CITY OF ONTARIO
DEVELOPMENT ADVISORY BOARD

AGENDA

September 18, 2023

> All documents for public review are on file in the Planning Department located in
City Hall at 303 East “B” St., Ontario, CA 91764 and on the city’s website at
ontarioca.gov/Agendas/DAB

MEETING WILL BE HELD AT 1:30 PM IN ONTARIO CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS
LOCATED AT 303 East “B” St.

Scott Ochoa, City Manager

Scott Murphy, Executive Director, Community Development Agency
Jennifer McLain Hiramoto, Economic Development Director

James Caro, Building Official

Rudy Zeledon, Planning Director

Khoi Do, City Engineer

Chief Michael Lorenz, Police Department

Fire Marshal Paul Ehrman, Fire Department

Scott Burton, Utilities General Manager

Angela Magana, Community Improvement Manager

PUBLIC COMMENTS

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

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

AGENDA ITEMS




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

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS

A MINUTES APPROVAL

Development Advisory Board Minutes of August 7, 2023, approved as written.

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

B. ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT, TENTATIVE PARCEL _ MAP, AND
DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW FOR FILE NOS. PMTT22-025 AND PDEV22-034: A
public hearing to consider a Tentative Parcel Map 20559 (File No. PMTT22-025) to consolidate
two existing parcels on site into one parcel and vacate a portion of Woodruff way to facilitate a
Development Plan (File No. PDEV22-034) to raze approximately 161,320 square feet of
commercial buildings and construct one 344,110 square-foot industrial building, on 16.65 acres of
land generally located at the southeast corner of Rockefeller Avenue and Wanamaker Avenue,
within the proposed Light Industrial Land Use Designation of the California Commerce Center
Specific Plan. An Addendum to The Ontario Plan 2050 Supplemental Environmental Impact
Report (State Clearinghouse No. 2021070364, which was certified by the City Council on August
16, 2022), was prepared. This application introduces no new significant environmental impacts.
The proposed project is located within the Airport Influence Area of Ontario International Airport
and was evaluated and found to be consistent with the policies and criteria of the Ontario
International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan; (APNs: 0238-201-41 and 0238-221-22)
submitted by Link Logistics Real Estate Management LLC. Planning Commission action is
required.

1. CEQA Determination

Motion to recommend Approval/Denial of an Addendum to a certified EIR

2. File Nos. PMTT22-025 (TPM 20559) and PDEV22-034 Tentative Parcel Map and
Development Plan

Motion to recommend Approval/Denial

C. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW FOR FILE
NO. PDEV23-007: A hearing to consider a Development Plan to construct 144 multiple-family
residential units on 9.18 gross acres of land located on the east side of Twinkle Avenue
approximately 500 feet north of Moonlight Street, within Planning Area 3B (Medium Density
Residential) of the Rich Haven Specific Plan. The environmental impacts of this project were
previously reviewed in conjunction with the Rich Haven Specific Plan Amendment (File No.
PSPA22-001), for which an Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse No. 2022100425)
was certified by the City Council on June 20, 2023. This application introduces no new significant
environmental impacts. The proposed project is located within the Airport Influence Area of
Ontario International Airport and was evaluated and found to be consistent with the policies and
criteria of the Ontario International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan; (APNs: 0218-016-06,
0218-016-07, 0218-016-18, 0218-203-08, 0218-203-01, 0218-203-02, 0218-203-03, 0218-203-04,
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0218-203-07, 0218-203-06, and 0218-203-05) submitted by Landsea Homes. Planning
Commission action is required.

1. CEQA Determination

No action necessary - use of previous EIR

2. File No. PDEV23-007 (Development Plan)

Motion to recommend Approval/Denial

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

If you challenge any action of the Development Advisory Board in court, you may be limited to raising
only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written

correspondence delivered to the Development Advisory Board at, or prior to, the public hearing.

The next Development Advisory Board meets on October 2, 2023.

I, Gwen Berendsen, Administrative Assistant of the City of Ontario, or my designee, hereby certify that a
true, accurate copy of the foregoing agenda was posted on or before September 14, 2023, at least 72 hours
prior to the meeting per Government Code Section 54954.2 at 303 East “B” Street, Ontario.

MM?‘W@W%

Administrative Assistant




CITY OF ONTARIO
Development Advisory Board

Minutes

August 7, 2023

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT

Rudy Zeledon, Chairman, Planning Department
James Caro, Building Department

Anthony Vega, Community Improvement

Charity Hernandez, Economic Development Agency
Khoi Do, Engineering Department

Paul Ehrman, Fire Department

Christy Stevens, Municipal Utilities Company

BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT

Heather Lugo, Police Department

STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT

Angie Alvarez Cruz, Planning Department Alexis Vaughn, Planning Department
Jeanie Aguilo, Planning Department Luis Batres, Planning Department
Elly Antuna, Planning Department Robert Morales, Planning Department

Kim Ruddins, Planning Department

PUBLIC COMMENTS

No person from the public wished to speak.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS

A. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Motion to approve the minutes of the July 17, 2023 meeting of the
Development Advisory Board was made by Ms. Stevens; seconded by Mr. Ehrman; and approved

unanimously by those present (7-0).

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

B. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW FOR FILE

NO. PDEV21-041: A hearing to consider a Development Plan to construct 362 multiple-family
dwellings, consisting of 182 Motor Court homes and 180 Rowtown homes on 22.2 acres of land
located at the southeast corner of Ontario Ranch Road and Archibald Avenue, within Planning Area
7 (PA-7) and Planning Area 8 (PA-8) of the Grand Park Specific Plan. The environmental impacts
of this project were previously analyzed in the Grand Park Specific Plan (PSP12-001)
Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse No. 2012061057), certified by City Council on
January 21, 2014. This application introduces no new significant environmental impacts. All
previously adopted mitigation measures shall be a condition of project approval and are
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Development Advisory Board Minutes
August 7, 2023

incorporated herein by reference. The proposed project is located within the Airport Influence Area
of Ontario International Airport and was evaluated and found to be consistent with the policies and
criteria of the Ontario International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). The project
site is also located within the Airport Influence area of Chino Airport and is consistent with the
policies and criteria set forth within the 2011 California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook
published by the California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics (APNs: 0218-
241-51, 0218-241-52, 0218-241-53 and 0218-241-54); submitted by Lennar Homes of
California, Inc. Planning Commission action is required.

Mr. Zeledon opened the public hearing.

Blaine Humbles, with Lennar Homes, was present.

Mr. Zeledon asked if he had reviewed all the Conditions of Approval and if he had any questions.
Mr. Humbles stated he had reviewed and was good with the Conditions of Approval as stated.

As there was no one wishing to speak on this item, Mr. Zeledon closed the public hearing.

Motion to approve File No. PDEV21-041, subject to the revised conditions, was made by Mr. Ehrman;
seconded by Mr. Caro; and approved unanimously by those present (7-0).

C. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, TENTATIVE TRACT MAP AND DEVELOPMENT
PLAN REVIEW FOR FILE NOS. PMTT22-018 AND PDEV22-026: A public hearing to
consider: [1] Tentative Tract Map No. 20557 (File No. PMTT22-018) subdividing 3.9 acres of land
into a single parcel for condominium purposes; and [2] a Development Plan (File No. PDEV22-
026) for the construction of 70 multiple-family dwellings located at 2037 and 2055 South Fern
Avenue, within the MDR-18 (Medium Density Residential—11.1 to 18.0 DUs/Acre) zoning
district. The project is categorically exempt from the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section 15332 (Class 32, In-fill Development Projects) of the
CEQA Guidelines. The proposed project is located within the Airport Influence Area of Ontario
International Airport and was evaluated and found to be consistent with the policies and criteria of
the Ontario International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan.; (APNs: 1050-591-01 and 1050-
591-02) submitted by Melia Homes. Planning Commission action is required.

Mr. Zeledon opened the public hearing.

Ms. Antuna the project Planner stated there were revised conditions of approval before the members of
the DAB.

Chad Brown, with Melia Homes, was present.

Mr. Zeledon asked if he had reviewed all the Conditions of Approval and if he had any questions.

Mr. Brown stated he had reviewed and was good with the Conditions of Approval as stated. One
outstanding condition with regards to OMUC Exhibit B and the alternative coverage for the 12 foot wide
sewer easement that runs on the south side of the project, in the private yards.

Ms. Stevens stated they are certainly willing to work with him.

Mr. Brown stated he would work with OMUC and Landscaping and would except the COA’s as is.
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Development Advisory Board Minutes
August 7, 2023

Mr. Zeledon asked Mr. Brown if he received a revision copy to block wall and elimination to the disclosure
on statement A2 and 3. We have time before Planning Commission for our landscape architect to work with
Utilities to come up with an alternative coverage solution.

As there was no one wishing to speak on this item, Mr. Zeledon closed the public hearing.

Motion to recommend approval of File Nos. PMTT22-018 and PDEV22-026, subject to conditions, to the
Planning Commission, was made by Mr. Vega; seconded by Ms. Hernandez; and approved unanimously
by those present (7-0).

D. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW FOR FILE
NO. PDEV22-027: A public hearing to consider a Development Plan to construct 346 apartment
units and 5,400 square feet of commercial space on 9.4 acres of land, located at the northwest corner
of Euclid Avenue and Walnut Avenue, within the Mixed Use — Neighborhood Hub 8¢ — Euclid and
Walnut (MU-NH 8e) zoning district. An Addendum to The Ontario Plan 2050 Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse No. 2021070364), which was certified by the
City Council on August 16, 2022, was prepared. This application introduces no new significant
environmental impacts. The proposed project is located within the Airport Influence Area of
Ontario International Airport and was evaluated and found to be consistent with the policies and
criteria of the Ontario International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan; (APNs: 1051-271-67,
1051-271-06, and 1051-271-66) submitted by Legacy/Collier Residential LL.C. Planning
Commission action is required.

Mr. Zeledon opened the public hearing.

Ms. Vaughn the project Planner, stated Public comments were received and there were some revisions
before the members of the DAB.

Ben Mount, with Legacy Partners, the representative for the project, was present.
Mr. Zeledon asked if he had reviewed all the Conditions of Approval and if he had any questions.

Mr. Mount stated he had reviewed and was good with the Conditions of Approval, but had not yet received
the revised COAs.

Mr. Do addressed removal of the CC&R’s and if there are any other shared improvements other than just
reciprocal access.

Mr. Mount discussed the reciprocal access and stated it is common ownership and would either be stated
through a covenant or within the leases.

Mr. Khoi stated even though it is common ownership, it is two separate parcels, and Engineering would
still like a document, either a covenant or any recorded document that goes with the land, in lieu of the

CC&Rs.

Mr. Zeledon stated that he had a copy of the Mitchell Tsi’s letter regarding the requirements for City to use
local workforce and also comments of environmental quality act and the addendum.

Eddie Campos, a member of the Southwest Mountain States Regional Council of Carpenters spoke in
opposition to the project.
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As there was no one wishing to speak on this item, Mr. Zeledon closed the public hearing.

Mr. Zeledon stated the DAB is the recommending body and the final approval would be the responsibility
of the Planning Commission.

Motion to recommend approval of the Addendum and File No. PDEV22-027, subject to conditions, to
the Planning Commission, was made by Ms. Hernandez; seconded by Ms. Stevens; and approved
unanimously by those present (7-0).

E. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW FOR FILE
NO. PDEV22-050: A hearing to consider a Development Plan to construct one industrial building
totaling 167,174 square feet on 6.98 acres of land located at 1600 East Francis Street, within the
General Industrial (IG) zoning district. An Addendum to The Ontario Plan 2050 Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse No. 2021070364), certified by the City Council
on August 16, 2022, was prepared. This application introduces no new significant environmental
impacts. The proposed project is located within the Airport Influence Area of Ontario International
Airport and was evaluated and found to be consistent with the policies and criteria of the Ontario
International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP); (APNs: 113-381-03, 113-381-04,
113-381-05 & 113-381-06) submitted by DPIF3 CA 40 LC at 60 Freeway, LLC. Planning
Commission action is required.

Mr. Zeledon opened the public hearing.

Dane Palanjiam the representative for the project, was present and stated he had reviewed and accepted all
the Conditions of Approval.

Mr. Zeledon asked if he had any questions or if the DAB had any questions.

Thomas Ruiz, a representative from Labors International Unions spoke in support of this project.

As there was no one wishing to speak on this item, Mr. Zeledon closed the public hearing.

Motion to recommend approval of the Addendum and File No. PDEV22-050, subject to conditions, to
the Planning Commission, was made by Mr. Ehrman; seconded by Ms. Stevens; and approved unanimously
by those present (7-0).

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned to the next meeting on August 21, 2023,
Respecifully submitted,

MY,

Alvarez Cruz
Recording Secretary
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DEVELOPMENT ADVISORY BOARD
ciry or adiie DECISION
ONTARIO September 18, 2023

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

303 East B Street, Ontario, California 91764 Phone: 909.395.2036 / Fax: 909.395.2420

DECISION NO.: [insert #]
FILE NOS.: PMTT22-025 (TPM 20559) and PDEV22-034
DESCRIPTION: A public hearing to consider the use of an Addendum to The Ontario

Plan 2050 Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (“Certified SEIR”) for a Tentative
Parcel Map 20559 (File No. PMTT22-025) to consolidate two existing parcels on site into
one to facilitate a Development Plan (File No. PDEV22-034) to raze approximately 161,320
square feet of commercial buildings and construct one 344,110 square-foot industrial
building, on 16.65 acres of land generally located at the southeast corner of Rockefeller
Avenue and Wanamaker Avenue, within the proposed Light Industrial Land Use
Designation of the California Commerce Center Specific Plan (APNs: 0238-201-41 and
0238-221-22; submitted by Link Logistics Real Estate Management LLC.

PART 1: BACKGROUND & ANALYSIS

LINK LOGISTICS REAL ESTATE MANAGEMENT LLC, (herein after referred to as
"Applicant") has filed a request to consider the use of an Addendum to The Ontario Plan
2050 (“TOP 20507) Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (“Certified SEIR™) for the
approval of Tentative Parcel Map No. 20559, File No. PMTT22-025, and a Development
Plan, File No. PDEV22-034, as described in the subject of this Decision (herein after referred
to as ‘"Application" or
"Project"). The Project has
been submitted in
conjunction with an
Amendment to the California
Commerce Center Specific
Plan (File No. PSPA22-006) to
change the land use
designation for the site from
Commercial/Food/Hotel to
Light Industrial consistent with
The Ontario Plan Policy Plan
land use designation of
Industrial (0.55 FAR) and
make graphic and textual
modifications throughout to
support the change (subject Figure 1: Project Location

Page 1 of 11
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Development Advisory Board Decision
File No. PDEV22-034 and PMTT22-025 — SEIR Addendum
September 18, 2023

to recommendation by the Planning Commission to the City Council).

The Development Advisory Board is only tasked with making a recommendation
to the Planning Commission on the Addendum and the Tentative Parcel Map and
Development Plan applications.

PROJECT SETTING: The Project site is comprised of 16.65 acres of land generally located
at the southeast corner of Rockefeller and Wanamaker Avenues, and is depicted in
Figure 1: Project Location, above. Existing land uses, Policy Plan (general plan) and zoning
designations, and specific plan land uses on and surrounding the Project site are as
follows:

Existing Land Use Policy Plan Zoning Specific Plan
9 Land Use Designation Designation Land Use Designation
Site: Retail and Service - Industrial (IND): 0.55 California Commerce Light Industrial
’ Car Dealership FAR Center Specific Plan (Proposed)
North: industrial Industrial (IND): 0.55 California Commerce Light Industrial

FAR Center Specific Plan

Commercial - Gas

south: | station and Fast Food Industrial (IND): 0.55 California Commerce | Commercial / Food /

Drive-Thru FAR Center Specific Plan Hotel
East: Interstate-15 Freeway N/A N/A N/A
(I-15)
West: industrial Industrial (IND): 0.55 California Commerce Light Industrial

FAR Center Specific Plan

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The Project to be analyzed by the Development Advisory Board under the Addendum to
TOP 2050 Subsequent Environmental Impact Report ("Certified SEIR") consists of a
Tentative Tract Map application to consolidate two existing parcels into one and the
future vacation of a portion of Woodruff Way, to faciltate a Development Plan to raze
approximately 161,320 square feet of commercial buildings (Citrus Ford and Citrus Kia)
and construct one 344,110 square-foot industrial building.

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

Page 2 of 11
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Development Advisory Board Decision
File No. PDEV22-034 and PMTT22-025 — SEIR Addendum
September 18, 2023

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW: An Addendum to The Ontario Plan 2050 Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse No. 2021070364, certified by the
Ontario City Council on August 16, 2022, in conjunction with File No. PGPA20-002) was
filed for this Project. File No. PGPA20-002 established the underlying TOP 2050 (General
Plan) Land Use Plan designation of Industrial (IND, 0.55 FAR) on the Projectsite. The related
Specific Plan Amendment will bring the Project site into compliance with TOP 2050 Land
Use Plan. The Addendum prepared for the Project does not preclude the imposition of
any mitigation measures as laid forth in TOP 2050 SEIR and said mitigation measures are
included by reference in the Project conditions of approval. The Addendum also
included studies and assessments to support the findings that the Project will not have a
significant environmental affect not already covered by TOP 2050 SEIR (see Appendices
A through G.3 to Attachment A - Addendum). A summary of each study is as follows:

a) Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Assessment (Appendix A) — The report analyzed
existing air quality, air quality and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions generated from
Project-related sources, regional air pollution, and global climate change, as well as
energy use resulting from implementation of the proposed Project and whether the
Project would result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy
resources or confliction with any applicable plans for renewable energy and energy
efficiency. The report also reviewed all TOP 2050 SEIR mitigation measures applicable to
the proposed Project. The report concluded that the Project is not anticipated to result
in a significant impact during construction or operational activities associated with air
quality and GHG.

b) Cultural Records Search (Appendix B) - The cultural resources assessment
analyzed the Prehistoric and Historic Periods of the Project site and performed an
archaeological record search as well as review of the Sacred Lands Files (SLF) by the
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). One resource, an historic railroad, has
been recorded within a one-mile radius of the project site (not within the project
boundaries). The NAHC SLF search did not indicate the presence of sacred sites or
locations of religious or ceremonial importance within a one-mile radius of the project
site.

c) Geotechnical Report (Appendix C.1) - The geotechnical investigation conducted
database research, field work and lab sampling for the project site to determine whether
construction was feasible on the Project site from a geotechnical standpoint. While
geotechnical conditions exist that should be addressed prior to construction, including
mitigations found in the California Building Code, remedial grading work, stormwater
infiltration installation, and other recommendations based on empirical and analytical
methods typical of the standard-of-practice in southern California, the Project site was
found to be feasible for the proposed Project’s scope of work.

d) Paleontological Assessment (Appendix C.2) - The paleontological resource
assessment was completed to evaluate the Project site’s potential to yield
paleontological resources and included a review of paleontological literature and fossil
locality records for previous projects in the area, a review of the underlying geology, and

Page 3 of 11
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Development Advisory Board Decision
File No. PDEV22-034 and PMTT22-025 — SEIR Addendum
September 18, 2023

recommendations to mitigate potential impacts to paleontological resources. The
assessment found that there were no known fossil localities within the Project boundaries
or near the Project; however, other discoveries had been made in locations one mile or
greater from the Project site. A field visit was conducted and concluded that no
paleontological resources, or evidence of paleontological resources, were observed
during the survey.

