with CEQA, including assessment of
potential agricultural resources impacts, the development of the land in accordance with the Approved
Project would create significant impacts on surrounding agricultural resources by encouraging its
conversion.

The 2010 Certified EIR identified significant and unavoidable impacts to agticultural resources because
buildout would result in all agricultural areas being converted to nonagricultural uses, and because
buildout of the Approved Project would lead to cancellation or expiration of Williamson Act contracts.
As discussed above, this could affect areas outside of the City as well. However, because former
agriculture areas within Ontatio are now already designated for nonagricultural uses and the current
TOP is the baseline for this SEIR, the Proposed Project would not conflict with agricultural uses and
would not result in conversion of farmland to nonagricultural use. Therefore, the Proposed Project
would not result in significant impacts in this regard.

There is no forest land in Ontario, and therefore the Proposed Project would not result in conversion
of forest land to nonforest use.

Consequently, the Proposed Project would not involve other changes in the existing environment,
which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to nonagricultural use
or conversion of forest land to non-forest use, and impacts would be less than significant. The
Proposed Project would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared
to the Approved Project.

Finding. The Proposed Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts relating to other changes that could result in conversion of Farmland to nonagricultural use or
conversion of forest land to nonforest use. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Proposed

Project were required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those
thresholds. (Draft SEIR pg. 5.2.14)
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3. Air Quality?

Impact 5.3-5: The Proposed Project would not result in other emissions (such as those
leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of people.
[Threshold AQ-4]

The Certified EIR did not identified any significant odor impacts associated with the Approved Project.
Growth within the City under TOP 2050 could generate new sources of odors. Nuisance odors from
land uses in the South Coast Air Basin (SoCAB) are regulated under South Coast Air Quality
Management District (AQMD) Rule 402, Nuisance, which states:

A person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other
material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons
or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of any such persons or the
public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency to cause injury or damage to business or property.
The provisions of this rule shall not apply to odors emanating from agticultural operations necessary
for the growing of crops or the raising of fowl or animals.

Industrial Land Uses

Buildout permitted under the Approved Project and the Proposed Project could include new sources
of odors, such as compost facilities, landfills, solid-waste transfer stations, fiberglass manufacturing
facilities, paint/coating operations (e.g., auto body shops), asphalt batch manufacturing plants,
chemical manufacturing, and food manufacturing facilities. Similar to the Approved Project, areas
where these types of uses could be developed under TOP 2050 would be generally limited to the areas
designated Industrial (see Figure 3-5, Proposed Land Use Plan, in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Draft
SEIR). Future environmental review would be required for these types of industrial projects, which
would ensure that sensitive land uses are not exposed to objectionable odors. Industrial land uses
associated with TOP 2050 also would be required to comply with South Coast AQMD Rule 402.
Therefore, impacts from potential odors generated from industrial land uses associated with TOP 2050
are considered less than significant. The Proposed Project would not result in new or a substantial
increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Approved Project.

Residential and Other Land Uses

Like the Approved Project, residential and other nonresidential, nonindustrial land uses that would be
accommodated by TOP 2050 could result in the generation of odors such as exhaust from landscaping
equipment and from cooking. Unlike industrial land uses, these are not considered potential generators
of odor that could affect a substantial number of people. Nuisance odors are regulated under South
Coast AQMD Rule 402, which requires abatement of any nuisance generating a verified odor
complaint. Therefore, impacts from potential odors generated from residential and other
nonresidential land uses associated with TOP 2050 are considered less than significant. The Proposed
Project would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the
Approved Project.

2 Impacts 5.3-1, 5.3-2, 5.3-3, and 5.3-4 are addressed in Section E, Significant and Unavoidable Significant Impacts that Cannot be
Mitigated to Below the Level of Significance.
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Construction

Like the Approved Project, duting construction activities of development projects that would be
accommodated by TOP 2050, construction equipment exhaust and application of asphalt and
architectural coatings would temporarily generate odors. Any construction-related odor emissions
would be temporary and intermittent. Noxious odors would be confined to the immediate vicinity of
the construction equipment in use. By the time such emissions reached any sensitive receptor sites,
they would be diluted to well below any level of air quality concem. Short-term construction-related
odors are expected to cease upon the drying or hardening of odor-producing materials. Therefore,
impacts associated with construction-generated odors are considered less than significant. The
Proposed Project would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared
to the Approved Project.

Finding. The Proposed Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts relating to other emissions, such as those leading to odors. Accordingly, no changes or
alterations to the Proposed Project were required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant
environmental impacts under those thresholds. (Draft SEIR pg. 5.3.47)

4. Biological Resources

Impact 5.4-1: Compliance with existing regulations would ensure that implementation of
TOP 2050 would not adversely affect sensitive species. [Threshold B-1]

The 2010 Cettified EIR found that development in accordance with the Approved Project could result
in the loss of sensitive species. However, the Approved Project did not have substantial adverse
impacts on sensitive animal species after compliance with the requirements of the California
Endangered Species Act (CESA) and Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA), including United States
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) requirements regarding critical habitat; mitigation fees paid by
projects in Ontario Ranch; and acquisition and management of habitat using those fees.

Implementation of TOP 2050 would not directly result in removal of vegetation or wildlife in the City
because the General Plan does not confer entitlements for development. Development in accordance
with TOP 2050 could result in habitat modification and removal. Such development could also result
in the introduction of nonnative species of weeds, insects, and domestic animals that could adversely
impact sensitive species. Development projects considered for approval under TOP 2050 would be
required to undergo independent CEQA review. Such projects would be required to comply with the
federal and California Endangered Species Acts.

The following sensitive species have been observed in Ontario, and suitable habitat for each of these
species is present in the City: great egret (Ardea alba), great blue heron (Ardea Herodias), snowy egret
(Egretta thula), sharp-shinned hawk (Acipiter striatus), tricolored blackbird (Agelains tricolor), double-
crested cormorant (Phalacrocorax anritus), Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cogperi), burrowing owl, loggerhead
shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), and long-billed cutlew (Numenins americanus). Several additional species have
been obsetved for which the City has suitable foraging habitat but limited or no suitable nesting habitat:
ferruginous hawk, mountain plover (Charadrins montanus), northern harrier (Cireus cyaneus), white-tailed
kite (Elanus lencurns), metlin (Falco columbarins), praitie falcon (Falco mexcicanus), peregrine falcon, and
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white-faced ibis. Several sensitive bat species are considered to have possible roosting opportunities in
the City and are listed in Table 5.4-2, Sensitive Wildlife Species Known or With Potential to Exist in the City of
Ontario, in Section 5.4, Biolygical Resources, of the Draft SEIR.

No sensitive plant species have been observed in Ontario, and the only such species that are considered
potentially present in the City have a low potential due to lack of suitable habitat. Therefore,
implementation of TOP 2050 would not have substantial adverse impacts on sensitive plant species.

Neatly the entire City is developed with urban and agricultural uses, and there is very little native habitat
remaining. Vacant land in the City may have low habitat value, however, because much of it is barren
ground and does not support vegetation, and because many areas of vacant land are small, surrounded
by developed urban uses, and isolated from other vacant land. There is nonetheless a chance that some
sensitive species occur in remnant or disturbed habitats, and focused surveys may be warranted for
individual sites that are the subject of development proposals. The assessment of the need for focused
surveys would be carried out on a project-by-project basis in accordance with existing federal, state,
and local regulations. This would apply equally to the OMC and Ontario Ranch.

Most potential biological resources in the City are in Ontario Ranch because the rest of the City is
almost entirely built out. Some of the parts of Ontario Ranch that were previously used as dairies have
undergone surveys for Delhi Sands Flower-Loving Fly (DSFLF), and the USFWS has determined that
the likelihood of occupancy by DSFLE in these areas is low enough that further surveys would not be
required; however, project applicants would need to consult with the USFWS on a case-by-case basis
to determine survey requirements.

Parts of the closed Milliken Waste Disposal Site in the OMC are considered suitable for preservation
or enhancement as burrowing owl habitat.

The settlement agreement for the City of Ontario Sphere of Influence General Plan Amendment
governs mitigation for biological resources impacts in Ontario Ranch associated with potential impacts
to the burrowing owl, the DSFLF, raptor foraging and wildlife habitat, loss of open space, actual and
potential habitat and agricultural land, and sensitive species (listed and nonlisted). The terms of the
settlement agreement were discussed in the “Local Regulations” section under “City of Ontario Sphere
of Influence General Plan Amendment, Final EIR, and Settlement Agreement.”

TOP 2050 includes policies to ensure that special-status species and habitat are protected through
compliance with state and federal regulations (e.g., Policies ER-5.1 and ER-5.2). Projects under TOP
2050 that undergo independent CEQA review would be required to determine whether there is
potential habitat on-site for sensitive species. If potential habitat were found on-site, focused surveys
for those sensitive species potentially present would be required. If sensitive species were found, the
project proponent would be required to consult with the CDFW regarding impacts to sensitive species
and ensuing mitigation. Mitigation for impacts to sensitive species is often in the form of acquisition
or restoration of habitat, on-site or off-site, at a ratio to the area of impacted land that would be
determined by the CDFW or USFWS. For projects that are sited within critical habitat for a listed
species and are proposed by federal agencies or involve federal permits or funding, the project
proponent would be required under the FESA to consult with the USFWS regarding impacts and
mitigation. Projects in Ontario Ranch would pay a mitigation fee that would be deposited into a trust
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fund to be used for the acquisition, restoration, rehabilitation, and maintenance of lands deemed to
have long-term conservation value.

TOP 2050 would have similar biological resources impacts as the current Approved TOP. This is
because while the Proposed Project would increase land use intensity, TOP 2050 would not result in
development of new, previously undeveloped areas of the City. Compliance with the requirements of
the California and Federal Endangered Species Acts, including requirements of the USFWS regarding
critical habitat; mitigation fees paid by projects in Ontario Ranch; and acquisition and management of
habitat using those fees would reduce impacts on sensitive animal species from implementation of

TOP 2050.

The Proposed Project would not result in new impacts or a substantial increase in the magnitude of
impacts to special-status species compared to the Approved Project.

Finding. The Proposed Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts relating to candidate, sensitive, or special status species. Accordingly, no changes or alterations

to the Proposed Project were required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental
impacts under those thresholds. (Draft SEIR pg. 5.4.30)

Impact 5.4-2: Compliance with existing regulations would ensure that implementation of
TOP 2050 would not have an adverse impact on riparian or sensitive habitats.
[Threshold B-2]

Ontario is almost completely developed with urban and agricultural uses, with no large open areas of
native habitat. Available open space consists of agticultural fields, parks and golf courses, and scattered
vacant lots. The 2010 Certified EIR found that the Approved Project would not have substantial
adverse impacts to surface water areas, or to riparian or aquatic vegetation in surface water areas or
flood control channels. Detention basins would be designated Open Space—Non-recreation or Open
Space—Parkland. Projects affecting riparian habitat would be required to mitigate potential impacts to
riparian areas through the existing permitting process.

Surface water areas are assumed to contain sensitive natural communities if they support plants such
as mulefat and willow, which also occur in sensitive communities listed in the California Natural
Diversity Database as occurring in the region. Surface water areas in the City include detention basins
and other man-made lakes, such as those in golf courses, as well as dairy manure water retention basins,
irrigation ponds, and livestock watering ponds associated with agricultural uses in Ontario Ranch.

Detention basins would be designated Open Space—Non-recreation, except some of the basins in
Cucamonga-Guasti Regional Park would be designated Open Space—Parkland. The basins would not
be developed with other land uses.

Implementation of TOP 2050 would not result in direct vegetation removal in surface water areas in
the City; however, projects approved pursuant to TOP 2050 could indirectly result in such removal.
Projects that would result in impacts to surface water areas determined to be jurisdictional to the state
would require CDFW approval pursuant to the Fish and Game Code (Section 1600 et. seq.) in the
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form of Streambed Alteration Agreements. Such impacts would require mitigation, also subject to
CDFW approval.

Policy ER-5.1 would support avoidance of adverse impacts to protected wetlands, waters of the United
States, and waters of the State.

Compared to the Approved Project, TOP 2050 would have similar impacts to sensitive habitat because
it would not result in development of new, previously undeveloped areas of the City even though it
would result in an increase in land use intensity. Individual projects undergoing environmental review
under CEQA would be required to determine whether there is potential habitat on-site for sensitive
species. If sensitive species were found on-site, the project proponent would be required to consult
with the CDFW regarding impacts to sensitive species and ensuing mitigation. Projects in Ontario
Ranch would pay a mitigation fee that would be deposited into a trust fund to be used for the
acquisition, restoration, rehabilitation, and maintenance of lands deemed to have long-term
conservation value. In conclusion, projects affecting riparian habitat in the City would be required to
mitigate potential impacts to riparian areas through the existing permitting process.

The Proposed Project would not result in new impacts or a substantial increase in the magnitude of
impacts to riparian habitat or sensitive natural communities compared to the Approved Project.

Finding. The Proposed Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts relating to riparian habitat or sensitive natural community. Accordingly, no changes or
alterations to the Proposed Project were requited to avoid or substantially lessen any significant
environmental impacts under those thresholds. (Draft SEIR pg. 5.4.31)

Impact 5.4-3: Compliance with existing regulations would ensure that implementation of
TOP 2050 would not have an adverse impact on jurisdictional waters.
[Threshold B-3]

The 2010 Certified EIR found that the Approved Project would not have substantial adverse impacts
on jurisdictional waters. Flood control channels and detention basins would be designated Open
Space—Non-recreation or Open Space—Parkland. Projects that have the potential to result in impacts
to waters of the state would be subject to approval by CDFW; United States Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE); require a Section 404 permit under the Clean Water Act (CWA) or consultation with
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for a Section 7 take permit, as applicable; and require
mitigation in accordance with the applicable permits.

The Cucamonga Creck and Deer Creek channels and portions of the Lower Deer Creek, Day Creek,
Etiwanda Creek, and West Cucamonga Creck channels, are owned and maintained by San Bernardino
County; they are not subject to land use controls by the City of Ontario and would not be affected by
TOP 2050. Remaining segments of the Lower Deer Creek, Day Creek, Etiwanda Creek, and West
Cucamonga Creek channels in the City that are owned by the City of Ontario, would be designated
Open Space—Non-recreation by TOP 2050 and would not be developed with other land uses. The

Cucamonga, Ely, Wineville, and Chris detention basins are also owned and maintained by the County
and would not be affected by TOP 2050.
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Ontario Ranch contains dairy manure water retention basins, irrigation ponds, livestock watering, and
man-made lakes. In addition, fields under cultivation or left fallow accumulate surface water in ponds
ot ditches. The CDFW may have jurisdiction over these water bodies, but they are not expected to
come under USACE jurisdiction. Implementation of TOP 2050 would not result in direct impacts to
waters of the State because TOP 2050 does not grant specific entitlements for development.
Tributaries to any channels in the city, plus areas that are fed by surface waters, are considered waters
of the State and are jurisdictional to CDFW. Projects resulting in impacts to waters of the State would
be subject to approval by CDFW through Streambed Alteration Agreements and would require
mitigation as determined by the CDFW for any consequent impacts.

Individual projects undergoing environmental review under CEQA would be required to determine
whether there is potential habitat on-site for sensitive species. If sensitive species were found, the
project proponent would be required to consult with the CDFW regarding impacts to sensitive species
and ensuing mitigation. Projects in Ontario Ranch would pay a mitigation fee that would be deposited
into a trust fund to be used for the acquisition, restoration, rehabilitation, and maintenance of lands
deemed to have long-term conservation value.