TOP 2050 SEIR indicates the City is underlain by deposits of Quaternary and Upper-
Pleistocene sediments deposited during the Pliocene and early Pleistocene time,
Quaternary Older Alluvial sediments may contain significant, nonrenewable,
paleontological resources and are, therefore, considered to have high sensitivity at
depths of 10 feet or more below ground surface. In addition, TOP 2050 SEIR (Section 5.5)
indicates that only one paleontological resource has been discovered in the City. The
Project site has surficial sediments composed of younger Quaternary Alluvium, derived
as alluvial fan deposits from the San Gabriel Mountains to the north or as dune sands.
These deposits typically do not contain significant vertebrate fossils, at least in the
uppermost layers, but they may be underlain by older sedimentary materials at estimated
depths greater than 10 feet which could contain paleontological resources.

Project grading may exceed 10 feet in depth in some areas so the Project willimplement
TOP 2050 SEIR Mitigation Measure 5-2, as outlined in Section 5, Cultural Resources, as this
measure addresses paleontological resources. The measure requires that, in the event
unanticipated paleontological resources are identified during excavation, construction
activities will not continue or will be moved to other parts of the Project site and a
gualified paleontologist shall be contacted to determine the significance of these
resources. If the find is determined to be significant, avoidance or other appropriate
resource protection actions will be taken.

The Project will not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other
than those previously considered and addressed in TOP 2050 SEIR. No changes or
additions to TOP 2050 SEIR analyses are necessary.

e) Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (“ESA”, Appendix D) - The ESA was
completed in accordance with the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM)
standards for the purposes of meeting certain landowner liability protections and
identifying the potential presence of hazards on or near the Project site, including
recoghized environmental conditions (“RECs”), controlled recognized environmental
conditions (“CRECs”), or historical recognized environmental conditions (“HRECs”).
Identification of RECs, CRECs, and HRECs is important, as it aids in preventing exposure
and guiding proper handling of any hazardous substances or petroleum products in, on
or near a property. The study revealed no RECs in connection with the Project site.
However, although not considered RECs, the study identified other “notable findings”"—
areas of contingent risk that are not clearly defined by the ASTM Standard, including past
industrial/commercial operations at the site and past use of the site for agricultural
orchards. While there is no readily available detailed information about the pastindustrial
operations on-site, there is no indication that these operations were chemically intensive
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File No. PDEV22-034 and PMTT22-025 — SEIR Addendum
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or involved the use of significant amounts of petroleum products or other hazardous
substances. Additionally, the site has operated as an auto dealer, including auto
servicing, bodywork, paint booth, and carwash, since 1992. Historically, past orchard
operations may have involved the application of arsenical and lead-based pesticides or
other organic pesticides; however, the use of such substances in this region would have
been widespread and ubiquitous. The study discouraged commercial use of the site,
however, it found that the proposed industrial use would be appropriate and
recommended additional conservative non-scope considerations (such as additional
surveys prior to demolition and grading work). These conservative “De Minimis” conditions
are those that do not represent a material risk of harm to public health or the environment
and that generally would not be the subject of enforcement action if brought to the
attention of appropriate governmental agencies, but provide additional certainty that
accidental exposure to potentially-harmful conditions is reduced.

f) Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan (“PWQMP”, Appendix E.1) - A
PWQMP is a tool to improve the integration of required water quality elements,
stormwater management, water conservation, rainwater harvesting and re-use, and
flood management. PWQMPs are reviewed and conditioned on by the Environmental
Engineering Division and the Engineering Department, and a Final WQMP shall be
reviewed and approved by said staff prior to the issuance of construction permits. The
project shall implement a variety of strategies to reduce any potential stormwater and
water quality impacts.

g) Preliminary Hydrology Report (Appendix E.2) — The preliminary hydrology study was
prepared as one of the components of the submittal application for a Tentative Parcel
Map and examines drainage characteristic and patterns of the on-site watershed
regarding distribution and management of storm water runoff. The study concluded that,
through the construction of the proposed drainage system and a storm water quality
maintenance program as well as other site improvements, flood protection is provided
for 100-year storm events and the proposed Project will generate less storm water runoff
than the existing condition. As further review is completed on the final grading,
landscape, and street and utility improvement plans and additional requirements are
made by the Environmental Engineering Division and the Engineering Department, the
Applicant shall comply, prior to issuance of construction permits.

h) Noise Analysis (Appendix F) - A noise analysis was prepared to evaluate potential
noise impacts, and any applicable reduction measures, associated with the proposed
Project and in conjunction with TOP 2050 SEIR and the City’s Municipal Code and
Development Code requirements. The analysis focused on airport land use compatibility,
sensitive receptors (land uses with greater sensitivity to noise, such as residential land
uses), and operational and construction noise. The noise assessment concluded that the
industrial land use was appropriate for the proximity to the airport, and that the
operational noise levels associated with the Project will not exceed City exterior noise
level standards at the nearest noise-sensitive receiver locations. While noise impacts
would be both less than significant and less than that identified in TOP 2050 SEIR,
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September 18, 2023

conservatively, implementation of the mitigation measures listed in TOP 2050 SEIR is
included as a project condition of approval.

i) Trip Generation Memo (Appendix G.1) - A Trip Generation Analysis was prepared
for the Project site to analyze the traffic generation forecast potential for the proposed
demolition of an existing motor vehicle retail center and construction of an industrial
development. The analysis found that the proposed Project would result in a lower trip
generation forecast when compared to the existing/entitled land use (commercial).
Therefore, the analysis concluded that the proposed Project can be expected to
generate trips that would be within the trip budget originally approved for the Project site
through TOP 2050 SEIR and would not create any new traffic impacts.

}) Vehicle Miles Traveled Report (“VMT”, Appendix G.2) — VMT analyses are
reviewed, approved, and conditioned by the Traffic Division and Engineering
Department. As presented, the analysis concludes that the proposed Project’s VMT
analysis, using TOP 2050’s model, was found to meet the Project Type screening criteria
and thus is presumed to have a less than significant VMT impact when compared to both
the existing land uses and the land uses assumed in TOP 2050 SEIR. The Project’s estimated
trips will not exceed the City’s 110 net new daily vehicle trip threshold.

k) Focused Traffic Assessment (Appendix G.3) — A Focused Traffic Assessment was
prepared to analyze peak hour level of service (LOS) operations at the intersection of
Jurupa Street and Rockefeller Avenue to evaluate the effect of an additional westbound
right turn traffic lane at the intersection due to the vacation and termination of the
existing Woodruff Way. The assessment also analyzed whether a westbound dedicated
right turn lane is needed at the intersection of Jurupa Street and Rockefeller Avenue to
support the anticipated traffic volume or acceptable peak hour operations. The
assessment concluded that the existing and future westbound right turn volume at the
affected intersection is less than 300 vehicles per hour during peak hours, is anticipated
to operate at an acceptable LOS with the existing lane geometrics, and that the
intersection operations do not suggest that additional capacity (such as a right turn lane)
is necessary to maintain acceptable peak hour operations.

PART 2: RECITALS

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

WHEREAS, the Planning Director of the City of Ontario has prepared and approved
for attachment to the Certified SEIR, an Addendum to the Certified SEIR (hereinafter
referred to as "SEIR Addendum"”) in accordance with the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act of 1970, together with State and local guidelines implementing
said Act, all as amended to date (collectively referred to as "CEQA"); and
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WHEREAS, the SEIR Addendum concluded that implementation of the Project
could result in a number of significant effects on the environment that were previously
analyzed in the Certified SEIR, and that the Certified SEIR identified mitigation measures
that would reduce each of those significant effects to a less-than-significant level; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15164(a), a lead agency
shall prepare an addendum to a previously certified EIR if some changes or additions are
necessary to a project, but the preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR is not
required; and

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

WHEREAS, the City of Ontario is the lead agency on the Project, and the
Development Advisory Board (hereinafter referred to as "DAB") is the recommending
authority for the requested approval to construct and otherwise undertake the Project;
and

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

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

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

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

WHEREAS, on September 18, 2023, the DAB of the City of Ontario conducted a
hearing on the Project, and concluded said hearing on that date; and

WHEREAS, all legal prerequisites to the hearing and adoption of this Decision have
occurred.
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PART 3: THE DECISION

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY FOUND, DETERMINED AND DECIDED by the
Development Advisory Board of the City of Ontario as follows:

SECTION 1: Environmental Determination and Findings. As the recommending
body for the Project, the DAB has reviewed and considered the information contained
in the Addendum, the initial study, and the administrative record for the Project, including
all written and oral evidence provided during the comment period. Based upon the facts
and information contained in the Addendum, the initial study, and the administrative
record, including all written and oral evidence presented to the DAB, the DAB finds as
follows:

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

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

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

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

(5) The SEIR Addendum contains a complete and accurate reporting of the
environmental impacts associated with the Project, and reflects the independent
judgment of the DAB; and

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

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

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

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

3 Does not contain new information of substantial importance that was not
known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the
time the Certified SEIR was certified/adopted, that shows any of the following:

(a) The Project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in
the Certified SEIR; or

(b) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more
severe than shown in the Certified SEIR; or

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

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

SECTION 3: Housing Element Compliance. Pursuant to the requirements of
California Government Code Chapter 3, Article 10.6, commencing with Section 65580,
as the recommending body for the Project, the DAB finds that based on the facts and
information contained in the Application and supporting documentation, at the time of
Project implementation, the Project is consistent with the Housing Element of the Policy
Plan (General Plan) component of The Ontario Plan, as the Project site is not one of the
properties in the Housing Element Sites contained in Tables B-1 and B-2 (Housing Element
Sites Inventory) of the Housing Element Technical Report.

SECTION 4: Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan ("ALUCP") Compliance. The
Callifornia State Aeronautics Act (Public Utilities Code Section 21670 et seq.) requires that
an Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan be prepared for all public use airports in the State;
and requires that local land use plans and individual development proposals must be
consistent with the policies set forth in the adopted Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan.

On April 19, 2011, the City Council of the City of Ontario approved and adopted the ONT
ALUCP, establishing the Airport Influence Area for Ontario International Airport, which
encompasses lands within parts of San Bernardino, Riverside, and Los Angeles Counties,
and limits future land uses and development within the Airport Influence Area, as they
relate to noise, safety, airspace protection, and overflight impacts of current and future
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airport activity. As the recommending body for the Project, the DAB has reviewed and
considered the facts and information contained in the Application and supporting
documentation against the ONT ALUCP compatibility factors, including [1] Safety Criteria
(ONT ALUCP Table 2-2) and Safety Zones (ONT ALUCP Map 2-2), [2] Noise Criteria (ONT
ALUCP Table 2-3) and Noise Impact Zones (ONT ALUCP Map 2-3), [3] Airspace protection
Zones (ONT ALUCP Map 2-4), and [4] Overflight Notification Zones (ONT ALUCP Map 2-5).
As aresult, the DAB, therefore, finds and determines that the Project, when implemented
in conjunction with the conditions of approval, will be consistent with the policies and
criteria set forth within the ONT ALUCP.

SECTION 5: Development Advisory Board Action. The DAB does hereby find that
based upon the entire record of proceedings before it, and all information received, that
there is no substantial evidence that the Project will constitute substantial changes to the
Certified SEIR, and does hereby recommend the Planning Commission recommend that
the City Council APPROVE the adoption of the SEIR Addendum to the Certified SEIR,
included as Attachment 1 of this Decision.

SECTION 6: Indemnification. The Applicant shall agree to defend, indemnify and
hold harmless, the City of Ontario or its agents, officers, and employees from any claim,
action or proceeding against the City of Ontario or its agents, officers or employees to
attack, set aside, void or annul this approval. The City of Ontario shall promptly notify the
applicant of any such claim, action or proceeding, and the City of Ontario shall
cooperate fully in the defense.

SECTION 7: Custodian of Records. The documents and materials that constitute
the record of proceedings on which these findings have been based are located at the
City of Ontario City Hall, 303 East "B" Street, Ontario, California 91764. The custodian for
these records is the City Clerk of the City of Ontario. The records are available for
inspection by any interested person, upon request.

APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 18th day of September 2023.

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

(SEIR Addendum follows this page)

Page 11 of 11

Item B - 11 of 2383



Addendum to The Ontario Plan 2050
arvor adediibe.  Supplemental Environmental Impact

ONTARIO Report

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

303 East B Street, Ontario, California 91764 Phone: 909.395.2036 / Fax: 909.395.2420

1. Project Title/File Nos.: File Nos.: PDEV22-034, PMTT22-025, PSPA22-006 — Woodruff Logistics
Center

2. Lead Agency: City of Ontario-Planning Department, 303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764

3. Contact Person: Alexis Vaughn, Phone: (909) 395-2416, Email: avaughn@ontarioca.gov

4. Project Sponsor: B9 Wanamaker Owner LLC; 3401 Etiwanda Avenue, Jurupa Valley, CA 91752

5. Project Location: The Project site is located in southwestern San Bernardino County, within the
City of Ontario. The City of Ontario is located approximately 40 miles from downtown Los
Angeles, 20 miles from downtown San Bernardino, and 30 miles from Orange County. As
illustrated on Figures 1, Regional Location Map, and 2, Aerial Site Photograph, below, the
Project site is located at 1350 and 1375 Woodruff Way (APNs: 238-201-41 and 238-221-22). The
Project site is bordered by East Jurupa Street to the south, industrial uses to the east, South
Rockefeller Avenue to the west, and Wanamaker Avenue to the north. Regional access is
provided via Interstate 15 (I-15) and State Route 60 (SR-60).

6. Policy Plan (General Plan) Designation: Industrial

7. Zoning Designation: Existing - Commercial/Food/Hotel and Light Industrial under the California
Commerce Center Specific Plan (CCCSP); Proposed - Light Industrial under the CCCSP

8. Description of Project: The Project proposed the following entitlements:

1. A Specific Plan Amendment (File No. PSPA22-006) to the California Commerce Center
Specific Plan to change the land use designation of 8.4 acres of land from
Commercial/Food/Hotel to Light Industrial;

2. A Development Plan (File No. PDEV22-034) to construct 344,110 square foot industrial
building on 16.65 acres within the Light Industrial land use designation of the California
Commerce Center Specific Plan. The Project is located at 1350 and 1375 Woodruff
Way (APN: 1050-491-11); and

3. Tentative Parcel Map (PMTT22-025) to consolidate the existing parcels on site (APNs:
238-201-41 and 238-221-22) into one for development of the proposed building.
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Figure 1: Regional Location Map
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Figure 2: Aerial Site Photograph
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Specific Plan Amendment (File No. PSPA22-06)

The California Commerce Specific Plan was adopted in January 1983. The Specific Plan is
located on 1,416.5 acres of land generally located west of Haven Avenue, west of the Day
Creek Channel and south of Southern Pacific Rairoad. The proposed Specific Plan
Amendment will include the following revisions to the Specific Plan:

e Any graphic that currently identifies the 8.4 acres of Commercial/Food/Hotel
Commercial/Office, will be changed to Light Industrial and the Project’s removal
of/modifications to Woodruff Way; and

e Changesto Exhibit 17 - Land Use Plan to reflect the addition of 8.4 acres of Industrial.

Development Plan (File No. PDEV22-034)

The Project Applicant seeks to demolish the existing structures and re-develop the 16.15-acre
site as a logistics center with approximately 344,110 square feet (s.f.) of building area as shown
on Figure 3, Site Plan. Of the total building square footage, the Project would allocate 334,260
s.f. for warehousing/distribution and 10,000 s.f. for office uses. The Project would require
demolition of the existing buildings and structures, associated on-site landscaping and
parking.

Building Characteristics and Operations

As depicted in Figure 4, Building Elevations, the proposed building will be a one-story, 45.5-foot
tall speculative warehouse/distribution and office facility, designed to be visually compatible
with adjacent buildings and uses. The primary color scheme of the proposed building would
include varying shades of white, grays, and dark grays and would be further accented with
blue reflective glazing and decorative wood. The building is designed with 55 dock doors on
the south-facing side of the building.

Although the ultimate end-user is unknown at this time, for purposes of conservative analysis,
the Project is assumed to operate up to 24-hours daily, 7 days a week. Based on typical
building user characteristics, it is reasonably assumed that up to 15% of the building space
could be used for cold storage. Loading and unloading activities would occur at the southern
portion of the building.

Circulation and Parking

Vehicular access will be provided via 5 driveways on Wanamaker Avenue, South Rockefeller
Avenue, and Woodruff Way. The driveway on Woodruff Way would be restricted to truck only
and the northern driveway on South Rockefeller Avenue and western driveway on
Wanamaker Avenue would be restricted to passenger vehicles only. The Project also includes
surface parking with £183 parking spaces. Of the 183 spaces, there are +153 standard
automobile parking stalls, 4 standard accessible parking stalls, 2 van accessible parking stalls,
1 van accessible electric vehicle (EV) parking stall, 1 standard EV parking stall, 18 standard EV
parking stalls, and 4 clean air vehicle parking stalls. Passenger vehicle parking stalls would be
located in parking areas positioned at the eastern, western, and northern side of the proposed
building. Additionally, a bicycle rack would be provided at the northwestern and northeastern
corners of the building near the office spaces. The Project would further include 64 truck trailer
parking spaces located along the southern boundary of the Project site, closest to the 55
proposed dock doors. Additionally, the Project proposes to modify Woodruff Way to a cul-de-
sac and it would no longer be connected to Wanamaker Avenue.
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Figure 3: Site Plan
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Figure 4: Building Elevations
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Landscaping, Walls, and Lighting

As depicted in Figure 5, Landscape Plan, a variety of trees, shrubs, accent plants, and ground
cover are proposed along the perimeter of the Project site and parking area. Landscaping
will feature drought-tolerant plant materials for a total of 342 trees, including 32 15 gallon, 45
48” box, 167 36” box, 90 24” box trees, and 8 20’ brown trunk height trees.