Compared to the Approved Project, TOP 2050 would have similar impacts to jurisdictional waters.
This is because the Proposed Project would result in an increase in land use intensity but would not
result in development of new, previously undeveloped areas of the City. In conclusion, because projects
that have the potential to result in impact to waters of the State would be subject to approval by CDFW
and USACE, require a Section 404 permit under the CWA or consultation with the EPA for a Section 7
take permit, and mitigation would be required in accordance with the applicable permits, impacts to
jurisdictional waters in the City associated with TOP 2050 would be less than significant.

The Proposed Project would not result in new impacts or a substantial increase in the magnitude of
impacts to jurisdictional waters compared to the Approved Project.

Finding. The Proposed Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts relating to state or federally protected wetlands. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the

Proposed Project were required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts
under those thresholds. (Draft SEIR pg. 5.4.33)

Impact 5.4-4: Implementation of TOP 2050 would not adversely affect wildlife movement.
[Threshold B-4]

The 2010 Certified EIR found that no regional wildlife movement corridors have been identified in
the City. Therefore, the Approved Project did not result in substantial adverse effects to wildlife
movement.

No regional wildlife movement corridors have been identified in the City, most of which is ill suited
for the purposes of wildlife movement. The flood control channels and the Southern California Edison
(SCE) corridors could serve as local corridors for movement within the City and between the San
Gabriel Mountains to the north and the Prado Basin to the south. The segments of flood control
channels in the City would be designated Open Space—Non-recreation under TOP 2050 and would
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not be developed with other land uses. The SCE corridors would also be designated Open Space—
Non-recreation. Therefore, implementation of TOP 2050 is not anticipated to substantially impair the
use of flood control channels or SCE corridors in the City as wildlife movement corridors.

There are trees and shrubs scattered throughout the City that may be used for nesting or roosting by
migrating birds. TOP 2050 would not grant specific entitlements for development; therefore,
implementation of TOP 2050 would not directly impact vegetation that could be used by migrating
birds. Such projects would be required to comply with the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act.
Therefore, TOP 2050 is not anticipated to have substantial adverse impacts to migratory birds.
Furthermore, Policy ER-5.1 would encourage efforts to conserve flood control channels and
transmission line corridors as wildlife movement corridors. Consequently, impacts would be less than
significant.

Compared to the Approved Project, TOP 2050 would have similar impacts associated with wildlife
movement corridors. Though the Proposed Project would increase land use intensity, it would not
result in development of new, previously undeveloped areas of the City. Like the Approved Project,
TOP 2050 would not result interfere with wildlife movement in a wildlife corridor.

The Proposed Project would not result in new impacts or a substantial increase in the magnitude of
impacts to wildlife movement compared to the Approved Project.

Finding. The Proposed Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts relating to movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridor, and to the impediment of use of native
wildlife nursery sites. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Proposed Project were required to
avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those thresholds. (Draft SEIR
pg. 5.4.33)

Impact 5.4-5: Development in accordance with TOP 2050 would require compliance with
the requirements of the Delhi Sands Flower-Loving Fly Ontario Recovery
Unit. [Thresholds B-5 and B-6]

The 2010 Certified EIR found that the Approved Project would not conflict with the requirements of
the DSFLF Ontario Recovery Unit or critical habitat for the San Bernardino kangaroo rat. Since 2008,
the critical habitat for the San Bernardino kangaroo rat is no longer in Ontatio, so it is not evaluated
in this discussion.

The Ontatio Recovery Unit for the DSFLF includes 21.7 squate miles of Ontatio, mostly in the eastern
and southwestern portions of the City, including portions of Ontario Ranch. Projects proposed within
the Ontario Recovery Unit would be required to conduct focused surveys for DSFLF on the project
site and consult with the USFWS regarding mitigation of impacts on any DSFLF found, pursuant to
Section 7 of the FESA. In some of the parts of Ontario Ranch that were previously used as dairies, the
USFWS has concluded from the findings of previous focused surveys that DSFLS is very unlikely to
occur; therefore, no focused surveys for DSFLF areas are required in these areas. Projects proposed
pursuant to TOP 2050 would need to ascertain requirements for focused surveys for DSFLF from the
USFWS on a case-by-case basis.
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There is one habitat conservation plan (HCP) in the City, a 19-acre area near the intersection of
Greystone Drive and the eastern city boundary established to protect the DSFLF. The HCP area would
remain designated Industrial under the Proposed Project. Any project proposed for development
within this HCP pursuant to TOP 2050 would be required to consult with the USFWS regarding
project impacts on DSFLF and mitigation of any such impacts. Therefore, TOP 2050 would comply
with this HCP.

TOP 2050 would not grant specific entitlements for development and would not conflict with FESA
requirements and USFWS regulations regarding critical habitat. Furthermore, Policy ER-5.1 of TOP
2050 would support efforts to conserve high-quality habitat for the DSFLF. Individual projects
undergoing environmental review under CEQA would be required to determine whether there is a
potential for habitat on-site for sensitive species. If sensitive species were found on-site, the project
proponent would be required to consult with the CDFW regarding impacts to sensitive species and
ensuing mitigation. Projects in Ontario Ranch would pay a mitigation fee that would be deposited into
a trust fund to be used for the acquisition, restoration, rehabilitation, and maintenance of lands deemed
to have long-term conservation value.

Compared to the Approved Project, TOP 2050 would have similar impacts regarding consistency with
a habitat conservation plan. This is because the Proposed Project would increase land use intensity but

would not result in development of new, previously undeveloped areas of the City. Like the Approved
Project, TOP 2050 would not conflict with the DSFLEF HCP.

The Proposed Project would not result in new impacts or a substantial increase in the magnitude of
impacts to habitat conservation plan compared to the Approved Project.

Finding. The Proposed Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts relating to conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources and to
adopted habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans. Accordingly, no changes
or alterations to the Proposed Project were required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant
environmental impacts under those thresholds. (Draft SEIR pg. 5.4.34)

5. Cultural Resources?®

Impact 5.5-3: Grading activities would not adversely impact human remains, if accidentally
uncovered, because procedures are required under the Public Resources Code
and California Health and Safety code. [Threshold C-3]

The 2010 Certified EIR found that grading activities in Ontario would comply with PRC Section
5079.98 so as not to disturb human remains.

There are known Native American gravesites and cemeteries in the City, including Bellevue Memorial
Park on the north side of G Street, between Benson Avenue and Mountain Avenue. TOP 2050 in itself
does not involve grading activities and would not directly disturb any human remains. However, long-

3 Impacts5.5-1 is addressed in Section E, Significant and Unavoidable Significant Impacts that Cannot be Mitigated to Below the Level of
Significance. Impact 5.5-2 is addressed in Section D, Findings on Significant Environmental Impacts that Can be Reduced to a Less
than Significant Level.
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term implementation of TOP 2050 would allow development and redevelopment, including grading,
of sensitive areas, possibly disturbing human remains, including those outside of formal cemeteries.

California Health and Safety Code, Section 7050.5; CEQA Section 15004.5; and PRC Section 5097.98
mandate the process to be followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a
location other than a dedicated cemetery. Specifically, the California Health and Safety Code requires
that if human remains are discovered on a project site, disturbance of the site shall remain halted until
the coroner has conducted an investigation into the circumstances, manner, and cause of any death,
and the recommendations concerning the treatment and disposition of the human remains have been
made to the person responsible for the excavation, or to his or her authorized representative, in the
manner provided in PRC Section 5097.98. If the coroner determines that the remains are not subject
to his or her authority and if the coroner recognizes or has reason to believe the human remains to be
those of a Native American, he or she shall contact, by telephone within 24 hours, the Native American
Heritage Commission. Although soil-disturbing activities associated with development in accordance
with TOP 2050 could result in the discovery of human remains, compliance with existing law would
ensure that significant impacts to human remains would not occur.

The Proposed Project would not result in new impacts or a substantial increase in the magnitude of
impacts to human remains compared to the Approved Project.

Finding. The Proposed Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts relating to human remains. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Proposed Project
were required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those

thresholds. (Draft SEIR pg. 5.5.20)

6. Energy

Impact 5.6-1: TOP 2050 would not result in potentially significant environmental impacts
due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources
during project construction or operation. [Threshold E-1]

The 2010 Certified EIR assessed the energy demand for electricity and gas services and concluded that
the Approved Project would result in a less than significant impact to additional demand for electrical
and gas services. The 2010 Certified EIR did not identify impacts associated with wasteful, inefficient,
or unnecessary consumption of energy resources.

Short-Term Construction Impacts

Development projects constructed under the Proposed Project would create temporary demands for
electricity. Natural gas is not generally requited to power construction equipment, and therefore is not
anticipated during construction phases. Electricity use would fluctuate according to the phase of
construction. Additionally, it is anticipated that most electric-powered construction equipment would
be hand tools (e.g., power drills, table saws, compressors) and lighting, which would result in minimal
electricity usage during construction activities.
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Development projects would also temporarily increase demands for energy associated with
transportation. Transportation energy use depends on the type and number of trips, vehicle miles
traveled (VMT), fuel efficiency of vehicles, and travel mode. Energy use during construction would
come from the transport and use of construction equipment, delivery vehicles and haul trucks, and
construction employee vehicles that would use diesel fuel or gasoline. The use of energy resources by
these vehicles would fluctuate according to the phase of construction and would be temporary. It is
anticipated that most off-road construction equipment, such as those used during demolition and
grading, would be gas or diesel powered. In addition, all operation of construction equipment would
cease upon completion of project construction.

Furthermore, the construction contractors would be required to minimize nonessential idling of
construction equipment during construction in accordance with the California Code of Regulations
Title 13, Article 4.8, Chapter 9, Section 2449. Such required practices would limit wasteful and
unnecessary energy consumption. Moreover, future development projects accommodated under TOP
2050 would be similar to projects currently in development in Ontario. The types of land uses
accommodated under TOP 2050 would also be similar to the land uses accommodated under the
Approved Project. Thus, the construction processes for future development projects accommodated
under the Proposed Project would be similar to the construction processes of current development
projects and projects accommodated under the Approved Project.

TOP 2050 would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of fuel use during
construction. The Proposed Project would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of
impacts compared to that of the Approved Project.

Long-Term Impacts During Operation

Operation of new development projects accommodated under the Proposed Project would create
additional demands for electricity and natural gas compared to existing conditions. Operational use of
electricity and natural gas would include heating, cooling, and ventilation of buildings; water heating;
operation of electrical systems; use of on-site equipment and appliances; and lighting.

Nontransportation Energy

Electrical service to the City is provided by SCE through connections to existing off-site electrical lines
and new on-site infrastructure. As shown in Table 5.6-4, Year 2050 Forecast Electricity Consumption, in
Section 5.6, Energy, of the Draft SEIR, by hotizon year 2050, electricity use in the City would dectrease
by 32,244,780 kilowatt-hours per year, or approximately 9 percent, from existing conditions.

As shown in Table 5.6-5, Year 2050 Forecast Natural Gas Consumption, in Section 5.6, Energy, natural gas
use under the Approved Project totals 100,249,150 therms annually. By 2050, natural gas use in the
City would increase by 3,624,970 therms annually, or approximately 4 percent, from existing
conditions.

While the electricity demand would decrease and natural gas demand would increase for the City
compared to existing conditions, developments accommodated under the Proposed Project would be
required to comply with the current and future updates to the Building Energy Efficiency Standards
and CALGreen, which would contribute in reducing the energy demands shown in Tables 5.6-4 and
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5.6-5. New and replacement buildings in compliance with these standards would generally have greater
energy efficiency than existing buildings. It is anticipated that each update to the Building Energy
Efficiency Standards and CALGreen would result in greater building energy efficiency and move closer
to buildings achieving zero net energy.

In addition to the Building Energy Efficiency Standards and CALGreen, TOP 2050 includes the goals
and policies to increase energy efficiency and reduce wasteful, inefficient use of energy resources. The
Environmental Resources Element policies focus on coordinating with agencies to pursue energy-
efficient goals and strategies, promoting energy-efficient development patterns and site designs, and
expanding renewable energy strategies (Environmental Resources Element policies ER-3.2, ER-3.3,
ER-3.4, and ER-3.6). Policies ER-3.2 and ER-3.4 would require the best practices identified in green
community rating systems to guide development in new communities and promote renewable enetgy
sources for public- and private-sector development. Policy ER-3.3 would require energy-efficient
building and site design strategies for future development projects. Policy ER-3.4 would require all new
and substantially renovated City buildings of 10,000 square feet and greater to achieve Leadership in
Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver Certification standard. Encouraging sustainable and
energy-efficient building practices and using more renewable energy strategies will further reduce
energy consumption in the City and move closer to achieving zero net energy.

Transportation Enerqgy

The growth accommodated under TOP 2050 would consume transportation energy from the use of
motor vehicles (e.g., gasoline, diesel, compressed natural gas, and electricity). Table 5.6-6, Operation-
Related Annual Fuel Usage, in Section 5.6, Energy, shows the net change in VMT, fuel usage, and fuel
efficiency of the Proposed Project compared to the Approved Project.

As shown in Table 5.6-6, when compared to the Approved Project, the Proposed Project would result
in an overall increase in VMT and fuel usage for gasoline-, diesel-, compressed natural gas- and
electricity-powered vehicles. Therefore, the Proposed Project would result in an increase in annual
VMT and fuel usage for all vehicles, primarily due to the increase in projected population growth. Fuel
efficiency will be the same as the Approved Project, and implementation of the Proposed Project
would not result in less efficiency in transportation fuel usage.

The overall VMT shown in the table would be primarily attributable to the increase in population
compared to the Approved Project. Although fuel efficiency between the Proposed Project and the
Approved Project would be the same, the VMT per service personnel rate (VMT/SP) decreases under
the Proposed Project (see Section 5.17, Transportation, Table 5.17-4, 1VMT Comparison of TOP 2050 to the
Approved TOP, ctiterion 1, of the Draft SEIR). A decrease in VMT/SP indicates fewer vehicle trips and
shorter trip distances with the growing service population, which accounts for residents and employees
who lives and/or works in Ontario. This could be caused by multiple factors, such as better jobs-
housing ratio, implementation of more public transit options in the City, and amenities closer to where
residents live.

Although VMT associated with electric vehicles and thus electricity usage would increase under the
with-project horizon year 2050 scenario when compared to existing Approved Project, it is also
anticipated that electric vehicles will improve in energy efficiency. In conjunction with the regulatory
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(i.e., Renewables Portfolio Standard [RPS], Senate Bill [SB] 350, and SB 100) and general trend toward
increasing the supply and production of energy from renewable sources, it is anticipated that a greater
share of electricity used to power electric vehicles will be from renewable sources in future years (e.g.,
individual photovoltaic systems, purchased electricity from a community choice aggregation, and/or
purchased electricity from SCE that is generated from renewable sources).