A 14-foot tall concrete tilt screen wall will border the Project site’s southern boundary along
the trailer parking spaces and truck yard, which will transition to an 8-foot tall metal manual
sliding gate from the gate entry to the truck driveway access on Woodruff Way and 8-foot tall
metal swing gates at the interior entry to the truck yard from both South Rockefeller Avenue
and Wanamaker Avenue. Additionally, an 8-foot tall wrought iron tubular fence would border
the Project’s eastern boundary.

Exterior lighting would be installed on-site, as necessary, for safety, security, and wayfinding.
Decorative architectural lighting as well as landscape lighting would also be installed to
accent building entries as focal points throughout the site. Ornamental landscaping, lighting,
walls, and utility infrastructure improvements/connections would be installed per compliance
with the City's Municipal Code.

Infrastructure Improvements

Water service to the Project site will be provided by the Ontario Municipal Utilities Company
(OMUC). As shown in Figure 6, Conceptual Utilities Plan, water would be accommodated via
proposed water lines that would extend from the northeastern corner of the building to an
existing 12-inch water main on Wanamaker Avenue. Additionally, a portion (from the Project’s
driveway on Woodruff Way to the proposed fire line along the northern side of the proposed
building) of the existing 12-inch water main along Woodruff Way would be removed.

Sanitary sewer service to the Project site would be provided by Inland Empire Utilities Agency
(IEUA). Sewer would be accommodated via proposed sewer lines that would extend from the
northwestern and northeastern corners of the building to an existing 8-inch sewer main on
Woodruff Way at the Project’s driveway. Additionally, a portion of the existing 8-inch sewer
main on Woodruff Way that runs through the proposed building would be removed.

A storm drain system would be installed in both east and west sides of the proposed building
conveying the runoff southerly that ultimately drains to the existing 96-inch storm drain system
located along East Jurupa Street. The westerly half of the site will drain from north to south via
a proposed storm drain system that connects to an existing 27-inch storm drain downstream
at Woodruff Way that ultimately discharge the existing storm drain system located along East
Jurupa Street.

Runoff from the northeasterly area including the easterly half of the site will drain southwesterly
to a series of catch basins and conveyed south via proposed storm drain line that connects
to an existing 27-inch storm drain downstream south of the Project site. The northerly
landscaped area adjacent to Wanamaker Avenue will sheet flow west to an existing street
catch basin northwest of the site. The remaining westerly landscaped area adjacent to South
Rockefeller Avenue will drain east to an existing street catch basin at the intersection northeast
of East Jurupa Street and South Rockefeller Avenue.

Electricity will be provided by the Southern California Edison. Additionally, two fiber optic lines
will be constructed: one from the western boundary of the Project site to the existing handhole
at South Rockefeller Avenue with two handholes at the northern and southern ends and one
along the northern boundary of the Project site to the with two handhole in the middle and at
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the eastern end. All new dry utility infrastructure would be installed underground and within
the Project site.

Project Construction Characteristics:
Project construction would occur in one phase and is expected to commence in August 2024
and would last through August 2025. Construction activities are as follows:

Demolition

Site Preparation & Grading

Building Construction

Paving

Architectural Coating & Landscaping

The Project will require demolition of the existing buildings and asphalt paving on site. As
depicted in Figure 7, Conceptual Grading Plan, the Project would not require import/export
of soils.
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Figure 5: Landscape Plan
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Figure 6: Conceptual Utilities Plan
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Figure 7: Conceptual Grading Plan
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9. Project Setting: As shown in Figure 2, the Project site is currently developed with Citrus Motors
Ford and Citrus Motors Kia auto dealership buildings, which are approximately 161,320 s.f.
combined. Citrus Motors Kia is located in the eastern parcel and Citrus Motors Ford is located
at the western parcel. The buildings house auto sale showrooms, auto serving, and auto body
shop operations. Primary vehicular access to the Project site is via driveways along South
Woodruff Way and South Rockefeller Avenue. Sidewalks are currently present only along the
eastern side of South Woodruff Way.

Background: On January 27, 2010, the Ontario City Council adopted The Ontario Plan (“TOP”).
An Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) was prepared for TOP (State Clearinghouse No.
2008101140) and certified by the City Council on January 27, 2010 (hereinafter referred to as
“Certified EIR”), which included Mitigation, Findings and a Statement of Overriding
Considerations pursuant to the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act,
commencing with Public Resources Code Section 21000 (“CEQA”). Subsequently, on August
16, 2022, the Ontario City Council adopted The Ontario Plan 2050 (“TOP 2050”), an update to
TOP. TOP 2050 serves as the framework for the City’s business plan and provides a foundation
for the City to operate as a municipal corporation that consists of six (6) distinct components:
1) Vision; 2) Governance Manual; 3) Policy Plan; 4) Council Priorities; 5) Implementation; and
6) Tracking and Feedback. The Policy Plan component of TOP 2050 meets the functional and
legal mandate of a General Plan and contains nine elements: Land Use, Housing, Parks and
Recreation, Environmental Resources, Community Economics, Safety, Mobility, Community
Design and Social Resources.

A Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (“SEIR”) was prepared for TOP 2050 (State
Clearinghouse No. 2021070364) and was certified by the City Council on August 16, 2022
(hereinafter referred to as “Certified SEIR”). The Certified SEIR analyzed the direct and physical
changes in the environment that would be caused by TOP 2050; focusing on changes to land
use associated with the buildout of the proposed land use plan compared to the TOP, and in
the Policy Plan and impacts resultant of population and employment growth in the City.

The Project site was analyzed in the Certified SEIR as Industrial to be consistent with the
industrial uses surrounding the Project site. The significant unavoidable adverse impacts that
were identified in Certified SEIR included air quality, cultural resources, noise, and
transportation.

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

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

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

Page 12 of 98 FORM J

Item B - 23 of 2383



Addendum to The Ontario Plan 2050 Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
File No(s).: PDEV22-034, PMTT22-025 & PSPA22-006

2)

3)

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

New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not
have been known with the exercise of reasonable diigence at the time the
negative declaration was adopted, shows any of the following:

a) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the
previous negative declaration;

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

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

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

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

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

below:

1)

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

Substantial changes are not proposed by the Project and Project implementation
will not require revisions to the Certified SEIR. The Certified SEIR analyzed the direct
and physical changes in the environment that would be caused by TOP 2050;
focusing on changes to land use associated with the buildout of the proposed land
use plan. The Project site is located within the Industrial land use designation of the
TOP 2050. As discussed in the Certified SEIR, maximum development of the Project
site (16.65 acres) would not exceed 398,901 s.f. of industrial uses based on a
maximum FAR of 0.55 under the TOP 2050 land use plan. As discussed above, the
Project proposes the development of an approximately 344,110 s.f. logistics center.
The proposed building would be approximately 54,791 s.f. less than the maximum
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2)

3)

allowed under TOP 2050. Therefore, the proposed Project will result in less
development of the site than the Certified SEIR analyzed at buildout (i.e., 398,901
s.f. vs. 344,110 s.f.). Since the anticipated buildout resulting from the proposed
project changes will be less than that originally analyzed in the Certified SEIR, no
revisions to Certified SEIR are required. In addition, all previously adopted mitigation
measures are a condition of project approval and are incorporated herein by
reference. This Addendum provides an analysis of the Project and verification that
the Project will not cause environmental impacts such that any of the
circumstances identified in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 are present.

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

Substantial changes have not occurred with respect to the circumstances under
which the project was undertaken, that would require major revisions to the
Certified SEIR. The Project would be developed consistent with the Industrial land
use designation of the site as the site was analyzed in the Certified SEIR. Therefore,
no proposed changes or revisions to the Certified SEIR are required. In addition, all
previously adopted mitigation measures are a condition of project approval and
are incorporated herein by reference. This Addendum provides an analysis of the
Project and verification that the Project will not cause environmental impacts such
that any of the circumstances identified in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15162
are present.

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

No new information has been provided that would indicate the proposed Project
would result in any new significant effects not previously discussed in the Certified
SEIR. The Certified SEIR analyzed the Project site as Industrial consistent with
surrounding industrial properties to the north, east, and west. Therefore, no
proposed changes or revisions to the Certified SEIR are required. In addition, all
previously adopted mitigation measures are a condition of project approval and
are incorporated herein by reference. This Addendum provides an analysis of the
Project and verification that the Project will not cause environmental impacts such
that any of the circumstances identified in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15162
are present.

12. Conclusion: The Certified SEIR, as certified by City Council on August 16, 2022, was
prepared as a Program EIR in accordance with CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, and
the City’s Rules for the Implementation of CEQA and in accordance with Section 15121(a)
of the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter
3). The Certified SEIR considered the direct physical changes and reasonably foreseeable
indirect physical changes in the environment that would be caused by TOP 2050.
Consequently, the Certified SEIR focused on impacts from changes to land use associated
with buildout of the City’s land use plan, and impacts from the resulting population and
employment growth in the City. The proposed Project coordinates with the existing uses of
the properties and uses within the surrounding areas. As described on page 12, the amount
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of development under the proposed Project will be less than the development analyzed
in the Certified SEIR.

Accordingly, and based on the findings and information contained in the Certified SEIR,
the analysis in this document, and CEQA statute and State CEQA Guidelines, including
Sections 15164 and 15162, the Project will not result in any new, increased or substantially
different impacts, other than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified
SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary, nor is there a
need for any additional mitigation measures.

13. Surrounding Land Uses:

General Plan . . . Specific Plan Land
—_ Zoning Designation
Designation Use

California Commerce Commercial/Food/
Center Specific Plan Hotel; Light Industrial

Existing Land Use

Site: Auto Dealership Industrial (IND)

Warehouse/

North: .
Distribution Uses
Gas Station and fast-
food restaurant with
South: Toyota warehouse
beyond East Jurupa
Street

Manufacturing/
Warehouses

East:

Converse and Nexen

IND

IND

IND

California Commerce

Center Specific Plan Rail Industrial

Commercial/Food/
Hotel; Warehouse/

Distribution

Toyota Business Park
Specific Plan

California Commerce

Center Specific Plan Light Industrial

California Commerce

West: IND

Tile Warehouse Light Industrial

Center Specific Plan

14. Other public agencies whose approval is anticipated include (e.g., permits, financing
approval or participation agreement):

e Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (Issuance of a National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System Permit; Issuance of a Construction General Permit);

e State Water Resources Control Board (Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan);

e South Coast Air Quality Management District (Issuance of Air Quality permits to
construct and operation, if necessary)

15. Have Callifornia Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project
area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1?
XYes [ No

If “yes”, has consultation begun? dYes [ No Completed
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

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

[0 Aesthetics I Agriculture/Forestry I Air Quality
Resources

1 Biological Resources [ Cultural Resources 1 Geology / Soils

1 Greenhouse Gas Emissions [1 Hazards & Hazardous 1 Hydrology/Water Quality
Materials

0 Land Use / Planning 1 Mineral Resources 1 Noise

1 Population / Housing U Public Services [0 Recreation

1 Transportation [ Utilities / Service Systems 0 Mandatory Findings of

Significance
1 Tribal Cultural Resources O Wildfire O Energy

DETERMINATION (To be completed by the Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

U Ifind that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

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

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

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

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

Date: August 2, 2023

Printed Name: Alexis Vaughn

For: City of Ontario

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

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

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

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

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

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

a. Earlier Analyses Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

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

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

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to
the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.
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Supporting Information Sources. A source list should be attached, and other sources used or
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.
This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however,
lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a
project's environmental effects in whatever format is selected.

The explanation of each issue should identify:

a. The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

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

Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impacts
Previously
Analyzed

in TOP
2050 SEIR

AESTHETICS. Except as provided in Public Resources Code
section 21099, would the project:

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

X

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

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

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

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

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impacts
Previously
Analyzed

in TOP
2050 SEIR

b)

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

O

c)

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

d)

Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?

e)

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

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

a)

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

b)

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

c)

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

d)

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

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a)

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

b)

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

c)

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

d)

Interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established native resident or migratory wildlife
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Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impacts
Previously
Analyzed

in TOP
2050 SEIR

corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

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

f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state
habitat conservation plan?

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource pursuant to
§ 15064.5?

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

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

6. ENERGY. Would the project:

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

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

7. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

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

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

i)  Strong seismic ground shaking?

X

i) Seismic-related
liquefaction?

ground failure, including

X

iv) Landslides?

X

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

X

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

X
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Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impacts
Previously
Analyzed

in TOP
2050 SEIR

d)

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

O

e)

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

f)

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the project:

a)

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

b)

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

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project:

a)

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

b)

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

c)

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

d)

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

e)

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

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

9

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

10.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project:

a)

Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
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Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impacts
Previously
Analyzed

in TOP
2050 SEIR

degrade surface or ground water quality?

b)

Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that the project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the basin?

c)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would:

i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site;

i) Substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in
flooding on- or offsite;

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

d)

Impede or redirect flood flows?

X

e)

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

X

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

11.

LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:

a)

Physically divide an established community?

X

b)

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

X

12.

MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a)

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

b)

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

13.

NOISE. Would the project result in:

a)

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

b)

Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?
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Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impacts
Previously
Analyzed

in TOP
2050 SEIR

c)

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

O

a

14.

POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:

a)

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

b)

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

15.

PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project:

a)

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

i)  Fire protection?

X

ii)  Police protection?

X

i)y Schools?

X

iv) Parks?

X

v) Other public facilities?

Oojo|jofol|o

Oo|jo|jof(o|d

o(o|o|o|o

X

16.

RECREATION.

a)

Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?

X

b)

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

17.

TRANSPORTATION. Would the project:

a)

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

b)

Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines
section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?
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Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impacts
Previously
Analyzed

in TOP
2050 SEIR

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

O

a

d) Resultininadequate emergency access?

18.

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

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

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

19.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project:

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

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

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

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

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

20.

WILDFIRE. If located in or near state responsibility areas or
lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones,
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Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impacts
Previously
Analyzed

in TOP
2050 SEIR

would the project:

a)

Substantially impair an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

b)

Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors,
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a
wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

c)

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

d)

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

21.

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. (State CEQA
Guidelines section 15065(a).)

a)

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

b)

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

c)

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

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

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

1. AESTHETICS. Would the project:

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that increased
development under TOP 2050 would occur within the City limits and already urbanized areas of
the City. The scale and design of the City under TOP 2050 would not deter views of the San Gabriel
Mountains. Therefore, impacts to scenic vistas would be less than significant and would not result
in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: TOP 2050 does not identify scenic vistas within the City. However, the
Policy Plan (Policy CD-1.5) requires all major north-south streets be designed and developed to
feature views of the San Gabriel Mountains. The Project site is located along South Rockefeller
Avenue and is not identified as a major street in the Roadway Classification (Figure M-01) of the
Mobility Element within the Policy Plan (City of Ontario, 2022a). Additionally, the Project site is
surrounded by industrial uses and the Certified SEIR assumed buildout of the Project site as an
industrial development. The type and character of development that would occur on the Project
site is similar to what was anticipated by the Certified SEIR. Therefore, the Project would not result
in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered
and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are
necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that there are no 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.
Therefore, no impacts to scenic highways would occur and TOP 2050 would not result in new or a
substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: The City of Ontario is served by three freeways: I-10, I-15, and SR-60. I-
10 and SR-60 traverse the northern and central portion of the City, respectively, in an east-west
direction. |-15 traverses the northeastern portion of the City in a north-south direction. These
segments of I-10, 1-15, and SR-60 are not designated as scenic highways by the California
Department of Transportation. The nearest eligible State scenic highway is SR-142, approximately
11.25 miles to the southwest of the Project site (Caltrans, 2022). In addition, there are no historically
significant buildings or any scenic resources identified on or in the vicinity of the Project site.
Therefore, the Project would not substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited
to, trees, rock outcroppings and historic buildings within a state scenic highway. The Project would
not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously
considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR
analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that TOP 2050 includes
goals and policies to ensure that new development would be compatible with the existing
community and would be of quality design. Additionally, future development would still be
required to adhere to the City’s Development Code, which is intended to improve consistency
with existing regulations and conditions. Therefore, TOP 2050 would not have a significant impact
with respect to being inconsistent with policies or regulations governing scenic quality and would
not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: Project-related changes to local visual character would be less than
significant during near-term construction activities because construction activity is common in the
City, would be temporary in nature, and would not substantially degrade the visual character of
the area. The Project site is zoned Light Industrial and Commercial/Food/Hotel under the California
Commerce Specific Plan (CCCSP) and the Project would require a Specific Plan Amendment to
the CCCSP to change the land use designation of 8.4 acres of land from Commercial/Food/Hotel
to Light Industrial. Design standards applicable to the Light Industrial zone under the CCCSP would
remain the same under the Project and the Project is required to comply with the development
standards established in the CCCSP. As part of the development review process, City staff
conducted a thorough review of the Project’s design and determined that the Project would be
consistent with the Light Industrial development standards and design guidelines from the CCCSP.
Accordingly, there are no components of the Project that would degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and surroundings beyond what was evaluated and disclosed in
the Certified SEIR. The Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different
impacts, other than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes
or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that TOP 2050 would result
in additional sources of light and glare; however, 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. Therefore, impacts to light and glare
would be less than significant and TOP 2050 would not result in new or a substantial increase in
magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: Under existing conditions, the Project site is primarily surrounded by
industrial uses. Street lights are located along South Rockefeller Avenue, Wanamaker Avenue,
South Woodruff Way, and East Jurupa Street. New lighting will be introduced to the site with the
redevelopment of the Project. Pursuant to the requirements of the City’s Development Code,
Project on-site lighting will be shielded, diffused or indirect, to avoid glare to pedestrians or
motorists. In addition, lighting fixtures will be selected and located to confine the area of
illumination to within the Project site and minimize light spillage.