In addition to regulatory compliance that would contribute to more fuel-efficient vehicles and less
demand in fuels, the Proposed Project includes policies that will contribute to minimizing overall VMT,
and thus fuel usage associated with the City. These proposed policies focus on minimizing VMT
through land use and transportation planning efforts that work in combination. TOP 2050 includes
Mobility Element policy M-3.3 and Land Use Element policies LU-1.2, LU-1.4, LU-1.5, and LU-1.6.
These policies focus on situating residential development near commercial land uses to promote public
transit use. Placing residential and nonresidential uses near each other to create self-sustaining
communities and neighborhoods and offering mixed-used developments could result in shorter
distances traveled between where people work and live and to amenities. The shorter distances reduce
VMT by reducing the average vehicle trip distance traveled. It also encourages people to forego vehicle
travel altogether and either bike, walk, or take public transportation, which would also contribute to
minimizing VMT.

Furthermore, proposed policies under TOP 2050 include improving public transportation and active
transit (e.g., biking and walking) infrastructure in the City (e.g., Mobility Element policies M-2.1, M-
22, M-2.3, and M-2.4; Community Design Element policy CD-3.2). Improving the public
transportation and active transit infrastructure in conjunction with creating more self-sustaining
neighborhoods would encourage less travel by single-occupancy-passenger vehicle, which would
further contribute to minimizing VMT. Moreover, TOP 2050 Environmental Resources Element
policy ER-3.5 focuses on increasing the use of clean fuel and electric vehicles by purchasing more fuel-
efficient alternative energy vehicles.

Summary

Overall, regulatory compliance (e.g., Building Energy Efficiency Standards, CALGreen, RPS, and
Corporate Average Fuel Economy [CAFE] standards) will increase building energy efficiency and
vehicle fuel efficiency and reduce building energy demand and transportation-related fuel usage.
Additionally, the Proposed Project includes policies related to land use and transportation planning
and design, energy efficiency, public and active transit, and renewable energy generation that will
contribute to minimizing building and transportation-related energy demands overall and demands on
nonrenewable sources of energy. Implementation of proposed policies under TOP 2050 and
Community Climate Action Plan (CCAP) in conjunction with regulatory requirements would ensure
that energy demand associated with growth under TOP 2050 would not be inefficient, wasteful, or
unnecessary. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in new or a substantial increase in
magnitude of impacts compared to the Approved Project.

Finding. The Proposed Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts relating to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources. Accordingly,
no changes or alterations to the Proposed Project were required to avoid or substantially lessen any
significant environmental impacts under those thresholds. (Draft SEIR pg. 5.6.13)
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Impact 5.6-2: Implementation of TOP 2050 would not conflict with or obstruct a state or
local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. [Threshold E-2]

The 2010 Certified EIR did not identify impacts related to consistency with plans for renewable energy
or energy efficiency because this was not a threshold in the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G checklist
at the time. Applicable plans relevant to the Proposed Project include the California RPS Program.

The state’s electricity grid is transitioning to renewable energy under California’s RPS Program.
Renewable sources of electricity include wind, small hydropower, solar, geothermal, biomass, and
biogas. In general, California has RPS requirements of 33 percent renewable energy by 2020 (SB X1-
2), 40 percent by 2024 (SB 350), 50 percent by 2026 (SB 100), 60 percent by 2030 (SB 100), and 100
percent by 2045 (SB 100). SB 100 also establishes RPS requirements for publicly owned utilities that
consist of 44 percent renewable energy by 2024, 52 percent by 2027, and 60 percent by 2030. The
statewide RPS requirements do not directly apply to individual development projects, but to utilities
and energy providers such as SCE, whose compliance with RPS requirements would contribute to the
State of California objective of transitioning to renewable energy. The land uses accommodated under
the Proposed Project would comply with the current and future iterations of the Building Energy
Efficiency Standards and CALGreen.

Furthermore, TOP 2050 includes Environmental Resources Element policies ER-3.1, ER-3.2, ER-3.3,
ER-3.4, ER-3.5, and ER-3.6 and Safety Element policies S-9.1, §-9.2, and S-9.3, which would support
the statewide goal of transitioning the electricity grid to renewable sources and employ best practices
regarding energy-saving standards. Therefore, implementation of TOP 2050 would not conflict with
or obstruct implementation of California’s RPS program. The Proposed Project would not result in
new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Approved Project.

Finding. The Proposed Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts relating to conflict with or obstruction of a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Proposed Project were required to avoid or
substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those thresholds. (Draft SEIR pg.
5.6.14)

7. Geology and Soils*

Impact 5.7-1: Development of TOP 2050 would adhere to the California Building Code to
ensure residents, employees, or visitors in Ontario would not be adversely
affected by potential seismic-related hazards. [Threshold G-1]

The 2010 Certified EIR found that policies of the Approved Project, and state regulations would
ensure that the potential impacts from seismic-related hazards would be less than significant.

4 Impact 5.7-6 is addressed in Section D, Findings on Significant Environmental Impacts that Can be Reduced to a Less than Significant
Level.
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Earthquakes

The Upper Santa Ana River Valley and vicinity contain a number of known earthquake faults, which
are described above in Table 5.7-1, Estinated Maximum Earthguake Magnitude and Associated Peak Ground
Acceleration for Fanlts in and Near Ontario, and shown on Figure 5.7-2, Regional Fanlts and Fault Zones, in
Section 5.7, Geology and Soils, of the Draft SEIR. The City of Ontario is not within any Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zone. Of the faults listed, the southern section of the San Andreas Fault is estimated
to be capable of generating the greatest magnitude earthquake, 8.0. The most intense peak horizontal
ground acceleration that any of these faults is estimated to be capable of generating in Ontario is
approximately 0.54 g by the Chino Fault, which passes approximately four miles from the southwestern
City boundary. Projects considered for approval under TOP 2050 would be required to comply with
seismic safety provisions of the California Building Code (CBC; Title 24, Part 2 of the California Code
of Regulations). Such compliance would reduce hazards arising from ground shaking to less than
significant.

Liquefaction

Based on the groundwater levels throughout the City being greater than 50 feet below ground surface,
there is currently no potential for liquefaction.

Seismically Induced Settlement

The entire Ontatio area is undetlain by young, unconsolidated alluvial deposits and artificial fill that
may be susceptible to seismically induced settlement (see Figure 5.7-1, Geologic Map, in Section 5.7,
Geology and Soils, of the Draft SEIR). Implementation of TOP 2050 could indirectly increase the
numbers of persons and structures in the City that could be subjected to earthquake-related hazards.
Projects developed pursuant to TOP 2050 would be required to meet the most cutrent seismic safety
requirements in the CBC. Chapter 16 of the CBC contains requirements for design and construction
of structures to resist loads, including earthquake loads. Chapter 18 contains requirements for
excavation, grading, and fill; load-bearing values of soils; and foundations, footings, and piles.
Compliance with those requirements would ensure that there would not be substantial impacts related
to ground shaking, liquefaction, or seismic settlement. Furthermore, TOP 2050 includes the following
policies regarding seismic-related hazards.

= S-1.1: 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,

m  5-1.2: Entitlement and Permitting Process. We follow state guidelines and the California
Building Code to determine when development proposals must conduct geotechnical and
geological investigations.

m  S-1.3: Continual Update of Technical Information. We maintain up-to-date California
Geological Survey seismic hazard maps.
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m  S-1.4: Seismically Vulnerable Structures. We conform to state law regarding unreinforced
masonty structures and coordinate with not-for-profits to facilitate seismic retrofits in
environmental justice areas and for low-income households.

TOP 2050 would have similar seismic hazards as the current TOP. This is because while the Proposed
Project would result in an increase in land use intensity, TOP 2050 would not result in development
of new, previously undeveloped areas of the City. After compliance with the safety provisions of the
CBC, implementation of TOP 2050 would have less-than-significant impacts from seismic hazards.
The Proposed Project would not result in new impacts or a substantial increase in the magnitude of
impacts to geology and soils compared to the Approved Project.

Finding. The Proposed Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts relating to seismic-related hazards. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Proposed

Project were required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those
thresholds. (Draft SEIR pg. 5.7.19)

Impact 5.7-2: Implementation of TOP 2050 would not result in substantial soil erosion or
the loss of topsoil. [Threshold G-2]

The 2010 Certified EIR found that policies of the Approved Project and state regulations would ensure
that the potential impacts from erosion or the loss of topsoil would be less than significant.

Erosion

The young alluvial sediment and wind-blown sand underlying the City are generally granular, poorly
consolidated, and very susceptible to erosion. Grading increases the potential for erosion by removing
protective vegetation, changing natural drainage patterns, and constructing slopes. However,
compliance with the CBC and review of grading plans for individual projects by the City Engineer
would ensure no significant impacts would occur. In addition, construction activities on project sites
larger than one acre are required to prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that
details Best Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce the potential for erosion during construction
activities.

Furthermore, TOP 2050 includes the following policies regarding erosion and loss of topsoil:
m  ER-1.6: Urban Run-off Quantity. We encourage the use of low impact development strategies,

including green infrastructure, to intercept run-off, slow the discharge rate, increase infiltration,
and ultimately reduce discharge volumes to traditional storm drain systems.

m  ER-1.7: Urban Run-Off Quality. We require the control and management of urban runoff,
consistent with Regional Water Quality Control Board regulations.

m  S-5.1: Dust Control Measures. We require the implementation of Best Management Practices
for dust control at all excavation and grading projects.

m  S§-5.2: Grading in High Winds. We prohibit excavation and grading during strong wind
conditions, as defined by the Building Code.
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TOP 2050 would have similar soil erosion as the current TOP. This is because while the Proposed
Project would result in an increase in land use intensity, TOP 2050 would not result in development
of new, previously undeveloped areas of the City. After compliance with the safety provisions of the
CBC implementation of TOP 2050 would have less-than-significant impacts from soil erosion. The
Proposed Project would not result in new impacts or a substantial increase in the magnitude of impacts
to erosion and topsoil loss compared to the Approved Project.

Finding. The Proposed Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts relating to erosion and loss of topsoil. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Proposed

Project were required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those
thresholds. (Draft SEIR pg. 5.7-20)

Impact 5.7-3: The City of Ontario would not exacerbate geologic hazards in the City, such
as on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or
collapse. [Threshold G-3]

The 2010 Certified EIR found that policies of the Approved Project, and state regulations would
ensure that the potential impacts from geology and soils hazards would be less than significant.

Ground Subsidence

The thick alluvial deposits comprising the Chino Subbasin may be susceptible to compaction, with
resulting subsidence at the surface, in the event of rapid groundwater withdrawal. Surface subsidence
of up to 2.5 feet and ground fissuring from groundwater extraction have been reported in Chino.
Projects considered for approval under TOP 2050 could expose structures or persons to potentially
significant hazards from ground subsidence. However, compliance with the CBC and review of grading
plans for individual projects by the City Engineer would ensure no significant impacts would occur.

Compressible Soils

The young sediments undetlying the City are generally dry and loose in the upper few feet, and
therefore are susceptible to compression. Much of the Ontario Ranch has been intensively farmed and
is especially susceptible to compression. Developments approved pursuant to TOP 2050 could expose
petsons or structures to potentially significant hazards from compressible soils. However, compliance
with the CBC and review of grading plans for individual projects by the City Engineer would ensure
no significant impacts would occur. Furthermore, TOP 2050 includes policies regarding geology and
soils hazards.

TOP 2050 would have similar geological hazards as the current TOP. This is because while the
Proposed Project would result in an increase in land use intensity, TOP 2050 would not result in
development of new, previously undeveloped areas of the City. After compliance with the safety
provisions of the CBC implementation of TOP 2050 would have less-than-significant impacts from
geologic hazards. The Proposed Project would not result in new impacts or a substantial increase in
the magnitude of impacts to geology and soils compared to the Approved Project.

Finding. The Proposed Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts relating to geologic hazards. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Proposed Project
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were required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those

thresholds. (Draft SEIR pg. 5.7-21)

Impact 5.7-4: Development associated with TOP 2050 would not be located on expansive
soil, as defined in Table 18-1B of the Uniform building Code (1994), creating
substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property. [Threshold G-4]

The 2010 Certified EIR found that policies of the Approved Project, and state regulations would
ensure that the potential impacts from geology and soils hazards would be less than significant.

Expansive Soils

Expansive soils are likely in the southern parts of the City, where there are silts, sandy silts, and silty
clays. Near-surface soils in the northern and central parts of the City are primarily granular, that is, silty
sand, sand, and gravel; such sediments are usually nonexpansive or have very low expansion potential.
Projects in the southern part of the City under TOP 2050 could expose persons or structures to
potentially significant hazards from expansive soils. However, compliance with the CBC and review of
grading plans for individual projects by the City Engineer would ensure no significant impacts would
occur. Additionally, TOP 2050 includes policies regarding geology and soils hazards.

TOP 2050 would have similar impacts from expansive soils as the current TOP. This is because while
the Proposed Project would result in an increase in land use intensity, TOP 2050 would not result in
development of new, previously undeveloped areas of the City. After compliance with the safety
provisions of the CBC implementation of TOP 2050 would have less-than-significant impacts from
expansive soils. The Proposed Project would not result in new impacts or a substantial increase in the
magnitude of impacts to geology and soils compared to the Approved Project.

Finding. The Proposed Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts relating to expansive soils. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Proposed Project

were required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those
thresholds. (Draft SEIR pg. 5.7-21)

Impact 5.7-5: Implementation of TOP 2050 would not result in use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems that would not be supported by soils
in the City. [Threshold G-5]

The 2010 Certified EIR found that policies of the Approved Project, and state regulations would
ensure that the potential impacts from geology and soils hazards would be less than significant.
Wastewater from Ontario is treated at wastewater treatment facilities owned and operated by the Inland
Empire Utilities Agency IEUA). Use of septic tanks would be limited to existing septic tanks, and new
septic tanks would be constricted to areas not in practical proximity to existing sewer mains, dependent
on approval by the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) on a case-by-case
basis. The Proposed Project would not result in new impacts or a substantial increase in the magnitude
of impacts to geology and soils compared to the Approved Project.
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Finding.. The Proposed Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts relating to septic tanks and alternative waste water disposal systems. Accordingly, no changes
or alterations to the Proposed Project were required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant
environmental impacts under those thresholds. (Draft SEIR pg. 5.7-22)

8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Impact 5.8-1: Implementation of TOP 2050 with the CCAP is projected to result in emissions
below those of the Approved Project and meet the GHG reduction target
established under SB 32 and Executive Order S-03-05 and progress toward the
State’s carbon neutrality goal. [Threshold GHG-1]

The 2010 Certified EIR identified significant GHG emissions impacts associated with the Approved
Project as a result of the magnitude of population and employment growth projected by SCAG and
TOP. Development under the Proposed Project would contribute to global climate change through
direct and indirect emissions of GHG from land uses within the city. A general plan does not directly
result in development without additional approvals. Before any development can occur in the city, it
must be analyzed for consistency with TOP 2050, zoning requirements, and other applicable local and
State requirements; comply with the requirements of CEQA; and obtain all necessary clearances and
permits.

Horizon Year 2050 Emissions Forecast

TOP 2050 is an update to TOP to guide the city’s development and conservation through 2050. The
Proposed Project is a focused effort, with particular emphasis on conducting technical refinements to
the Policy Plan to comply with state housing mandates; conform with new state laws related to
community health, environmental justice, climate adaption, resiliency, and mobility; and bring long-
term growth and fiscal projections into alighment with current economic conditions. The community
GHG emissions inventory for TOP 2050 compared to TOP is shown in Table 5.8-7, GHG Ewmission
Forecast, in Section 5.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft SEIR. As shown in this table, the increase
in residential units and population associated with the Approved Project compared to the Proposed
Project results in an increase in residential building energy use and a slight increase in solid waste and
water/wastewatet generation compared to the current TOP. However, the GHG emissions efficiency
of the Proposed Project, expressed in GHG emissions per service population, improves compared to
the Approved Project. Overall, GHG emissions associated with the Proposed Project would be slightly

higher compared to those of the Approved Project in the absence of local measures identified in the
CCAP and would not meet the 2050 GHG target of 2.0 MTCOxe per capita.