Furthermore, consistent with the findings of the Certified SEIR, site lighting plans will be
subject to review by the Planning Department and Police Department prior to issuance of building
permits (pursuant to the City’s Building Security Ordinance). Therefore, implementation of the
Project would not result in a significant source of light or glare that would adversely affect daytime
or nighttime views. The Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different
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impacts, other than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes
or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that the City of Ontario’s
land use plan no longer designates agricultural land uses in the City. Therefore, no impact on land
zoned for the purpose of agricultural uses would occur and TOP 2050 would not result in new or a
substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: The Project site is presently occupied by two auto dealership buildings
and does not contain any agricultural uses. Further, the site is identified as Urban and Built-up Land
on the map prepared by the California Resources Agency, pursuant to the Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program (DOC, 2018). The Project does not have the potential to convert Prime
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland) to non-agricultural
use. The Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other
than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to
the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that the City of Ontario’s
land use plan no longer designates agricultural land uses in the City. Buildout of TOP would have
resulted in the cancellation or nonrenewal of Wiliamson Act contracts and TOP 2050 would not
result in further impacts to Wiliamson Act lands. Therefore, impacts to Wiliamson Land Acts would
be less than significant and TOP 2050 would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude
of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: The Project site is not zoned for agricultural use. The Project site is
zoned Specific Plan and would involve a Specific Plan Amendment to change the land use
designation of 8.4 acres of land from Commercial/Food/Hotel to Light Industrial. The Project’s
proposed Specific Plan Amendment would not result in a loss of land zoned for agriculture.
Furthermore, as concluded in the Certified SEIR, there is no Wiliamson Act contract in effect on
the Project site. Therefore, no impacts to agricultural uses are anticipated, nor will there be any
conflict with existing or Wiliamson Act contracts. The Project would not result in any new,
increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered and
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addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are
necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that there are no land use
designations or zoning for forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production in
the City of Ontario. Therefore, no impacts to forest land would occur and TOP 2050 would not
result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: The Project site is not zoned for forest land or timberland. As
concluded in the Certified SEIR, the City’s Zoning Map does not designate any parcels of land in
the Project area for forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production. Therefore,
implementation of the Project would not conflict with, or cause the rezoning of, forest land or
timberland. The Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts,
other than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or
additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that there is no land in
Ontario that would be considered forest land. Therefore, no impacts to the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use would occur and TOP 2050 would not result in new or a
substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: There is currently no land in the City of Ontario that qualifies as forest
land as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g). Neither the Policy Plan nor the City’s
Zoning Code provide designations for forest land. Additionally, the Project site is presently
occupied by two auto dealership buildings and does not contain forest land. Consequently, the
Project would not result in the loss or conversion of forest land. The Project would not result in any
new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered and
addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are
necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that TOP 2050 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. Therefore, TOP 2050 would not result in new or a
substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.
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Discussion of Effects: As previously discussed above, the Project site does not include
Farmland (defined as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance)
or forest land and, therefore, the Project would not result in the conversion of Farmland to non-
agricultural use of forest land to non-forest use. The Project would not result in any impacts to
agricultural and/or forestry resources. The Project would not result in any new, increased or
substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered and addressed in the
Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation Required: No additional mitigation required.

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

The analysis in this section is based on the Woodruff Logistics Air Quality & Greenhouse Gas
Assessment prepared by Urban Crossroads, Inc. (Urban Crossroads) dated April 4, 2023. This report
is provided in its entirety as Appendix A of this Addendum. At the time this Addendum was
prepared, the Project’s site plan consisted of a 344,678 s.f. warehouse building. The Project’s site
plan has been revised to reduce the overall building square footage to 344,110 s.f. The analysis
conducted for the technical studies included as appendices to this EIR (including Air Quality,
Energy, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Noise, and Transportation) assumed the higher building square
footage (344,678 s.f.) and, therefore, provides an overly conservative analysis of Project operations
in this Addendum.

South Coast AQMD Regional and Local Significance Thresholds

The City of Ontario utilizes the South Coast AQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook and
thresholds of significance to determine the potential significance of Project emissions. A Project
may have a significant impact if Project emissions would exceed these air pollution thresholds.
Table 3-1, South Coast AQMD Regional Threshold of Significance, below identifies South Coast
AQMD’s regional construction and operational emissions within its jurisdiction.

Table 3-1 South Coast AQMD Regional Threshold of Significance

Pollutant Construction Regional Thresholds | Operational Regional Thresholds
NOx 100 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
VvVOC 75 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
PMio 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day
PMz.s 55 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
SOx 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day
CO 550 Ibs/day 550 Ibs/day

Notes: Ibs/day — Pounds Per Day, NOx — Nitrogen Oxides, VOC - Volatile Organic Compounds, PMio — Particulate Matter
10 microns in diameter or less, PM2s — Particulate Matter 2.5 microns in diameter or less, SOx — Sulfur Oxides, CO - Carbon
Monoxide.

Source: (Urban Crossroads, 2023a, Table 1)

The South Coast AQMD also established localized significance thresholds (LSTs) that a
project can emit without contributing to an existing or new air quality standard exceedance. LSTs
are defined separately for construction and operational activities and are dependent on
location, project size, and distance to sensitive receptors.

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?
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Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that buildout of TOP 2050
would be consistent with the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) under the first criteria.
However, air pollutant emissions associated with buildout of TOP 2050 would cumulatively
contribute to the nonattainment designations in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB). Incorporation
of Mitigation Measures 3-2 and AQ-1 into future development projects for the operation phase
would reduce criteria air pollutant emissions associated with buildout of TOP 2050. Additionally,
goals and policies in TOP 2050 would promote increased capacity for alternative transportation
modes. However, due to the magnitude of residential units that would be developed under TOP
2050 to accommodate the RHNA, no additional mitigation measures are available that would
reduce impacts below South Coast AQMD thresholds. Therefore, impacts would remain significant
and unavoidable.

Discussion of Effects: The Project site is located within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB).
Currently, State, and federal air quality standards are exceeded in most parts of the SCAB. In
response, the South Coast AQMD has adopted a series of Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs)
to meet the State and federal ambient air quality standards. AQMPs are regularly updated to
more effectively reduce emissions, accommodate growth, and to minimize any negative fiscal
impacts of air pollution control on the economy. In December 2022, the South Coast AQMD
released the Final 2022 AQMP (2022 AQMP). The 2022 AQMP continues to evaluate current
integrated strategies and control measures to meet the California Ambient Air Quality Standards
(CAAQS), as well as explore new and innovative methods to reach its goals. Some of these
approaches include utilizing incentive programs, recognizing existing co-benefit programs from
other sectors, and developing a strategy with fair-share reductions at the federal, state, and local
levels. Similar to the 2016 AQMP, the 2022 AQMP incorporates scientific and technological
information and planning assumptions, including the 2020-2045 Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), a planning document that supports the
integration of land use and transportation to help the region meet the federal CAA requirements.
The Project’s consistency with the AQMP will be determined using the 2022 AQMP, as discussed
below. Criteria for determining consistency with the 2016 AQMP are defined in Chapter 12, Section
12.2, and Section 12.3 of the South Coast AQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook (1993). The
Project’s consistency with these criteria is discussed below.

Consistency Criterion No. 1: The Project will not result in an increase in the frequency or severity of
existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations or delay the timely attainment
of air quality standards or the interim emissions reductions specified in the AQMP.

The violations that Consistency Criterion No. 1 refer to are the CAAQS and National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). CAAQS and NAAQS violations could occur if regional or
localized significance thresholds are exceeded. As evaluated under Air Quality Threshold b,
below, the Project’s regional and localized construction and operational-source emissions would
not exceed applicable regional significance threshold or LST thresholds. As such, impacts would
be less than significant.

Consistency Criterion No. 2: The Project will not exceed the assumptions in the AQMP based on
the years of Project build-out phase.

The 2022 AQMP demonstrates that the applicable ambient air quality standards can be
achieved within the timeframes required under federal law. Growth projections from local general
plans adopted by cities in the district are provided to the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG), which develops regional growth forecasts, which are then used to develop
future air quality forecasts for the AQMP. Development consistent with the growth projections in
TOP 2050 is considered to be consistent with the AQMP.
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Peak day emissions generated by construction activities are largely independent of land
use assignments, but rather are a function of development scope and maximum area of
disturbance. Irrespective of the site’s land use designation, development of the site to its maximum
potential would likely occur, with disturbance of the entire site occurring during construction
activities. As such, when considering that no emissions thresholds will be exceeded, a less than
significant impact would result.

The TOP 2050 adopted by the City in August 2022, designates the Project site as “Industrial”
land uses. The “Industrial” designation allows for a wide range of light industrial uses, including
warehousing/distribution, assembly, light manufacturing, research and development, storage,
repair facilities, and supporting retail and professional office uses. This designation also
accommodates activities that could potentially generate impacts, such as noise, dust, and other
nuisances. The Project includes the development of 344,110 s.f. industrial warehouse building,
consistent with the current land use and zoning designation. As such, the proposed Project would
not conflict with the goals and objectives of the AQMP.

AQMP Consistency Conclusion

The Project would not have the potential to result in or cause NAAQS or CAAQS
violations. Additionally, Project construction and operational-source emissions would not exceed
the regional or localized significance thresholds. The Project is therefore considered to be
consistent with the AQMP. (Urban Crossroads, 2023a) Additionally, consistent with the findings of
the Certified SEIR, the Project would be required to comply with Mitigation Measures 3-1, 3-2, and
AQ-1 to reduce cumulative air pollutant emissions. The Project would not result in any new,
increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered and
addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are
necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required. The following mitigation measure from the
Certified SEIR is applicable to the Project:

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

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

0 Requiring use of nontoxic soil stabilizers to reduce wind
erosion.

o Applying water every four hours to active soil disturbing
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activities.

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

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

e Ensuring construction equipment is properly serviced and maintained
to the manufacturer’s standards.

e Limiting nonessential idling of construction equipment to no more than
five consecutive minutes.

e Using Super-Compliant VOC paints for coating of architectural surfaces
whenever possible. A list of Super-Compliant architectural coating
manufactures can be found on the South Coast Air Quality
Management District’s website at:
http://www.agmd.gov/prdas/brochures/Super-Compliant_AIM.pdf.

These identified measures shall be incorporated into all appropriate
construction documents (e.g., construction management plans) submitted
to the City and shall be verified by the City’s Planning Department.

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

AQ-1 Prior to discretionary approval by the City of Ontario for development
projects subject to CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act) review (i.e.,
nonexempt projects), project applicants shall prepare and submit a
technical assessment evaluating potential project operation-phase-
related air quality impacts to the City of Ontario Planning Department for
review and approval. The evaluation shall be prepared in conformance
with South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD)
methodology in assessing air quality impacts. If operation-related air
pollutants are determined to have the potential to exceed the South Coast
AQMD-adopted thresholds of significance, the City of Ontario Planning
Department shall require that applicants for new development projects
incorporate mitigation measures to reduce air pollutant emissions during
operational activities. The identified measures shall be included as part of
the conditions of approval. Possible mitigation measures to reduce long-
term emissions could include, but are not limited to the following:

e For site-specific development that requires refrigerated vehicles, the
construction documents shall demonstrate an adequate number of
electrical service connections at loading docks for plug-in of the
anticipated number of refrigerated trailers to reduce idling time and
emissions.
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e Applicants for manufacturing and light industrial uses shall consider
energy storage and combined heat and power in appropriate
applications to optimize renewable energy generation systems and
avoid peak energy use.

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

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

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

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

e Provide facilities to support electric charging stations per Section
Ab5.106.5.3 and Section A5.106.8.2 of CALGreen (Nonresidential
Voluntary Measures; Residential Voluntary Measures).

e Applicant-provided appliances shall be Energy Star-certified
appliances or appliances of equivalent energy efficiency (e.g.,
dishwashers, refrigerators, clothes washers, and dryers). Installation of
Energy Star—certified or equivalent appliances shall be verified by the
City during plan check.

MM 3-1 and AQ-1 have been met through preparation of Woodruff Logistics Air Quality &
Greenhouse Gas Assessment prepared by Urban Crossroads, Inc. provided in Appendix A. No
construction or operational-related impacts have been identified in the technical report.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that buildout in
accordance with TOP 2050 would generate short-term emissions that would exceed South Coast
AQMD’s regional significance thresholds and cumulatively contribute to the nonattainment
designations of the SCAB. Mitigation Measure 3-1 and the goals and policies of TOP 2050 would
reduce construction-related air pollutant emissions to the extent feasible. Therefore, construction
related regional air quality impacts of developments that would be accommodated by TOP 2050
would remain significant and unavoidable.

Buildout in accordance with TOP 2050 would generate long-term emissions that would
exceed South Coast AQMD’s regional significance thresholds and cumulatively contribute to the
nonattainment designations of the SCAB. Mitigation Measure 3-2 and AQ-1, in addition to the
goals and policies of TOP 2050, would reduce air pollutant emissions to the extent feasible. The
measures and policies covering topics such as expansion of the pedestrian and bicycle networks,
promotion of public and active transit, and support to increase building energy efficiency and
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energy conservation would also reduce criteria air pollutants within the City. However, impacts
would remain significant and unavoidable due to the increase in volatile organic compounds
(VOC:s) from residential development associated with TOP 2050 compared to that of the TOP.

Discussion of Effects: As discussed above, the Project proposes a development of an
approximately 344,110 s.f. logistics center. The proposed building would be approximately 54,791
s.f. less than the maximum allowed under TOP 2050. Therefore, the Project will result in less
development of the site than the Certified SEIR analyzed at buildout (i.e., 398,901 s.f. vs. 344,110
s.f.). The Project Applicant would redevelop the Project site with a land use that was planned by
the TOP 2050 and evaluated in the Certified SEIR; therefore, the Project would not generate air
pollutant emissions that were not already anticipated by the Certified SEIR. Notwithstanding, an
Air Quality Assessment (Appendix A) was prepared to quantify air pollutant emission associated
with the implementation of the Project. Accordingly, the Project’s daily regional emissions from
construction have been estimated using South Coast AQMD’s CalEEMod 2022.1 model, as shown
in Table 3-2, Regional Threshold Summary of Construction. As shown in Table 3-2, Project
construction-source emissions would not exceed the regional numerical thresholds of significance
established by the South Coast AQMD for any criteria pollutant and impacts would be less than
significant. Therefore, the Project’s construction emission impacts would be less than significant.

Table 3-2 Reqgional Threshold Summary of Construction

Emissions (Ibs/day)
Year

VOC NOx CcO SOx PMaio PMz2.s

Summer
2024 3.74 36.10 34.40 0.06 6.80 4.22
2025 60.20 22.30 41.20 0.05 2.84 1.49

Winter
2024 3.62 34.50 31.50 0.06 4.41 2.38
2025 1.87 13.60 23.50 0.04 2.75 1.00
Maximum Daily Emissions 60.20 36.10 41.20 0.06 6.80 4.22
South Coast AQMD Regional Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO

Source: (Urban Crossroads, 2023a, Table 3)

Emissions associated with the Project’s operation were calculated using CalEEMod 2022.1.
The Project’s daily regional emissions from operation are shown in Table 3-3, Summary of Peak
Operational Emissions. As shown in Table 3-5, the Project is anticipated to generate less emissions
per day for pollutants of VOC, NOx, CO, SOx, and PMzs as compared to emissions generated by
the TOP 2050 adopted Industrial land use designation, and operational-source emissions would
not exceed the applicable South Coast AQMD regional thresholds.

As shown in Tables 3-2 and 3-3, Project-related construction and operational activities
would not exceed the South Coast AQMD significance threshold for any criterial pollutant.
Therefore, the Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts,
other than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or
additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.
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Table 3-3 Summary of Peak Operational Emissions

Emissions (Ibs/day)
Source
VOC NOx CO SOx PM1o PMzs
Summer
Proposed Project 14.89 13.64 87.84 0.14 4.48 1.21
TOP 2050 22.07 20.24 190.90 0.36 11.13 2.39
Net Emissions (Proposed — TOP 2050) -7.18 -6.60 -103.06 -0.22 -6.65 -1.18
South Coast AQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO
Winter

Proposed Project 12.34 14.03 66.34 0.14 4.46 1.18
TOP 2050 18.76 21.29 146.60 0.33 11.11 2.36
Net Emissions (Proposed — TOP 2050) -6.42 -7.26 -80.26 -0.19 -6.65 -1.18
South Coast AQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO

Source: (Urban Crossroads, 2023a, Table 6)

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required. Mitigation Measures 3-1, 3-2, and AQ-1 would
be applicable to the Project.

c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: Buildout of TOP 2050 could expose sensitive receptors
to substantial concentrations of toxic air contaminants (TACs). Buildout could result in new sources
of criteria air pollutant emissions and/or TACs near existing or planned sensitive receptors. Review
of development projects by South Coast AQMD for permitted sources of air toxics (e.g., industrial
facilities, dry cleaners, and gasoline dispensing facilities) would ensure that health risks are
minimized. Policy ER-4.9 would ensure mobile sources of TACs not covered under South Coast
AQMD permits are considered during subsequent project-level environmental review by the City
of Ontario. Individual development projects would be required to achieve the incremental risk
thresholds established by South Coast AQMD, and TACs would be less than significant. However,
implementation of TOP 2050 would generate TACs that could contribute to elevated levels in the
air basin due to the increase in industrial land use allowed under TOP 2050. While individual
projects would achieve the project-level risk threshold of 10 per million, they would nonetheless
contribute to the higher levels of cancer risk in the SCAB; and therefore, result in a cumulatively
considerable impact. Therefore, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.

Discussion of Effects: Some people are especially sensitive to air pollution. These groups of
people include children, the elderly, individuals with pre-existing respiratory or cardiovascular
illness, and athletes who engage in frequent exercise. Structures that house these persons or place
where they gather to exercise are defined as sensitive receptors. All distances are measured from
the Project site boundary to the outdoor living areas (e.g., backyards) or at the building facade,
whichever is closer to the Project site. The receptor locations are shown in Figure 8, Sensitive
Receptors Locations.
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Figure 8: Sensitive Receptors Locations
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The South Coast AQMD recommends that the nearest sensitive receptor be considered
when determining the Project’s potential to cause an individual or cumulatively significantimpact.
The nearest land use where an individual could remain for 24 hours to the Project site has been
used to determine localized construction and operational air quality impacts for emissions of PM1o
and PMzs (since PM1wo and PMzs thresholds are based on a 24-hour averaging time). The nearest
receptor used for evaluation of localized impacts of PMio and PMzs is location R5, represented by
the Rodeway Inn Ontario Mills Mall at 4075 E Guasti Rd, approximately 5,587 feet (1,703 meters)
northwest of the Project site. Consistent with LST Methodology, the nearest industrial/commercial
use to the Project site is used to determine construction and operational LST air impacts for
emissions of NOx and CO as the averaging periods for these pollutants are shorter (8 hours or less)
and it is reasonable to assume that an individual could be present at these sites for periods of one
to 8 hours. The nearest receptor used for evaluation of localized impacts of NOx and CO is location
R4, represented by Ace Calendering Enterprises at 1311 Wanamaker Ave, adjacent east of the
Project site.

Construction Emissions

Project-related construction localized emissions are presented in Table 3-4, LST Summary
of Construction. As shown, the Project’s construction emissions would not exceed South Coast
AQMD’s significance thresholds for localized air pollutant emissions during construction. Therefore,
the nearby sensitive receptors would not be exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations that
would present a public health concern and impacts would be less than significant.