Table 5.8-7 includes reductions from state measures that have been adopted to reduce GHG emissions,
including:

m  The RPS requires increases in renewable electricity supplies.

m  The Clean Car Standards require increased fuel efficiency of on-road vehicles and decreased
carbon intensity of vehicle fuels.
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m  The updated Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards require new buildings to achieve
increased energy efficiency targets.

m  The LCFS mandates reduced carbon intensity of fuels used in off-road equipment.

m  The shortlived climate pollutants law (SB 1383) proposes a comprehensive strategy to reduce
methane and other emissions of short-lived greenhouse gases through regulations on dairy
operations and urban landfills, including higher diversion rates of food waste from landfills.

Local GHG Reduction Measures

The City of Ontario has been implementing the GHG reduction measures identified in the 2014 CCAP
to reduce GHG emissions in the city.

To improve energy efficiency of municipal buildings and operations, the City launched the Smart
Ontario initiative, which involves an energy audit, comprehensive upgrade of municipal utility
infrastructure, and implementation of energy infrastructure improvements. As of March 2022, the City
has retrofitted all citywide street lights with LED light fixtures and all interior and exterior light fixtures
in city buildings (approximately 15,000); has replaced over 100 heating, ventilation, and air conditioning
(HVAC) components in city facilities; and replaced 350 thermostats in all city buildings. The City has
installed 1.8 megawatt solar photovoltaic systems at the Ontario Convention Center and the Ontario
Police Department, generating 2,571,125 kilowatt-hours of energy in 2019. To reduce the GHG
emissions of newly constructed city buildings, City policies support all new municipal buildings to be
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certified by the U.S. Green Building
Council. In compliance with the California Building Standards Code of Title 24, in November 2019,
the City passed an ordinance to amend the municipal code and adopt by reference the 2019 California
Green Building Standards Code.

The City has also implemented numerous projects to reduce GHG emissions from the transportation
sectot, including the installation of 21 electric vehicle (EV) charging stations, adoption of an Active
Transportation Master Plan, synchronization of 30 percent of traffic signals through the Traffic
Management Center, and completion of pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure improvements through
Safe Routes to School and Active Transportation Program grants. Future projects include a citywide
e-scooter share program (launching in March 2023), the Multimodal Transportation Center (needs
assessment completed in March 2022), and the West Valley Corridor Bus Rapid Transit, a zero-
emission bus line (completion expected in 2024).

The Proposed Project includes implementation of the CCAP update. The 2022 update to the CCAP
draws upon strategies from the 2014 CCAP and the San Bemadino GHG Reduction Plan, with new
strategies to address current state regulations and local issues of concern. The CCAP identifies GHG
emissions reductions targets for the City of Ontario that would ensure consistency with the State GHG
reduction goals of EO S-03-05 and substantial progress toward the State’s carbon neutrality goals under
EO B-55-18. Table 5.8-8, 2022 CCAP GHG Reduction Measures, in Section 5.8, Greenhouse Gas Ensissions,
of the Draft SEIR shows the GHG reduction measures and reductions associated with the local
measures in the draft CCAP at buildout of TOP 2050 that would help achieve those reductions.
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Table 5.8-9, TOP 2050 GHG Emissions Reduction Target Analysis with the CCAP, in Section 5.8, Greenhouse
Gas Ewmissions, of the Draft SEIR shows that the City would achieve the GHG reduction targets for
year 2050 with implementation of the CCAP.

Furthermore, TOP 2050 includes policies that would reduce GHG associated with development
projects.

m  Land Use Element policies LU-2.1 through LU-2.5 would regulate new development impacts on
neatby sensitive land uses.

m  Environmental Resources Element policies ER-1.1 through ER-1.8 would reduce GHG emissions
from water use and wastewater generation.
e Policies ER-2.1 through ER-2.3 would reduce GHG emissions from solid waste disposal.

e Policies ER-3.1 through ER-3.6 would ensure that new development is energy efficient.

e DPolicies ER-4.1 through ER-4.9 would reduce air pollution from new development.

m  Community Design Element policy CD-2.7 would ensure that sustainability is considered in the
design of new projects.

m  Mobility Element policies M-1.4 (complete streets), M-3.1through M-3.11 (transit), and M-2.1
through M-2.4 (bicycle and pedestrian) would reduce VMT.

With implementation of the CCAP, TOP 2050 would result in a decrease in emissions from the
Approved Project (see Table 5.8-10, GHG Ewmissions Forecast with CCAP lmplementation, in Section 5.8,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft SEIR). Further, as shown in Table 5.8-8, with implementation of
the CCAP, the city would achieve the EO S-03-05 GHG emissions reduction targets, resulting in an
80 percent decrease in GHG emissions in the city by 2050 from existing conditions, and would make
substantial progress toward the State’s carbon neutrality goals under EO B-55-18. Therefore,
TOP 2050, which includes the CCAP, would reduce GHG emissions impacts compared to the current
TOP. The Proposed Project would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts
compared to the Approved Project.

Finding. The Proposed Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts relating to the generation of greenhouse gas emissions that may have a significant impact on
the environment. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Proposed Project were required to
avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those thresholds. (Draft SEIR
pg. 5.7-20)

Impact 5.8-2: Impact 5.8-2: Implementation of TOP 2050 would not conflict with an
applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of
reducing GHG emissions. [Threshold GHG-2])

The 2010 Certified EIR identified that the Approved Project was consistent with statewide strategies
adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Applicable plans adopted for the purpose of
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reducing GHG emissions include CARB’s Scoping Plan and SCAG’s Connect SoCal. A consistency
analysis with these plans is presented below.

CARB Scoping Plan

The CARB Scoping Plan is applicable to state agencies but is not directly applicable to cities/counties
and individual projects (i.e., the Scoping Plan does not require local jurisdictions to adopt its policies,
programs, or regulations to reduce GHG emissions). However, new regulations adopted by the State
agencies from the Scoping Plan result in GHG emissions reductions at the local level. So local
jurisdictions benefit from reductions in transportation emissions rates, increases in water efficiency in
the building and landscape codes, and other statewide actions that affect a local jurisdiction’s emissions
inventory from the top down. Statewide strategies to reduce GHG emissions include the LCFES and
changes in the corporate average fuel economy standards.

Project GHG emissions shown in Table 5.8-8 includes reductions associated with statewide strategies
that have been adopted since AB 32 and SB 32. Development projects accommodated under TOP
2050 are required to adhere to the programs and regulations identified by the Scoping Plan and
implemented by state, regional, and local agencies to achieve the statewide GHG reduction goals of
AB 32 and SB 32. Future development projects would be required to comply with these state GHG
emissions reduction measures because they are statewide strategies. For example, new buildings
associated with land uses accommodated by implementing TOP 2050 would be required to meet the
CALGteen and Building Energy Efficiency Standards in effect at the time when applying for building
permits. Furthermore, as discussed under the discussion for Impact 5.8-1, TOP 2050 includes goals,
policies, and programs that would help reduce GHG emissions and therefore help achieve GHG
reduction goals. Impacts associated with the Approved Project and Proposed Project are similar.
Implementation of TOP 2050 would not obstruct implementation of the CARB Scoping Plan, and
impacts would be less than significant. The Proposed Project would not result in new or a substantial
increase in magnitude of impacts compared to that of the Approved Project.

SCAG’s Connect SoCal

Connect SoCal is Southern California’s regional transportation plan to achieve the passenger vehicle
emissions reductions identified under SB 375. Connect SoCal was adopted in September 2020. Connect
SoCal’s “core vision” centers on maintaining and better managing the transportation network for
moving people and goods while expanding mobility choices by locating housing, jobs, and transit closer
together and increasing investment in transit and complete streets. Moreover, Connect SoCal identifies
areas in the region that can house near-term and long-term growth and support a diverse economy and
wotkforce. By integrating the Forecast Development Pattern with a suite of financially constrained
transportation investments, Connect SoCal can reach the regional target of reducing GHGs from autos
and light-duty trucks by 8 percent per capita by 2020, and 19 percent by 2035 (compared to 2005 levels)
(SCAG 2020).

As demonstrated in Section 5.11, Land Use and Planning, and Section 5.17, Transportation, TOP 2050
would be consistent with the Connect SoCal goals. Mobility Element policies M-1.4 (complete streets),
M-3.1through M-3.11 (transit), and M-2.1 through M-2.4 (bicycle and pedestrian) would reduce VMT
per service population consistent with the regional goals. Furthermore, as discussed in Section 5.14,
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Population and Honsing, implementation of the Proposed Project would improve and maintain the jobs-
housing balance in the City. Thus, TOP 2050 would provide for residents to both live and work in the
City instead of commuting to other areas, which would contribute to minimizing VMT and reducing
VMT per service population. Therefore, TOP 2050 would not interfere with SCAG’s ability to
implement the regional strategies in Connect SoCal, and no impact would occur. The Proposed Project
would not result in new impacts or a substantial increase in the magnitude of impacts compared to the

Approved Project.

Finding. The Proposed Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts relating to conflict with applicable plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Proposed
Project were required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those
thresholds. (Draft SEIR pg. 5.8-27)

9. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Impact 5.9-1: Implementation of TOP 2050 would involve the transport, use, and/or
disposal of hazardous materials, but existing regulations and TOP 2050
Policies would ensure no adverse impacts on the environment. [Thresholds H-
1, H-2, and H-3]

The 2010 Certified EIR identified that implementation of the policies in the Safety Element in addition
to existing regulations would ensure less than significant impacts from transport, use, and/or disposal
of hazardous materials.

TOP 2050 involves the designation of commercial, industrial, and residential land uses in Ontario, as
well as continued redevelopment and large amounts of infill development. Development associated
with TOP 2050 would result in a concentration of commercial, hospitality, office, and industrial uses
around ONT and numerous mixed-use projects throughout the City. Implementation of TOP 2050
would increase the number of businesses and residents in the City, thereby increasing the amount of
hazardous materials being transported, stored, and manufactured, and the number of people exposed
to these materials. Buildout in accordance with TOP 2050 would result in an increase in the frequency
of transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials associated with commercial and industrial growth
in Ontario, especially in the Ontario Ranch and around ONT. Though businesses and users are
required by federal, state, and local regulations to properly transport, use, and dispose of hazardous
material, it is possible that upset or accidental conditions may arise that result in the release of
hazardous materials into the environment.

The City also has a number of pipelines and electrical lines that run through it. A major high-pressure
distribution pipeline, operated by Kinder Morgan, serves ONT with jet fuel. Although this pipeline is
registered with the EPA as a large-quantity generator of hazardous materials, the number of tons of
material it generates is not known at this time. This pipeline and others running throughout the City
are monitored by pipeline operators who are responsible for the upkeep of pipelines and the
authorization of excavations around pipeline locations. Buildout of TOP 2050 would increase the
exposure of people and the environment to potential hazards related to pipeline or electrical line
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rupture. As with all development in California, development in Ontario would be required to follow
the procedural requirements of the Underground Service Alert of Southern California, or DigAlert.

The City of Ontario has around 127 facilities or sites that generate, transport, treat, store, and/or
dispose of hazardous waste, as recorded by the national Resource Conservation Recovery Act
Envirofacts Database. Tables 5.9-1, Hazardous Materials Sites in the City, and 5.9-2, EP.A Hazardous Waste
Transporters in Ontario in 2021, in Section 5.9, Hazards and Hazardons Materials, of the Draft SEIR show
the known contaminated sites and facilities in Ontario based on the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System and EnviroStor databases. An increase in
the transport of hazardous waste from an increased demand for transport, use, and disposal within or
outside the City could result in more accidents leading to the release of hazardous materials. An increase
in the transport of hazardous materials as a result of the proposed project would be limited to areas
along interstates and rail lines, where commercial and industrial uses would be concentrated. Some
transport of hazardous materials may occur near small commercial pockets proposed throughout
various areas of the City.

Furthermore, demolition activities that have the potential to expose construction workers and/or the
public to asbestos-containing materials or lead-based paint will be conducted in accordance with
applicable regulations, including, but not limited to: South Coast AQMD’s Rule 1403; California Health
and Safety Code (Section 39650 et seq.); California Code of Regulations (Title 8, Section 1529);
California Occupational Safety and Health Administration regulations (California Code of Regulations,
Title 8, Section 1529 [Asbestos] and Section 1532.1 [Lead]); and Code of Federal Regulations (Title 40,
Part 61 [asbestos], Title 40, Part 763 [asbestos], and Title 29, Part 1926 [asbestos and lead)).

In conclusion, current federal and state regulations, City ordinances, and TOP 2050 policies would
regulate the handling of hazardous substances to reduce potential releases; exposure; and risks of
transporting, storing, treating, and disposing of hazardous materials and wastes. Compared to the
Approved Project, TOP 2050 would have similar impacts because the Proposed Project would result
in an increase in land use intensity rather than development of new, previously undeveloped areas of
the City that would require substantial landform modification. Therefore, like the Approved Project,
additional hazardous waste transpott, use, and/or disposal that would occur upon the buildout of TOP
2050 would be less than significant with adherence to the existing regulations. The Proposed Project
would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Approved
Project.

Finding. The Proposed Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts relating to transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials, to release of hazardous
materials, and to emission and handling of hazardous materials, substances, or waste. Accordingly, no
changes or alterations to the Proposed Project were required to avoid or substantially lessen any
significant environmental impacts under those thresholds. (Draft SEIR pg. 5.9-37)
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Impact 5.9-2: Land uses in Ontario are on a list of hazardous materials sites; however,
existing regulations and Safety Element policies of TOP 2050 would ensure
that development would not exacerbate existing hazards. [Threshold H-4]

The 2010 Certified EIR identified that implementation of the policies in the Safety Element in addition
existing regulations ensured that development of the Approved Project would not exacerbate existing
hazards associated with existing hazardous materials sites.

Development in accordance with TOP 2050 would involve redevelopment and reuse of some sites
listed as hazardous materials sites on environmental databases.

The listings document the presence of hazardous materials on those sites but do not document
hazardous releases. Redevelopment of these sites could potentially expose future residents and workers
to hazards from known hazardous materials releases on and near the sites.

Site assessments for hazardous materials and remediation of hazardous materials releases would be
required for redevelopment projects developed in accordance with TOP 2050 and the regulations and
policies of the agency assigned to the site (i.e., Department of Toxic Substances Control, Water Quality
Control Board, Certified Unified Program Agencies, EPA). There are several TOP policies that address
development on and around known hazardous waste sites. These policies include:

m LU-2.1: Land Use Decisions. We minimize adverse impacts on adjacent properties when
considering land use and zoning requests.

s LU-2.3: Hazardous Uses. We regulate the development of industrial and similar uses that use,
store, produce, or transport toxic substances, air emissions, other pollutants, or hazardous
matetials.

m  LU-2.9: Methane Gas Sites. We require sensitive land uses and new uses on former dairy farms
ot other methane-producing sites be designed to minimize health risks.

m  S-6.2: Response to Hazardous Materials Rele