Table 3-4 LST Summary of Construction

Emissions (Ibs/day)

On-Site Emissions

NOx CO PM1o PMz2.s

Demolition
Maximum Daily Emissions 24.90 21.70 6.47 1.80
South Coast AQMD Localized Threshold 118 869 990 578
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO

Site Preparation

Maximum Daily Emissions 36.00 32.90 7.26 4.16

South Coast AQMD Localized Threshold 220 1,721 794 639

Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO
Grading

Maximum Daily Emissions 34.30 30.20 412 231

South Coast AQMD Localized Threshold 237 1,881 880 650

Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO

Source: (Urban Crossroads, 2023a, Table 9)

Operational Emissions

Project-related operational localized emissions are presented in Table 3-5, Summary of

Operations. As shown, Project would not exceed the South Coast AQMD significance thresholds
for localized air pollutant emissions during operation. Therefore, Project operation would expose
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sensitive receptors near the Project site to less-than-significant localized criteria pollutant
concentrations.

Table 3-5 LST Summary of Operations

Emissions (lbs/day)
On-Site Emissions
NOx CcO PM1o PM2s
Maximum Daily Emissions 3.72 53.69 0.27 0.23
South Coast AQMD Localized Threshold 270 1,754 254 161
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO

Source: (Urban Crossroads, 2023a, Table 10)

CO Hotspots

An adverse CO concentration, known as a “hotspot,” would occur if an exceedance of
the State one-hour standard of 20 parts per million (ppm) or the 8-hour standard of 9 ppm were
to occur. It has long been recognized that CO hotspots are caused by vehicular emissions,
primarily when idling at congested intersections. In response, vehicle emissions standards have
become increasingly stringent in the last 20 years. Currently, the allowable CO emissions standard
in California is a maximum of 3.4 grams/mile for passenger cars (there are requirements for certain
vehicles that are more stringent). With the turnover of older vehicles, introduction of cleaner fuels,
and implementation of increasingly sophisticated and efficient emissions control technologies,
CO concentration in the SCAB is now designated as attainment.

Due to the relatively small size of the Project, the Project does not have the potential to
generate the volume of traffic required to generate a CO “hotspot. Therefore, CO “hotspots” are
not an environmental concern for the Project and no impacts would occur. (Urban Crossroads,
2023a)

Based on the foregoing analysis, the Project would not expose sensitive receptors near the
Project site to significant pollutant concentrations during construction and operation. Therefore,
the Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than
those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the
Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that industrial uses would
be generally limited to the areas desighated Industrial and 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. Both residential and nonresidential land uses would be required
to comply with South Coast AQMD Rule 402. Therefore, impacts from potential odors generated
from residential and other nonresidential land uses associated with TOP 2050 are considered less
than significant. Moreover, any construction-related odor emissions would be temporary and
intermittent. By the time such emissions reached any sensitive receptor sites, they would be diluted
to well below any level of air quality concern. Therefore, impacts associated with construction-
generated odors are considered less than significant.
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Discussion of Effects: Land uses generally associated with odor complains include:
agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical plants,
composting operations, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding facilities. The Project
does not contain land uses typically associated with emitting objectionable odors. Potential odor
sources associated with the Project may result from construction equipment exhaust and the
application of concrete and architectural coatings during construction activities and the
temporary storage of typical solid waste (refuse) associated with the Project’s (long-term
operational) uses. Standard construction requirements would minimize odor impacts from
construction. The construction odor emissions would be temporary, short-term, and intermittent in
nature and would cease upon completion of the respective phase of construction and is thus
considered less than significant. It is expected that Project-generated refuse would be stored in
covered containers and removed at regular intervals in compliance with the City’s solid waste
regulations. The Project would also be required to comply with South Coast AQMD Rule 402 to
prevent occurrences of public nuisances. Therefore, odors associated with the Project
construction and operations would be less than significant. The Project would not result in any
new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered and
addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are
necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that no sensitive plant
species have been observed in Ontario, and the only such species that are considered potentially
present in the City have a low potential due to lack of suitable habitat. Therefore, implementation
of TOP 2050 would not have substantial adverse impacts on sensitive plant species. 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. 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. Therefore, TOP 2050 would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of
impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: The Project site is currently developed with Citrus Motors Ford and
Citrus Motors Kia auto dealership buildings. The Project site is in an urbanized and industrialized
area in the City of Ontario and vegetation onsite is limited to ornamental species. The Project site
is located within an area that has not been identified as containing species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies or regulations or
by the California Department of Fish and Game or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. As a part of
the Project, existing vegetation within the Project site would be removed and replaced with a
variety of trees and ornamental vegetation. The replacement of on-site vegetation and trees
would not have a substantial adverse effect on candidate, sensitive or special-status species, as
defined by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or the United States Fish and
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Wildlife Services (USFWS). Therefore, no adverse impacts are anticipated. The Project would not
result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously
considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR
analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that 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 resultin 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 form of
Streambed Alteration Agreements. Compared to TOP, TOP 2050 would have similar impacts to
sensitive habitat because it would not result in the development of new, previously undeveloped
areas of the City even though it would result in an increase in land use intensity. Therefore, impacts
would be less than significant and TOP 2050 would not result in new or a substantial increase in
magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: The Project site is completely developed/disturbed, as it was in 2022
when the Certified SEIR was certified. The Project site is currently developed with commercial uses
and is in a highly urbanized and industrialized area in the City. The Project site does not contain
any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified by the Department of Fish &
Game or Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS, 2020). Therefore, the Project would not result in significant
impacts to riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities. The Project would not result in
any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered and
addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are
necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section
404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that the Cucamonga
Creek and Deer Creek channels and portions of the Lower Deer Creek, Day Creek, Etiwanda
Creek, and West Cucamonga Creek 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. Implementation of TOP 2050 would not result in direct impacts to waters of the State
because TOP 2050 does not grant specific entittements for development. Individual projects
undergoing environmental review under CEQA would be required to determine whether there is
potential habitat on-site for sensitive species. Compared to TOP, TOP 2050 would have similar
impacts to jurisdictional waters since TOP 2050 would result in an increase in land use intensity but
would not result in development of new, previously undeveloped areas of the City. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant and TOP 2050 would not result in new or a substantial
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increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: No wetland habitat is present on site (USFWS, 2020). Therefore, Project
implementation would have no impact on these resources. The Project would not result in any
new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered and
addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are
necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that no regional wildlife
movement corridors have been identified in the City, most of which is ill suited for the purposes of
wildlife movement. There are trees and shrubs scattered throughout the City that may be used for
nesting or roosting by migrating birds. Individual projects would require to comply with the federal
Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (MBTA). 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 and TOP 2050 would not result in new or a
substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: No surface water bodies; streams or waterways occur on the Project
site. The Project site does not provide nursery sites for wildlife, nor is it conducive to function as a
corridor for migratory wildlife. There are a limited number of ornamental trees on site that would
be removed and replaced with new trees and landscaping. The MBTA implements the United
States’ commitment to four treaties with Canada, Japan, Mexico, and Russia for the protection of
shared migratory bird resources. Nesting migratory birds are protected under the MBTA (United
States Code, Title 16, Sections 703-712) and California Fish and Game Code Sections 3503 et seq.
Consistent with the findings of the Certified SEIR, compliance with federal MBTA and California Fish
and Game Code would eliminate any potential impacts. The Project would not result in any new,
increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered and
addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are
necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR discussed this impact along with
threshold f below with emphasis on the impacts to the Delhi Sands Flower-Loving Fly (DSFLF)
Ontario Recovery Unit. 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. 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 onsite for sensitive species.
TOP 2050 would have similar impacts regarding consistency with a habitat conservation plan.
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Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and TOP 2050 would not result in new or a
substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: Section 10-2 of the Ontario Municipal Code addresses tree
protection, maintenance, and replacement policies for trees within the City’s parkways and rights-
of-way. Additionally, the City has published landscape guidelines that must be followed when
developing new or existing sites. All existing trees within the site will be removed as part of the
Project. As shown in Figure 5, Landscape Plan, a total of 342 trees would be planted in
accordance to the City’s landscaping guidelines. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with
any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy
or ordinance, and impacts would be less than significant. The Project would not result in any new,
increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered and
addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are
necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), Natural
Community Conservation Plan (NCCP), or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: As discussed above, TOP 2050 would have similar
impacts regarding consistency with a habitat conservation plan. There is one habitat conservation
plan 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, impacts would be less than significant and TOP 2050
would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the
Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: The Project site is not part of an adopted HCP, NCCP or other
approved habitat conservation plan (CDFW, 2019). The Project site is located approximately 1.53
miles north from the HCP area. As a result, no adverse environmental impacts are anticipated. The
Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those
previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified
SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
5. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined
in Section 15064.5?

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that Ontario has eight
historic districts, and four proposed and five potential historic districts are deemed eligible for
listing. The City’s Register of Historic Resources shows 1,957 historic resources, 99 of which are
designated Historic Landmark properties. The Development Code establishes criteria for Tier |, Tier
Il or Tier lll properties, with Tier | and Il being of the highest value. Given this strong policy of the City
and the programmatic nature of TOP 2050, implementation of TOP 2050 would not result in
significant impacts to Tier | and Il resources. Tier Il consists of all properties that are Designated
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Historic Landmarks, are contributing structures in Designated Historic Districts, or are Eligible
Historical Resources, as defined by the Development Code. Demolition of these properties should
be avoided where possible, but may be appropriate under certain circumstances. If demolition
occurs, the City requires historic resources to be documented and historic features to be salvaged,
and requires a demolition mitigation fee. The Development Code does not provide a high level
of protection for Tier lll resources. As a result, historical resources categorized under the ordinance
as Tier lll could potentially be impacted with implementation of TOP 2050. Mitigation Measure 5-1
would require historic or potentially historic resources to be evaluated for historic significance
through the City’s Development Code tier system. Impacts to historical resources would remain
significant and unavoidable.

Discussion of Effects: A project-related significant adverse effect would occur if a project
were to adversely affect a historical resource meeting one of the definitions listed below. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5 defines historic resources as resources listed or determined to be
eligible for listing by the Historic Resources Commission, a local register of historic resources, or the
lead agency. Generally, a resource is considered “historically significant” if it meets one of the
following criteria:

e Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage;

e Is associated with the lives of persons important to our past;

e Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses
high artistic values;

e Hasyielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

The Project site is not listed as a Tier 1, I, or lll historical resources under the TOP 2050.
Therefore, the Project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5, and no impacts would occur. Additionally, the
existing buildings onsite were constructed in 1987 and 1998 and less than 45 years old. The Project
would not result in any impacts to historical resources. The Project would not result in any new,
increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered and
addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are
necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded the records review at the
South-Central Coastal Information Center (SSCIC) identified 17 archeological resources in the City.
Based on the results of the research, there is potential archaeological sensitivity throughout the
City. Adoption of TOP 2050 would not directly affect archaeological resources. However, long-
term implementation of TOP 2050 land use plan could allow development (e.g., new
development, infill development, redevelopment, and revitalization/restoration), including
grading, of known and unknown sensitive areas. Grading and construction activities of
undeveloped areas or redevelopment that requires more intensive soil excavation than in the
past could potentially cause the disturbance of archeological resources. Therefore, future
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development that would be accommodated by TOP 2050 could potentially unearth previously
unrecorded resources. Mitigation Measure 5-2 would require preservation and curation of
archeological resources if uncovered during development. Mitigation Measure 5-2 would reduce
potential impacts to archeological resources to a level that is less than significant. Therefore,
impacts to archaeological resources would be less than significant and TOP 2050 would not result
in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: A cultural records search, included as Technical Appendix B, with
data from the South-Central Coastal Information Center at California State University, Fullerton
was conducted for the Project which encompassed an area of one-mile surrounding the Project
site. Based on the results of the records search, no resources were recorded in the Project site and
one resource has been recorded within one-mile of the Project site. The resource is a historic
railroad. The records search results also indicate that 18 previous studies have been conducted
within one-mile of the Project site, one (1) of which included the Project site and did not identify
any cultural resources. (BFSA, 2023a)

While no adverse impacts to archeological resources are anticipated at this site due to its
urbanized nature and extent of prior ground disturbance, the presence of previously
undiscovered subsurface archaeological resources on the Project site remains possible, and these
resources could be affected by ground-disturbing activities associated with grading and
construction at the site. As a result, consistent with the findings of the Certified SEIR, Mitigation
Measure 5-2 would be implemented to ensure the proper treatment of significant archaeological
resources should they be encountered during ground-disturbing construction activities in native
soil. Therefore, the Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts,
other than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or
additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required. The following mitigation measure from the
Certified SEIR is applicable to the Project:

MM 5-2 In areas of documented or inferred from evident archaeological and/or
paleontological resource presence, City staff shall require applicants for
development permits to provide studies to document the
presence/absence of such resources. On properties where resources are
identified, such studies shall provide a detailed mitigation plan, including a
monitoring program and recovery and/or in situ preservation plan, based
on the recommendations of a qualified cultural preservation expert. The
mitigation plan shall include the following requirements:

a) Archaeologists and/or paleontologist shall be retained for the project
and will be on call during grading and other significant ground-
disturbing activities.

b) Should any cultural resources be discovered, no further grading shall
occur in the area of the discovery until the Planning Director or
designee is satisfied that adequate provisions are in place to protect
these resources.

c) Unanticipated discoveries shall be evaluated for significance by a San
Bernardino County Certified Professional Archaeologist/Paleontologist.
If significance criteria are met, then the project shall be required to
perform data recovery, professional identification, radiocarbon dates,
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and other special studies; submit materials to a museum for permanent
curation; and provide a comprehensive final report including a catalog
with museum numbers.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded 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-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.
Although soil-disturbing activities associated with development in accordance with TOP 2050
could result in the discovery of human remains, compliance with existing law including California
Health and Safety Code, Section 7050.5; CEQA Section 15064.5; and PRC Section 5097.98 would
ensure that significant impacts to human remains would not occur. Therefore, impacts to human
remains would be less than significant and TOP 2050 would not result in new or a substantial
increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: The Project is in an area that has been previously disturbed by
development. The possibility of uncovering human remains during Project-related grading
activities isremote due to fact that the previous development of the site has substantially disturbed
the subsurface of the site. Thus, human remains are not expected to be encountered during any
construction activities. However, as concluded in the Certified SEIR, in the unlikely event that
human remains are discovered, existing regulations, including the California Public Resources
Code Section 5097.98 and California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, would afford
protection for human remains discovered during redevelopment activities including but not
limited to demolition, site preparation and grading, infrastructure installation, and other ground-
disturbing activities. Furthermore, standard have been imposed on the Project that in the event
of unanticipated discoveries of human remains are identified during excavation and construction
activities, the area shall not be disturbed until any required investigation is completed by the
County Coroner and/or Native American consultation hasb been completed, if deemed
applicable. Mandatory compliance with these requirements would ensure that no impacts
associated with the discovery of human remains would occur. Therefore, the Project would not
result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously
considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR
analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
6. ENERGY. Would the project:

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that the types of land uses
accommodated under TOP 2050 would also be similar to the land uses accommodated under
TOP. Thus, the construction processes for future development projects accommodated under TOP
2050 would be similar to the construction processes of current development projects and projects
accommodated under TOP. Therefore, TOP 2050 would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of fuel use during construction.
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Operation of new development projects accommodated under TOP 2050 would create
additional demands for electricity and natural gas compared to existing conditions. Overall,
regulatory compliance will increase building energy efficiency and vehicle fuel efficiency and
reduce building energy demand and transportation-related fuel usage. Additionally, TOP 2050
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, impacts would be less than significant and TOP 2050 would not result in
new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: The Project would implement the TOP 2050 land use plan and the
Project’s proposed land use and development intensity is consistent with the development
regulations contained within the TOP 2050. The proposed building would be approximately 54,641
s.f. less than the maximum allowed under TOP 2050. Therefore, the development proposed by the
Project — and its energy use - is within the scope of the Project that was evaluated in the Certified
SEIR. The Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other
than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to
the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency?

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that land uses
accommodated under TOP 2050 would comply with the current and future iterations of the
Building Energy Efficiency Standards and CALGreen. Additionally, TOP 2050 includes
Environmental Resources Element policies and Safety Element policies that 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 Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) program.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and TOP 2050 would not result in new or a
substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: The Project would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan
adopted for the purposes of increasing the amount of renewable energy or energy efficiency.
The California Title 24 energy efficiency standards for non-residential buildings address electricity
and natural gas efficiency in lighting, water, heating, and air conditioning, as well as the effects
of the building envelope (e.g., windows, doors, walls and rooves, etc.) on energy consumption.
Consistent with the findings of the Certified SEIR, the Project would be required to comply with the
Title 24 CALGreen standards current at that time and the City’s CCAP. Since each new building
will comply with applicable State standards and adhere to the City’s CCAP, which includes
energy reductions measures, the Project would not conflict with nor obstruct a state or local plan
for renewable energy or energy efficiency. Therefore, the Project would not result in any new,
increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered and
addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are
necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
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7. GEOLOGY & SOILS. Would the project:

a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury or death involving:

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that the City of Ontario
is not within any Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. Therefore, impacts would be less than
significant and TOP 2050 would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts
compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: Ground rupture is the visible offset of the ground surface when an
earthquake rupture along a fault affects the Earth’s surface. Southern California, including the
City of Ontatrio, is subject to the effects of seismic activity due to the active faults that traverse the
area. Active faults are defined as those that have experienced surface displacement within
Holocene time (approximately the last 11,000 years) and/or are in a State-designated Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. According to the Project-specific Geotechnical Investigation,
included as Appendix C.1, the Project site is not located with an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zone. (SoCal Geo, 2021) Fault rupture would not occur on the Project site since no active faults
cross the Project site. Therefore, no adverse impacts are anticipated. The Project would not result
in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered
and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are
necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that projects
considered for approval under TOP 2050 would be required to comply with seismic safety
provisions of the CBC (Title 24, Part 2 of the California Code of Regulations). Such compliance
would reduce hazards arising from ground shaking to less than significant. Therefore, impacts
would be less than significant and TOP 2050 would not result in new or a substantial increase in
magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: Southern California is a seismically active area and properties in
the City of Ontario, including the Project site, are subject to periodic ground shaking and other
effects from earthquake activity along nearby regional faults. The Project site is not at an
increased risk relative to the surrounding areas. Consistent with the findings in the Certified SEIR,
Project-related structures and buildings would be required to be designed and built-in
compliance with the California Building Code (CBC [California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part
2]), which contains provisions for earthquake safety based on factors including occupancy type,
the types of soil and rock onsite, and the probable strength of ground motion, the Ontario
Municipal Code, TOP 2050, and all other ordinances adopted by the City related to construction
and safety. Therefore, as structures would be designed to meet or exceed CBC standards for
earthquake resistance, redevelopment of the Project would not create significant impacts related
to seismic ground shaking. The Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially
different impacts, other than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No
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changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.
Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that there is currently

no potential for liquefaction based on groundwater levels throughout the City being greater than
50 feet below ground surface. Therefore, no impact would occur.

Discussion of Effects: Seismic-related ground failure includes, but is not limited to,
liquefaction. Liquefaction is a seismic phenomenon in which loose, saturated, granular soils
behave similarly to fluids when subject to high intensity seismic events. Liquefaction occurs when
three general conditions coexist: 1) shallow groundwater, 2) low-density non-cohesive (granular)
soils and 3) high-intensity ground motion. According to the Geotechnical Investigation, the Project
site is not located within an area of liquefaction susceptibility and groundwater is considered to
have existed at depth in excess of 25 feet due to the lack of water encountered at all borings
(SoCal Geo, 2021). Therefore, consistent with the findings in the Certified SEIR, the Project does not
have the potential to expose people or structures to seismic-related liquefaction. The Project
would not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those
previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified
SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
iv. Landslides?

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR did not identify any specific
constraints regarding landslides.

Discussion of Effects: Slope failures in the form of landslides are common during strong
seismic shaking in areas of steep hills. The Project site and surrounding area are generally flat with
no significant slopes. The Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different
impacts, other than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes
or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that the young alluvial
sediment and wind-blown sand underlying the City are generally granular, poorly consolidated,
and very susceptible to erosion. 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: ER-1.6, ER 4.7, S-5.1, and S-5.2. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant and TOP 2050 would not result in new or a substantial
increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: Erosion is the movement of rock and soil from place to place. Erosion
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occurs naturally by agents such as wind and flowing water; however, grading and construction
activities can greatly increase erosion if effective erosion control measures are not used. Common
means of soil erosion from construction sites include water, wind, and being tracked offsite by
vehicles. The Project site is in a highly urbanized, built-out portion of the City and is largely flat; soils
have already been disturbed by existing development. Because the Project site is fully developed
and contains very little exposed soils, existing erosion occurring on the site is minimal.

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ (General
Construction Permit) contains water quality standards and stormwater discharge requirements
that apply to construction projects of one acre or more. The General Construction Permit was
issued pursuant to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) regulations for
implementing part of the federal Clean Water Act. The General Construction Permit requires
preparation of a SWPPP that identifies the sources of pollution that may affect the quality of
stormwater discharges and describes and ensures the implementation of BMPs to reduce the
pollutants, including silt and soil, in construction stormwater discharges. Examples of BMPs that are
commonly included in SWPPPs are shown in Table 7-1, below.

Table 7-1 Examples of Construction-Phase Stormwater Pollution Prevention BMPs

Category Goal Sample Measures

Erosion Controls Prevent soil particles from being Preserving existing vegetation;
detached from the ground soil binders; geotextiles and mats
surface and transported in runoff

Sediment controls Filter out soil particles that have Barriers such as slit fences and
entered runoff gravel bag berms; and street

sweeping

Tracking Controls Prevent soil from being tracked Stabilized construction roadways
offsite by vehicles and entrances/exits

Wind Erosion Control Prevent soil from being Similar to erosion controls above
transported offsite by wind

Non-stormwater Management Prevent discharges of soil from BMPs regulating various
site by means other than runoff construction practices; water
and wind conservation

Waste and Materials Prevent release of waste BMPs regulating storage and

Management materials into storm discharges handling of materials and wastes

Future development within the Project site will be required to comply with the NPDES
permit by preparing and implementing a SWPPP specifying BMPs for minimizing pollution of
stormwater with soil and sediment during Project construction. Consistent with the findings in the
Certified SEIR, adherence to the BMPs in the SWPPP would reduce, prevent, or minimize soil erosion
from Project-related demolition, site preparation and grading, and construction activities. The
Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those
previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified
SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
c. Belocated on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,

liguefaction or collapse?

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that the thick alluvial
deposits comprising the Chino Subbasin may be susceptible to compaction, with resulting
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subsidence at the surface, in the event of rapid groundwater withdrawal. 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.

Additionally, the young sediments underlying 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 persons 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.

Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and TOP 2050 would not result in new or
a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: As stated previously, the Project site is not susceptible to landslides or
liquefaction. The potential for other geologic hazards on the Project site, including lateral
spreading, subsidence or collapse is considered low (SoCal Geo, 2021). Furthermore, Project-
related structures and buildings would be required to be designed and built-in compliance with
the CBC and the Ontario Municipal code, which requires the Project to implement the
recommendations of the site-specific geotechnical investigation. The recommendations require
foundations to be constructed based on the expansion index and shear strength of onsite soils.
Consistent with the findings in the Certified SEIR, compliance with the CBC and Ontario Municipal
code would ensure that impact would be less than significant. The Project would not result in any
new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered and
addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are
necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that expansive soils are
likely in the southern parts of the City, where there are silts, sandy silts, and silty clays. 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. Therefore, impacts related to expansive soils would be less than significant and TOP
2050 would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the
Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: Expansive soils are defined as soils possessing clay particles that react
to moisture changes by shrinking or swelling. According to the Project’s Geotechnical
Investigation, the near-surface soils consist of well graded sands and silty sands with no
appreciable clay content. These materials have been visually classified as non-expansive (SoCal
Geo, 2021). Therefore, no adverse impacts are anticipated. The Project would not result in any
new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered and
addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are
necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
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e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that wastewater from the
City is treated at wastewater treatment facilities owned and operated by the 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 on a case-by-case basis. Therefore, impacts related to
septic tanks would be less than significant and TOP 2050 would not result in new or a substantial
increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: No septic tanks will be used as part of the proposed Project. The
Project would connect to the existing waste water disposal system. Accordingly, no impact would
occur. The Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other
than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to
the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that the City is underlain
by deposits of Quaternary and upper-Pleistocene sediments deposited during Pliocene and early
Pleistocene time. Quaternary Older Alluvial sediments may contain significant, nonrenewable,
paleontological resources and are therefore considered to have high sensitivity. Older Pleistocene
alluvial sediments can yield fossil remains, often found at depths of 10 feet or more below existing
ground surface. As a result, the possibility of finding additional paleontological resources within
City boundaries is moderate to high at depths of 10 feet or more below ground surface. Therefore,
future development that would be accommodated by TOP 2050 could potentially unearth
previously unrecorded resources. Mitigation Measure 5-2 requires that in the event of an
unanticipated discovery of paleontological resources during grading and excavation of the site,
a qualified paleontologist would assess the find and develop a course of action to preserve the
find. Therefore, with the implementation of Mitigation Measure 5-2, potential impacts to
paleontological resources would be reduced to a level that is less than significant.

Discussion of Effects: According to the Project’s Paleontological Resource Assessment,
included as Appendix G.2, the young eolian/alluvial deposits below the artificial fill at the Project
site may be considered to have a low potential for paleontological resources, but increase to an
undetermined to high potential for yielding significant paleontological resources with increasing
depth and age. Therefore, there is potentially significant impacts related to paleontological
resources. (BFSA, 2023b)However, the Project would be required to implement Mitigation Measure
5-2 to ensure construction activities will not continue or will be moved to other parts of the project
site and a qualified paleontologist shall be contacted to determine the significance of these
resources in the event unanticipated paleontological resources are identified during excavation.
Consistent with the findings of the Certified SEIR, With the implementation of Mitigation Measure
5-2, impacts to paleontological resources would be less than significant. The Project would not
result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously
considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR
analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required. The following mitigation measure from the
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Certified SEIR is applicable to the Project:

MM CUL5-2 In areas of documented or inferred from evident archaeological and/or
paleontological resource presence, City staff shall require applicants for
development permits to provide studies to document the
presence/absence of such resources. On properties where resources are
identified, such studies shall provide a detailed mitigation plan, including a
monitoring program and recovery and/or in situ preservation plan, based
on the recommendations of a qualified cultural preservation expert. The
mitigation plan shall include the following requirements:

a) Archaeologists and/or paleontologist shall be retained for the project
and will be on call during grading and other significant ground-
disturbing activities.

b) Should any cultural resources be discovered, no further grading shall
occur in the area of the discovery until the Planning Director or
designee is satisfied that adequate provisions are in place to protect
these resources.

c) Unanticipated discoveries shall be evaluated for significance by a San
Bernardino County Certified Professional Archaeologist/Paleontologist.
If significance criteria are met, then the project shall be required to
perform data recovery, professional identification, radiocarbon dates,
and other special studies; submit materials to a museum for permanent
curation; and provide a comprehensive final report including a catalog
with museum numbers.

8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the project:

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that GHG emissions
associated with TOP 2050 would be slightly higher compared to those of TOP in the absence of
local measures identified in the Community Climate Action Plan (CCAP) and would not meet the
2050 GHG target of 2.0 MTCO:ze per capita. With implementation of the CCAP, TOP 2050 would
result in a decrease in emissions. The City would achieve the Executive Order (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 TOP. Impacts would be less than significant and TOP 2050
would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the
Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: The analysis in this section is based on the Woodruff Logistics Air
Quality & Greenhouse Gas Assessment prepared by Urban Crossroads, Inc. (Urban Crossroads)
dated April 4, 2023. This report is provided in its entirety as Appendix A of this Addendum.

The CCAP establishes an annual screening threshold of 3,000 MTCOze/yr to define small
projects that are considered less than significant and do not require further GHG emissions
calculations or analysis. Projects that do not exceed an annual 3,000 MTCO:ze/yr are therefore
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considered less than significant and would not require further analysis or mitigation.

The Project’s annual GHG emissions are summarized in Table 8-1, Project GHG
Emissions. As shown in Table 8-1, the Project will result in total GHG emissions of approximately
3,557.75 MTCOze/yr. However, when compared to emissions generated by the TOP 2050 adopted
Industrial land use designation, the Project would result in a net decrease of 2,489.88 MTCOze/yr.
As such, Project-related emissions would not have a potential significant direct or indirect impact
on GHG and climate change and impacts would be less than significant. The Project would not
result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously
considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR
analyses are necessary.

Table 8-1 Project GHG Emissions

Emission (lbs/day)
Source
CO2 CHa N20 R Total COze

er:]r:si?()ln(;o;r:(r)lﬁ;sg(;(\e/leartgg yomrs | 2707 1.33E-03 | 1.33E-03 | 1.93E-02 2753
Mobile Source 1,927.00 0.09 0.15 3.62 1,978.00
Area Source 6.99 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 7.02
Energy Source 775.00 0.07 0.01 0.00 779.00
Water Source 113.00 2.60 0.06 0.00 196.00
Waste Source 28.90 2.89 0.00 0.00 101.00
Refrigerants Source 0.00 0.00 0.00 58.20 58.20
On-Site Equipment Source 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 94.73
TRU Source 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 316.27
Total COze (All Sources) 3,557.75

TOP 2050 6,047.63

g(c)—:-goE)missions (Proposed - TOP -2.489.88

Source: (Urban Crossroads, 2023a, Tables 13, 15, 16 and 17)

Mitigation Required: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that development projects
accommodated under TOP 2050 are required to adhere to the programs and regulations
identified by the 2017 Scoping Plan and implemented by state, regional, and local agencies to
achieve the statewide GHG reduction goals of AB 32 and SB 32. Implementation of TOP 2050
would not obstruct implementation of the CARB Scoping Plan. Additionally, 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.
Impacts would be less than significant and TOP 2050 would not result in new or a substantial
increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.
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Discussion of Effects: Since certification of the Certified SEIR, CARB has adopted the 2022
Scoping Plan. Pursuant to Section 15604.4 of the State CEQA Guidelines, a lead agency may rely
on qualitative analysis or performance-based standards to determine the significance of impacts
from GHG emissions. As such, the Project’s consistency with SB 32 (2022 Scoping Plan) is discussed
below.

The 2022 Scoping Plan for Achieving Carbon Neutrality (2022 Scoping Plan) lays out a path
to achieve targets for carbon neutrality and reduce anthropogenic GHG emissions by 85 percent
below 1990 levels no later than 2045, as directed by Assembly Bill 1279. The actions and outcomes
in the plan will achieve significant reductions in fossil fuel combustion by deploying clean
technologies and fuels, further reductions in short-lived climate pollutants, support for sustainable
development, increased action on natural and working lands to reduce emissions and sequester
carbon, and the capture and storage of carbon. The Project would not impede the State’s
progress towards carbon neutrality by 2045 under the 2022 Scoping Plan. The Project would be
required to comply with applicable current and future regulatory requirements promulgated
through the 2022 Scoping Plan. Some of the current transportation sector policies the Project will
comply with (through vehicle manufacturer compliance) include: Advanced Clean Cars I,
Advanced Clean Trucks, Advanced Clean Fleets, Zero Emission Forklifts, the Off-Road Zero-
Emission Targeted Manufacturer rule, Clean Off-Road Fleet Recognition Program, In-use Off-Road
Diesel-Fueled Fleets Regulation, Off-Road Zero-Emission Targeted Manufacturer rule, Clean Off-
Road Fleet Recognition Program, Amendments to the In-use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets
Regulation, carbon pricing through the Cap-and-Trade Program, and the Low Carbon Fuel
Standard. Finally, the Project is consistent with the general plan land use designation, density,
building intensity, and applicable policies specified for the Project area in SCAG's Sustainable
Community Strategy/ Regional Transportation Plan, which pursuant to SB 375 calls for the
integration of transportation, land-use and housing policies to plan for achievement of the GHG-
emissions target for the region. Thus, a less than significant impact related to GHG emissions from
Project construction and operation would occur. (Urban Crossroads, 2023a) Therefore, the Project
would not have the potential to conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an
agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. The Project would not result
in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered
and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are
necessary.

Mitigation Required: No additional mitigation required.
9. HAZARDS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project:

The analysis in this section is based on the Phase | Environmental Site Assessment prepared by
Ramboll US Consulting, Inc. (Ramboll) dated October 2021 and is provided in their entirety as
Appendix D of this Addendum.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR discussed thresholds a, b, and ¢
together and concluded that 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.
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 and Recovery
Act (RCRA) Envirofacts Database. An increase in the transport of hazardous waste from an
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increased demand for transport, use, and disposal within or outside the City could result in more
accidents leading to the release of hazardous materials. 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. 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. Therefore, additional hazardous waste
transport, use, and/or disposal that would occur upon the buildout of TOP 2050 would be less than
significant with adherence to the existing regulations and TOP 2050 would not result in new or a
substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: A significant impact may occur if a project would involve the use or
disposal of hazardous materials as part of its routine operations, or would have the potential to
generate toxic or otherwise hazardous emissions that could adversely affect sensitive receptors.
The Project Applicant proposes to redevelop the Project site with a building that has the potential
to store hazardous materials during the future building user’s daily operations. As demonstrated in
the analysis below, the Project would not result in a hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. The Project would not result
in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered
and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are
necessary.

Existing and Historical Uses of the Project Site

Based on a review of regulatory databases and a site reconnaissance, the Project site does not
contain any Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs), Historical Recognized Environmental
Conditions (HRECs), or Controlled Recognized Environmental Conditions (CRECSs), nor is the Project
site affected by any off-site hazards or hazardous materials. Hazardous materials used, stored,
and/or generated on the Project site were found to be properly labeled and stored at the time
of the assessment with no signs of leaks, strains, or spills. The aboveground storage tanks (ASTs)
observed on the Project site were determined to not represent a significant environmental
concern. The historical industrial and agricultural uses of the Project site do not represent a REC or
human health risk. No RECs or HRECs were identified that would negatively impact the
environment. (Ramboll, 2021) As a result, implementation of the Project would result in less than
significant impacts related to onsite soil contamination.

Project Construction

General Construction Hazardous Waste

Heavy equipment (e.g., dozers, excavators, tractors) would operate on the subject
property during construction of the Project. Heavy equipment is typically fueled and maintained
by petroleum-based substances such as diesel fuel, gasoline, oil, and hydraulic fluid, which is
considered hazardous if improperly stored or handled. Also, materials such as paints, adhesives,
solvents, and other substances typically used in building construction would be located on the
Project site during construction. Improper use, storage, or transportation of hazardous materials
can result in accidental releases or spills, potentially posing health risks to workers, the public, and
the environment. This is a standard risk on all construction sites, and there would be no greater risk
for improper handling, transportation, or spills associated with the proposed Project than would
occur on any other similar construction site. Construction contractors would be required to comply
with all applicable federal, State, and local laws and regulations regarding the transport, use, and
storage of hazardous construction-related materials, including but not limited requirements
imposed by the EPA, California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), South Coast
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AQMD, and Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Consistent with the
findings of the Certified EIR, with mandatory compliance with applicable hazardous materials
regulations, the Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials during the construction phase.

Demolition

The use of asbestos-containing materials (ACM, a known carcinogen) and lead-based
paint (LBP) (a known toxic), both of which are considered hazardous materials, was a common
building construction prior to 1981 and 1978, respectively. The existing buildings onsite were
constructed in 1987 and 1998; therefore, it is unlikely that ACM and LBP were used on these
buildings. However, although unlikely, since asbestos had continued to be used in some buildings
during the 1980s, , the possibility of asbestos cannot be ruled out (Ramboll, 2021). All proposed
demolition activities would be required to comply with all applicable federal, State, and local
hazardous materials regulation, which includes mandatory provisions for the safe removal,
transport, and disposal of ACMs.

South Coast AQMD Rule 1403 establishes survey requirements, notification, and work
practice requirements to prevent asbestos emissions from emanating during building renovation
and demolition activities. Assuming that ACMs are present in the existing structure located on-site,
then Rule 1403 requires notification of the South Coast AQMD prior to commencing any demolition
activities. Rule 1403 also sets forth specific procedures for the removal of asbestos and requires
that an on-site representative trained in the requirements of Rule 1403 be present during the
stripping, removing, handling, or disturbing of ACM. Mandatory compliance with the provisions of
Rule 1403 would ensure that construction-related grading, clearing, and demolition activities do
not expose construction workers or nearby sensitive receptors to significant health risks associated
with ACMs. Because future development on the Project site would be required to comply with
AQMD Rule 1403 during demolition activities, impacts due to asbestos would be less than
significant.

Project Operation

Future users of the proposed on-site Project building are not yet known. Future uses on-site
are assumed to be those permitted by the TOP 2050 and CCCSP zoning designations. Future users
have the potential to use hazardous materials (i.e., gasoline, diesel, biodiesel fuels, and oil) during
the course of daily operations at the Project site. In the event that hazardous materials, other than
those common materials described above, are associated with future warehouse operations, the
hazardous materials would only be stored and transported to and from the building site. Federal
and State Community-Right-to-Know laws allow the public access to information about the
amounts and types of chemicals that may be used by the businesses that would operate at the
Project site. Laws also are in place that require businesses to plan and prepare for possible
chemical emergencies. Pursuant to the City of Ontario Municipal Code, any business involved in
the use, production, storage, or transfer of any material defined as hazardous and subject to
regulation by San Bernadino County Department of Public Health and/or subject to regulation by
the South Coast Air Quality Management District per Rules 1401, 1402, and 1403. Such businesses
are also required to comply with California’s Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and
Inventory Law, which require immediate reporting to San Bernadino County Fire Protection District
and State Office of Emergency Services regarding any release or threatened release of a
hazardous material, regardless of the amount handled by the business.

The operation of the Project would be required to comply with all applicable federal,
State, and local regulations to ensure the proper transport, use, and disposal of hazardous
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substances. Consistent with the findings of the Certified SEIR, with mandatory regulatory
compliance, potential hazardous materials impacts associated with long-term operation of the
Project is not expected to pose a significant hazard to the public or environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, nor would the Project increase the
potential for accident operations which could result in the release of hazardous materials into the
environment. The Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts,
other than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or
additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: As discussed above, the Certified SEIR concluded that
additional hazardous waste transport, use, and/or disposal that would occur upon the buildout of
TOP 2050 would be less than significant with adherence to the existing regulations and TOP 2050
would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the
Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: During Project construction, there is a possibility of accidental release
of hazardous substances such as petroleum-based fuels or hydraulic fluid used for construction
equipment. The level of risk associated with the accidental release of hazardous substances is not
considered significant due to the small volume and low concentration of hazardous materials
utiized during construction. The construction contractor would be required to use standard
construction controls and safety procedures that would avoid and minimize the potential for
accidental release of such that any materials released are appropriately contained and
remediated as required by local, State, and federal law.

Construction

The Project would comply with the requirements of applicable laws and regulations
governing upsets and accidents including the requirements of the hazardous materials disclosure
program, the California Accidental Release Prevention Program, the hazardous materials release
response plans and inventory program, and California Health and Safety Code Section 25500.

These requirements would ensure that all potentially hazardous materials are handled in
an appropriate manner and would minimize the potential for upset and accident conditions. For
example, all spills or leakage of petroleum products during construction activities are required to
be immediately contained, the hazardous material identified, and the material remediated in
compliance with applicable state and local regulations for the cleanup and disposal of that
contaminant. All contaminated waste would be required to be collected and disposed of at an
appropriately licensed disposal or treatment facility. Therefore, consistent with the findings of the
Certified SEIR, this impact is considered less than significant. The Project would not result in any
new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered and
addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are
necessary.

Operation

Regulatory requirements pertaining to upsets and accidents following during the
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construction phase would also be implemented during the operational phase. For the operational
phase, both the federal government and the State of California (Health and Safety Code, Division
20, Chapter 6.95, 88 25500-25520; 19 CCR, Chapter 2, Subchapter 3, Article 4, 88§ 2729-2734)
require all businesses that handle more than a specified amount of hazardous materials or
extremely hazardous materials, termed a reporting quantity, to submit a hazardous materials
emergency/contingency plan (also known as a hazardous materials business plan) to their local
Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA). These requirements would ensure that all potentially
hazardous materials are handled in an appropriate manner and would minimize the potential for
safety impacts. Consistent with the findings of the Certified SEIR, with mandatory regulatory
compliance, the Project would not increase the potential for accident conditions which could
result in the release of hazardous materials into the environment. The Project would not result in
any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered and
addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are
necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR did not identify any specific constraints
regarding hazardous materials within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school and
analysis were combined with threshold a and b which concluded less than significant impacts.

Discussion of Effects: The Project site is not within 0.25 mile of the existing or proposed
school. The closest school to the Project site is the Ontario Center School, located approximately
2.17 miles to the northwest of the Project site. Implementation of the Project would not have the
potential to emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within 0.25 miles of an existing or proposed school. The Project would not
result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously
considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR
analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that development in
accordance with TOP 2050 would involve redevelopment and reuse of some sites listed as
hazardous materials sites on environmental databases. 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.
TOP 2050 include policies that address development on and around known hazardous waste sites.
Compared to TOP, TOP 2050 would have similar impacts because TOP 2050 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, buildout of TOP 2050
would not expose people to substantial hazards from hazardous materials sites listed on
environmental databases and would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of
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impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: The Citrus Motors building is listed in the California Environmental
Protection Agency Regulated Site Portal (CERS) HAZ WASTE, CERS TANKS, Aboveground Storage
Tank (AST), Resource Conservation Recovery Act (RCRA) small quantity generator (SQG), and San
Bernardino County Permit (San Bern Co Permit) databases. However, listings on these databases,
by themselves, are not necessarily indicative of contamination and these listings are not
considered to represent a significant environmental concern. (Ramboll, 2021) Based on the review
of the available regulatory information, the Project site is located in an area of historic industrial
operations. As discussed in Response 9.a, the Project site does not contain any RECs, HRECs, or
CREC:s, nor is the Project site affected by any off-site hazards or hazardous materials. Therefore,
the Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. The Project
would not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those
previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified
SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that the consistency
determination analysis for the Ontario International Airport (ONT), prepared by the City and
submitted to Ontario International Airport — Inter Agency Collaborative (ONT-IAC), found that TOP
2050 is consistent with ALUCP for ONT. Additionally, buildout of TOP 2050 would involve
development within the Chino Airport influence area. Projects accommodating TOP 2050 in this
area would be required to meet the conditions of the Chino Airport Authority and the 2011
Caltrans Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, including those determining appropriate land uses,
maximum population density, maximum site coverage, height restrictions, and required
notification/disclosure areas based on the noise contours and runway protection, approach, and
Part 77 zones of the adopted Chino Airport Master Plan. The Airport Planning section of TOP 2050
Land Use Element includes policies that would ensure airport planning compatibility and
consistency. Therefore, TOP 2050 ensures compatibility with both ONT and Chino Airport. Impacts
related to airport safety hazards would be less than significant and would not result in new or a
substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: According to the Land Use Element (Exhibit LU-06 Airport Safety Zones
and Influence Areas) of TOP 2050, the Project site is not located within the Chino Airport Influence
Area (City of Ontario, 2022a). According to the ONT Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), the
Project site is located within the ONT Airport Influence Area (City of Ontario, 2011). Specifically, the
Project site is located within the 65-70 CNEL noise impact zone and is subject to the Noise Criteria
established on Table 2-3 in the ONT ALUCP. According to Table 2-3 of the ONT ALUCP, the Project’s
industrial warehouse is considered normally compatible land use with exterior noise levels ranging
from 65-70 dBA CNEL. For normally compatible land uses, activities associated with the land use
may be carried out with minimal interference from aircraft noise. Therefore, the Project would not
result in excessive noise for people residing or working in the Project area.

Moreover, according to the Land Use Element (Exhibit LU-06 Airport Safety Zones and
Influence Areas) of TOP 2050, the Project site is not located within the ONT safety zones. Therefore,
the Project would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the Project area.
The Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than
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those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the
Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that the threat of flood is
Ontario’s greatest hazard as large portions of the City are within the flood zone, according to the
Vulnerability Analysis conducted as part of TOP 2050. There are also substantial improvements in
transportation infrastructure planned to accommodate the increase in population in the City in
the event of an emergency. Additionally, the Ontario Fire Department reviews development
applications to ensure that adequate emergency accessibility is provided based on local and
state guidance. Therefore, implementation of TOP 2050 would not Impair implementation of or
physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan. Impacts would be less than
significant and TOP 2050 would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts
compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: The City's Safety Element includes policies and procedures to be
administered in the event of a disaster. The City seeks interdepartmental and inter-jurisdictional
coordination and collaboration to be prepared for, respond to and recover from every day and
disaster emergencies. The City manages disaster preparedness through the Technical Services
Bureau of the Ontario Fire Department. This bureau is responsible for the preparation of the
community for disasters and the organization of recovery efforts. The City updated a Local Hazard
Mitigation Plan (LMHP) prepared by the Office of Emergency Services of the Ontario Fire
Department in 2018. Because the Project site has been historically used for industrial/commercial
uses, it is not identified in any of these plans as being an evacuation area.

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood map No.
06071C8641J, the Project site is located within Zone X, an area of minimal flood hazard (FEMA,
2016). Furthermore, construction of the Project would be generally confined to the Project site and
would not physically impair access to the site or the Project area. During both construction and
long-term operation, the Project would be required to maintain adequate emergency access for
emergency vehicles as required by the City and the Ontario Fire Department. In addition, the
Project will comply with the requirements of the Ontario Fire Department and all City requirements
for fire and other emergency access. As concluded in the Certified SEIR, the Ontario Fire
Department reviews development applications to ensure that adequate emergency accessibility
is provided based on local and state guidance. Therefore, the Project would not impair
implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan. The Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially
different impacts, other than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No
changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that the there are many
resources available to address wildland fires should they arise, including the CAL FIRE 2019
Strategic Fire Plan for California, the California Fire Code, County of San Bernardino Multi-
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jurisdiction Hazard Management Plan, the Ontario LHMP, and fire services from the Ontario Fire
Department. With adherence to these building practices, development and infrastructure
associated with TOP 2050 would not exacerbate risk or result in post-wildfire hazards (e.g.,
landslides, mudflows, and flooding). Impacts would be less than significant and TOP 2050 would
not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: The Project site is fully developed and is within a completely urbanized
area that is void of any wildland areas. Additionally, according to the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection (CalFire), the Project site is not within a very high fire hazard severity
zone (CAL FIRE, 2008). Implementation of the Project would not expose people or structures to a
significant risk involving wildland fires and would not exacerbate the risk or result in post-wildfire
hazards (e.g., landslides, mudflows, and flooding). The Project would not result in any new,
increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered and
addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are
necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
10. HYDROLOGY & WATER QUALITY. Would the project:
The analysis in this section is based on the Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan and
Preliminary Hydrology Study prepared by Thienes Engineering (Thienes) dated June 2022 and is
provided in their entirety as Appendices E.1 and E.2 of this Addendum.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that clearing, grading,
excavation, and construction activities associated with TOP 2050 have the potential to impact
water quality through soil erosion and increasing the amount of silt and debris carried in runoff. To
minimize these potential impacts, future development associated with TOP 2050 would require
compliance with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Construction General Permit
(CGP) Water Quality Order 2009-0009-DWQ as amended by Order No. 2010-0014-DWQ and 2012-
006-DWQ. The CGP also requires that prior to the start of construction activities, the project
applicant must file permit registration documents (PRD) with the SWRCB prior to the start of
construction. The PRDs include a Notice of Intent, risk assessment, site map, Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), annual fee, and a signed certification statement. In addition, the City of
Ontario requires that an erosion and sediment control plan be submitted prior to grading plan
approval and the issuance of a grading permit. Submittal of the PRDs and implementation of the
SWPPP and the erosion control plan throughout the construction phase of the Proposed Project
would address anticipated and expected pollutants of concern as a result of construction
activities.

Pollutants from the post-construction phases of projects include sediment, metals,
nutrients, pesticides, and hydrocarbons. TOP 2050 includes policies that direct the City to reduce
pollutants in the City’s stormwater system. Projects approved under TOP 2050 would be required
to control pollutants in discharges of stormwater from postconstruction activities under National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit through preparation of a Water Quality
Management Plan (WQMP) identifying BMPs for prevention of stormwater pollution during the
postconstruction phase, including site-design, source-control, and/or treatment BMPs. Therefore,
water quality standards and waste discharge requirements would not be exceeded, and surface
water and groundwater quality would not be degraded. Impacts would be less than significant
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and TOP 2050 would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared
to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: As demonstrated in the analysis below, the Project would not violate
any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. The Project would not result in any
new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered and
addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are
necessary.

Temporary Construction-Related Activities

Construction of the Project would involve demoaolition, clearing, grading, paving, utility
installation, construction, and landscaping activities. Construction activities would result in the
generation of potential water quality pollutants such as silt, debris, chemicals, paints and solvents,
and other chemicals with the potential to adversely affect water quality. As such, short-term water
quality impacts have the potential to occur during construction of the Project in the absence of
protective or avoidance measures.

Construction activities would disturb the 16.65-acre site; therefore, the Project is subject to
the requirements of the SWRCB GCP, as previously analyzed in the Certified SEIR. Mandatory
adherence to the CGP and implementation of measures outlined in the SWPPP would ensure that
the Project does not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements during
construction activities. The Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different
impacts, other than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes
or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Post-Development Water Quality Impacts

The site would be developed with a building up to 344,110 s.f. and associated parking and
landscaping. To meet the requirements of the NPDES permit, the Project Applicant would be
required to prepare and implement a WQMP. Implementation of the WQMP ensures on-going,
long-term protection of the watershed basin.

According to the Project’s Preliminary WQMP, included as Appendix E.1, the Project is
designed to include on-site structural source control BMPs consisting of subsurface system and
catch basins. In addition, operation source control BMPs would be implemented, including but
not limited to, minimizing non-stormwater site runoff through efficient irrigation system design and
controllers, providing proper covers/roofs and secondary containment for outside material
storage & work areas, providing solid roofs over all trash enclosures, and providing
education/training of site occupants and employees on stormwater BMPs (Thienes, 2022b).
Compliance with the Preliminary WQMP and long-term maintenance of proposed on-site water
quality control features would be required by the City to ensure the long-term effectiveness of all
on-site water quality features.

In addition to the WQMP, the NPDES program also requires certain land uses, including the
industrial land use proposed by the Project, to prepare a SWPPP for operational activities and to
implement a long-term water quality sampling and monitoring program, unless an exemption is
granted. Because the permit is dependent upon the operational activities of the building and the
tenants are not known at this time, details of the SWPPP (including BMPs) or potential exemption
to the SWPPP operational activities requirement cannot be determined at this time. However,
based on the requirements of the NPDES Industrial General Permit, the Project’s mandatory
compliance with all applicable regulations would further reduce potential water quality impacts
during long-term operation.

Page 63 of 98 FORM J

Item B - 74 of 2383



Addendum to The Ontario Plan 2050 Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
File No(s).: PDEV22-034, PMTT22-025 & PSPA22-006

Implementation of the Project would have a beneficial impact on water quality because
it would capture all on-site flows and treat flows prior to being discharged into the City’s storm
drainage system. Based on the foregoing analysis, the Project would not violate any water quality
standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground
water quality or result in potential discharge of stormwater to affect beneficial uses of receiving
waters. The Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other
than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to
the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

b. Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the
basin)?

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that future development
would increase the amount of impermeable surfaces in the City and reduce the amount of
permeable surfaces available for groundwater recharge. Most of the increase in impermeable
surfaces in the City would result from development of the Ontario Ranch in accordance with land
use designations in TOP 2050. Future urban development in Ontario Ranch would be served by
domestic water provided by the City. Approximately 46 percent of the City’s water supply is
groundwater pumped by the City from the Chino Groundwater Basin; groundwater pumping is
managed by OMUC so that domestic demands do not exceed the safe yield for the basin. With
the implementation of City policies that promote Low Impact Development (LID) and infiltration
for new development projects and compliance with the Chino Basin Watermaster’s safe yield
restrictions, the potential for the project to substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the basin would be less than significant. Therefore, TOP 2050 would
not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: Water supply to the Project would be provided by OMUC and would
not require the direct use of groundwater at the Project site. Therefore, the Project would not
require direct additions or withdrawals of groundwater. Excavation that would result in the
interception of existing aquifers or penetration of the existing water table is not proposed or
anticipated. In addition, since the existing Project site is mostly impervious, the Project would not
reduce any existing percolation of surface water into the groundwater table. The Project would
not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously
considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR
analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a
manner which would?

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that future development
associated with TOP 2050 would involve site improvements that require grading, excavation, and
soil exposure during construction, with the potential for erosion or siltation to occur. If not
controlled, the transport of these materials to local waterways could temporarily increase
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suspended sediment concentrations and release pollutants attached to sediment particles. To
minimize this impact, the project would be required to comply with the requirements in the State’s
CGP, including preparation of a notice of intent and SWPPP prior to the start of construction
activities. In addition, the City of Ontario requires preparation of an erosion and sediment control
plan and implementation of BMPs to control erosion, debris, and construction-related pollutants.
For post-construction, projects approved under TOP 2050 would be required to control stormwater
discharges under NPDES Permit through preparation of a WQMP identifying BMPs for reducing or
eliminating runoff. Collectively, implementation of BMPs outlined in SWPPPs, erosion and sediment
control plans, WQMPs, and TOP 2050 policies would address anticipated erosion and siltation
impacts. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and TOP 2050 would not result in new
or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: Under existing conditions, the Project site does not contain a stream
or river; therefore, the Project does not have the potential to alter the course of a stream or river.
No impacts would occur in this regard. Refer to Response 10a. Project construction would
temporarily expose on-site soils to surface water runoff. However, consistent with the findings of
the Certified SEIR, compliance with construction-related BMPs and/or the SWPPP would control
and minimize erosion and siltation, resulting in a less than significant impact. The Project would not
result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously
considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR
analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that future development
would increase the amount of impermeable surfaces in the City, which could result in future on-
and off-site flooding. The City’s standard conditions of approval for new development also require
the preparation of hydrology studies and drainage analyses that document the peak runoff rates
from the developed site and evaluate the capacity of the storm drain system to accept these
flow rates. Additionally, TOP 2050 policies would direct the City to incorporate strategies to
capture, slow, or treat run-off and to reduce the flooding potential down-gradient of new
development. These policies would reduce the potential for on- and off-site flooding during the
operational phase of future development projects. Therefore, impacts would be less than
significant and TOP 2050 would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts
compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: The Project site is currently developed; redevelopment of the site
would not increase impervious surfaces. According to the Preliminary Hydrology Report prepared
by Thienes Engineering, Inc., included as Appendix E.2, a storm drain system would be installed in
both east and west side of the proposed building conveying the runoff southerly that ultimately
drains to the existing 96-inch storm drain system located along East Jurupa Street. The westerly half
of the site will drain from north to south via a proposed storm drain system that connects to an
existing 27-inch storm drain downstream at Woodruff Way that ultimately discharge the existing
storm drain system located along East Jurupa Street.

Runoff from the northeasterly area including the easterly half of the site will drain
southwesterly to a series of catch basins and conveyed south via proposed storm drain line that
connects to an existing 27-inch storm drain downstream south of the Project site. The northerly
landscaped area adjacent to Wanamaker Avenue will sheet flow west to an existing street catch
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basin northwest of the site. The remaining westerly landscaped area adjacent to South Rockefeller
Avenue will drain east to an existing street catch basin at the intersection northeast of East Jurupa
Street and South Rockefeller Avenue.

Moreover, the total 100-year peak flow rate tributary to the Project site at proposed
condition is approximately 52.8 cfs, which is slightly less than the existing condition of 54.1 cfs.
(Thienes, 2022b). Therefore, runoff discharge from the Project site would not have an adverse
effect to the existing storm drain system downstream. The Project would not substantially increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on or off-site. The
Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those
previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified
SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that projects considered
for approval under TOP 2050 would be required to prepare project-specific hydrology and
hydraulic studies as required by the City. In compliance with the MS4 Permit and San Bernardino
County Stormwater Program, new development projects would also be mandated to install
stormwater treatment BMPs that retain the 2-year, 24-hour rainfall event. Because new
development in the City would be required to prepare a hydrology study and drainage analysis
in accordance with the San Bernardino County Hydrology Manual, no significant impacts would
occur. Therefore, TOP 2050 would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of
impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: As stated above, according to the Project’s Preliminary Hydrology
Report, included as Appendix E.2, runoff from the implementation of the Project would be less
compared to existing conditions. Accordingly, the Project would not create or contribute runoff
that would exceed the capacity of any existing stormwater drainage system. Consistent with the
finding of the Certified SEIR, stormwater generated by the Project will be discharged in
compliance with the statewide NPDES General Construction Activities Stormwater Permit and San
Bernardino County MS4 permit requirements. With the fullimplementation of a SWPPP developed
in compliance with the General Construction Activities Permit requirements, the BMPs included in
the SWPPP, and a stormwater monitoring program would reduce any impacts to below a level of
significance. The Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts,
other than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or
additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

iv. Impede or redirect flood flows?

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that only small portions of
the City adjacent to flood control channels, detention basins, and creeks are in the 100-year
floodplain. The western portion of Ontario Ranch is labeled Zone D—undetermined flood hazard—
and no hazard analysis has been completed for this area. TOP 2050 include policies to reduce
impacts of potential development within 100-year flood zones. Additionally, Chapter 13 of the
Ontario Municipal Code requires that a development permit be obtained prior to development
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in a special flood hazard area to ensure that the site is reasonably safe from flooding and flood
hazards. With implementation of existing policies, the potential for the project to impede or
redirect flood flows is considered less than significant. Therefore, TOP 2050 would not result in new
or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
flood map No. 06071C8641J, the Project site is located within Zone X, an area of minimal flood
hazard (FEMA, 2016). Therefore, the Project would not impede or redirect flood flows and no
impact would occur. The Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different
impacts, other than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes
or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that the western and
southern portions of the City are in the dam inundation zone of San Antonio Dam. The probability
of dam failure is very low, and Ontario has never been impacted by a major dam failure. In
addition, dam owners are required to maintain emergency action plans that include procedures
for damage assessment and emergency warnings. Because the likelihood of catastrophic failure
of the San Antonio Dam is very low and the City has emergency action plan (EAP) notification
procedures, impacts of release of pollutants due to dam inundation are considered less than
significant. The City is inland and approximately 30 miles from the ocean and is not at risk of
flooding due to tsunamis. Therefore, impacts associated with the release of pollutants due to
inundation would be less than significant and TOP 2050 would not result in new or a substantial
increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: As discussed above, the Project site is not in a FEMA flood zone.
Additionally, consistent with the findings of the Certified SEIR, there are no large water bodies in
the area that could impact the Project site and the Project site is outside of any tsunami hazard
zone. Therefore, the Project would not result in a risk of pollutant release due to inundation from a
flooding event, tsunami, or seiche zones. The Project would not result in any new, increased or
substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered and addressed in the
Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that the City’s
groundwater supplies are from the Chino Groundwater Basin, which is adjudicated and managed
by the Chino Basin Watermaster. The Chino Basin is exempt from legislative requirements under
the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) because it is an adjudicated basin and
is not required to prepare a groundwater sustainability plan. As discussed above, implementation
of the SWPPP, and adherence to the City’s Erosion and Sediment Control Plan requirements would
ensure that surface and groundwater quality are not adversely impacted during construction.
Additionally, projects approved under TOP 2050 would be required to comply with the Santa Ana
River Basin Plan and to control pollutants in discharges of stormwater from postconstruction
activities under NPDES Permit. Therefore, implementation of TOP 2050 would not obstruct or
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conflict with the RWQCB’s Basin Plan or any groundwater management plan, and impacts would
be less than significant. TOP 2050 would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of
impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: As discussed under Response 10a, the Project site is within the Santa
Ana River Basin; therefore, Project-related construction and operational activities would be
required to comply with the Santa Ana RWQCB’s Santa Ana River Basin Water Quality Control Plan
by preparing and adhering to an SWPPP and WQMP. Additionally, as discussed previously,
implementation of the Project would not conflict with or obstruct the Santa Ana River Basin Water
Quality Control Plan.

The Project site is located within the Chino Groundwater Basin. Upon development, the
Project site will be connected to the City’s public water supply and there will be no onsite wells for
use of groundwater. The City manages both the potable and non-potable supplies to ensure
withdrawals from the Chino Groundwater Basin do not exceed the safe yield for the Basin, as per
the Chino Basin Watermaster's Optimum Basin Management Program (OBMP). Therefore, the
Project would not obstruct or conflict with the OBMP. The Project would not result in any new,
increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered and
addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are
necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
11. LAND USE & PLANNING. Would the project:
a. Physically divide an established community?

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that the changes in land
use that would occur upon the implementation of TOP 2050 Land Use Plan would not result in the
physical division of an established community. The Land Use Element of TOP 2050 contains policies
and programs that encourage the preservation or enhancement of the existing, primarily
residential community through infill development, open space opportunities, and development
of compatible uses that would reduce the amount of conflict between contradicting land uses
and enhance the existing character of Ontario. TOP 2050 would avoid conflicting land uses and
would not divide an established community. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and
TOP 2050 would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to
the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: The Project site is located in an area that is currently developed with
urban land uses. Existing industrial development borders the site to the north, south, west, and east.
The Project Applicant would redevelop the site with industrial use with associated parking and
landscaping improvements, consistent with the TOP 2050 land use plan. The Project will be of
similar design and size to surrounding development. The Project would not have the potential to
physically divide an established community. No adverse impacts are anticipated. The Project
would not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those
previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified
SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

b. Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy,
or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
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Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that TOP 2050 is consistent
with the majority of Connect SoCal’s goals. Additionally, the Airport Planning section of the TOP
2050 Land Use and Mobility Elements includes policies that would ensure airport planning
compatibility and consistency. Therefore, TOP 2050 ensures compatibility with ONT and Chino
Airport. Impacts would be less than significant and TOP 2050 would not result in new or a substantial
increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: The Project site is designated for Industrial by the TOP 2050 Land Use
Plan. The Project Applicant would redevelop the Project site in accordance with the adopted
land use designation. The Project would require a Specific Plan Amendment to the California
Commerce Center Specific Plan (CCCSP) to change the land use designation of 8.4 acres of land
from Commercial/Food/Hotel to Light Industrial. The Specific Plan Amendment would bring the
land use under the CCCSP for the Project site into conformance with the TOP 2050 Land Use Plan,
which lists the Project site as Industrial (0.55 FAR). Design standards applicable to the Light Industrial
zone under the CCCSP would remain the same under the Project. The Project is consistent with
the Policy Plan and does not interfere with any policies for environmental protection. As such, no
impacts are anticipated. The Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially
different impacts, other than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No
changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
12. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that there are two areas
in Ontario that are desighated MRZ-2, where significant mineral resources are known or are likely.
The remainder of the City is designated MRZ-3, where the significance of mineral deposits is
unknown. Development in an MRZ-3 area would not result in significant impacts because mineral
resources of statewide or local importance are not identified on the California Geological Survey’s
P-C maps. Implementation of TOP 2050 would not result in changes to the existing land use
designation or existing conditions of the MRZ-2 areas. Therefore, TOP 2050 would not result in the
loss of availability of a known mineral resource in Ontario, and impacts to mineral resources would
be less than significant.

Discussion of Effects: The Project site is located within a mostly developed area surrounded
by urban land uses. As shown in Figure 5.12-1 of the Ontario Plan 2050 Draft SEIR, the Project site is
designated as MRZ-3 (City of Ontario, 2022b). As concluded in the TOP 2050 EIR, development in
an MRZ-3 area would not result in significant impacts. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated. The
Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those
previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified
SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: As discussed above, the Certified SEIR concluded that
implementation of TOP 2050 would not result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral
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resource recovery site. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and TOP 2050 would not
result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: As discussed in Response 12a above, there are no known mineral
resources in the area. The Project would not result in the loss of availability of locally-important
mineral resources. No impacts are anticipated. The Project would not result in any new, increased
or substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered and addressed in the
Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
13. NOISE. Would the project result in:

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that construction activities
associated with buildout of TOP 2050 would result in temporary noise increases at sensitive
receptors. Mitigation Measure 12-4 would reduce potential impacts associated with construction
from individual development projects to the extent feasible. However, due to the potential for
proximity of construction activities to sensitive uses, the number of construction projects occurring
simultaneously, and the potential duration of construction activities, construction activities could
still result in a temporary substantial increase in noise levels above ambient conditions and
exceedance of the 80 dBA Leq threshold. Therefore, construction noise impacts would remain
significant and unavoidable. It should be noted that the identification of this program level impact
does not preclude the finding of less-than-significant impacts for subsequent projects analyzed at
the project level.

Moreover, TOP 2050 would not result in new type of stationary noise sources than those
under TOP; therefore, stationary noise impacts would be less than significant. Additionally, traffic
noise level increase would be below the significant threshold and TOP 2050 include policies that
would minimize traffic noise impacts. Therefore, operational noise impacts would be less than
significant and TOP 2050 would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts
compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: A Project-specific Noise Assessment has been prepared by Urban
Crossroads for the Project and is included as Appendix F. Redevelopment of the Project site with
a new building and associated improvement has the potential to generate elevated noise levels
during both near-term construction activities and under long-term operational conditions. Near-
term (i.e., temporary) and long-term (i.e., permanent) noise level increases that would be
associated with the Project are described below. To assess the potential short-term construction
and long-term operational noise impacts, Urban Crossroads identified 5 representative noise-
sensitive receiver locations at which the Project’s anticipated noise generation was compared
against as shown in Figure 9, Receiver Locations.
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Figure 9: Receiver Locations
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Construction Noise Impact

The Project’s only potential to cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels would occur during the construction phase. Construction activities on the
Project site, especially those involving the use of heavy equipment, would create intermittent,
temporary increases in ambient noise However, although periodic and temporary construction
noise has the potential to be substantial compared to existing ambient noise levels. The Project’s
construction-related activities are required to comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance (Municipal
Code Section 5-29.09).

The City of Ontario has set restrictions to control noise impacts associated with
construction. Section 5-29.09 of the Municipal Code states: No person, while engaged in
construction, remodeling, digging, grading, demolition or any other related building activity, shall
operate any tool, equipment or machine in a manner that produces loud noise that disturbs a
person of normal sensitivity who works or resides in the vicinity, or a Police or Code Enforcement
Officer, on any weekday except between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. or on Saturday or
Sunday between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. While the City establishes limits to the hours
during which construction activity may take place, it does not identify specific noise level limits for
construction noise levels at potentially affected receiver locations for CEQA analysis purposes.
Therefore, a numerical construction threshold of 80 decibels (dBA) equivalent sound level (Leq)
based on Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment
Manual is used for analysis of daytime construction impacts. As shown in Table 13-1, Construction
Noise Level Compliance, the Project’s construction-related noise at the off-site receiver locations
will satisfy the 80 dBA Leq significance threshold (Urban Crossroads, 2023b). Therefore, construction
noise impacts would be less than significant.

Table 13-1 Construction Noise Level Compliance

Construction Noise Levels (dBA Leq)
Recelver Highest C i Threshold
Location? ighest Construction . resho
Noise Levels? IESIEC) Exceeded?4

R1 38.1 80 No

R2 42.1 80 No

R3 30.3 80 No

R4 35.5 80 No

R5 35.7 80 No

1 Noise receiver locations are shown on Figure 9.

2Highest construction noise level calculations based on distance from the construction noise
source activity to the nearest receiver locations as shown on Table 8-2 of the Noise Impact
Analysis.

3 Construction noise level thresholds as shown on Table 4-1 of the Noise Impact Analysis.

4 Do the estimated Project construction noise levels exceed the construction noise level threshold?
Source: (Urban Crossroads, 2023b , Table 2)

Operational Noise Impact

Future users of the proposed Project are currently unknown. Therefore, this analysis presents
worst-case scenario noise conditions for typical warehouse space activities, assuming that the
Project would be operational 24-hours per day, 7 days per week. The Project’s proposed business
operations would primarily be conducted within the enclosed building, except for traffic
movement, parking, and loading/unloading of trucks at designated loading bays. The on-site
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Project-related noise-sources are anticipated to include loading dock activity, truck movements,
roof-top, air-conditioning units, parking lot vehicle movements, and trash enclosure activity.

To estimate the Project’s operational noise impacts, reference noise level measurements
were collected from similar types of activities to represent the noise levels anticipated with the
development of the Project. To demonstrate compliance with local noise regulations, the Project-
only operational noise levels are evaluated against exterior noise level thresholds based on the
City of Ontario exterior noise level standards at nearby noise-sensitive receiver locations. Section
5-29.04(a) identifies the allowable daytime and nighttime ambient exterior noise standards for
each land use type. For residential land uses (Noise Zone |), ambient exterior noise levels may not
exceed 65 dBA Leq during the daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) and may not exceed 45
dBA Leq during the nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). Table 13-2, Operational Noise Level
Compliance, shows the operational noise levels associated with the Project will satisfy the City of
Ontario exterior noise level standards adjusted to reflect the ambient noise conditions (Urban
Crossroads, 2023b). Therefore, operational noise impacts would be less than significant.

Table 13-2 Operational Noise Level Compliance

) Project Operational Noise Level Standards Noise Level Standards
Receiver Noise Levels (dBA Leg)? (dBA Leq)? Exceeded?4
Location?

Daytime Nighttime Daytime Nighttime Daytime Nighttime
R1 21.9 21.8 65.0 71.9 No No
R2 24.4 24.3 65.0 74.2 No No
R3 20.1 20.1 65.0 66.8 No No
R4 254 254 65.0 75.4 No No
R5 255 255 65.0 76.0 No No

1 See Figure 9 for the receiver locations.

2 Proposed Project operational noise levels as shown on Appendix of the Noise Impact Analysis.
3 Section 5-29.04 of the City of Ontario Municipal Code.

4 Do the estimated Project operational noise source activities exceed the noise level standards?
"Daytime" = 7:00 a.m. - 10:00 p.m.; "Nighttime" = 10:00 p.m. - 7:00 a.m.

Source: (Urban Crossroads, 2023b , Table 1)

Therefore, the Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different
impacts, other than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes
or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required. The following mitigation measure from the
Certified SEIR is applicable to the Project:

MM 12-4 Construction activities associated with new development that occurs near
sensitive receptors shall be evaluated for potential noise impacts.
Construction contractors shall implement the following measures for
construction activities in the City of Ontario. Construction plans submitted
to the City shall identify these measures on demolition, grading, and
construction plans. The City of Ontario Planning and Building Departments
shall verify that grading, demolition, and/or construction plans submitted
include these notations prior to issuance of demolition, grading, and/or
building permits.

e Construction activity is limited to the hours between 7:00 am and
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6:00 pm Monday through Friday and 9:00 am to 6:00 pm Saturdays
and Sundays, as prescribed in Municipal Code Section 5-29.09.

e During the entire active construction period, equipment and trucks
used for project construction shall use the best-available noise
control techniques wherever feasible (e.g., improved mufflers,
equipment re-design, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine
enclosures, and acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds).

e Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers and hoe rams) shall be
hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible. Where the
use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the
compressed air exhaust shall be used along with external noise
jackets on the tools.

e Stationary equipment such as generators and air compressors shall
be located as far as feasible from nearby noise-sensitive uses.

o Stockpiling shall be located as far as feasible from nearby noise-
sensitive receptors.

e Construction traffic shall be limited, to the extent feasible, to
approved haul routes established by the City’s Engineering
Department.

e Atleast 10 days prior to the start of construction activities, a sign shall
be posted at the entrance(s) to the job site, clearly visible to the
public, that includes permitted construction days and hours as well
as the telephone numbers of the City’s and contractor’s authorized
representatives that are assigned to respond in the event of a noise
or vibration complaint. If the authorized contractor’s representative
receives a complaint, he/she shall investigate, take appropriate
corrective action, and report the action to the City.

e Signs shall be posted at the job site entrance(s), within the on-site
construction zones, and along queueing lanes (if any) to reinforce
the prohibition of unnecessary engine idling. All other equipment
shall be turned off if not in use for more than 5 minutes.

e During the entire active construction period and to the extent
feasible, the use of noise producing signals, including horns, whistles,
alarms, and bells, shall be for safety warning purposes only. The
construction manager shall use smart back-up alarms, which
automatically adjust the alarm level based on the background
noise level or switch off back-up alarms and replace with human
spotters in compliance with all safety requirements and laws.

e Erect temporary noise barriers (at least as high as the exhaust of
equipment and breaking line-of-sight between noise sources and
sensitive receptors), as necessary and feasible, to maintain
construction noise levels at or below the performance standard of
80 dBA Leq. Barriers shall be constructed with a solid material that
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has a density of at least 1.5 pounds per square foot with no gaps
from the ground to the top of the barrier and may be lined on the
construction side with an acoustical blanket, curtain, or equivalent
absorptive material.

b. Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that construction activity
at projects within TOP 2050 plan area would generate varying degrees of ground vibration,
depending on the construction procedures and equipment. TOP 2050 would have similar impacts
as the TOP because specific project-level data for individual developments for TOP 2050 (such as
construction equipment) are not available, and construction could generate excessive vibration
levels at sensitive receptor locations. Vibration-related noise impacts during construction that
would accommodate buildout of TOP 2050 would be potentially significant. Mitigation Measure
12-2 would reduce potential impacts associated with construction vibration from individual
development projects to the extent feasible. However, due to the potential for proximity of
construction activities to sensitive uses, the number of construction projects occurring
simultaneously, and the potential duration of construction activities, impacts would remain
significant and unavoidable and would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of
impacts compared to the Certified EIR. It should be noted that the identification of this program-
level impact does not preclude the finding of less-than-significant impacts for subsequent projects
analyzed at the project level.

Commercial and industrial operations would generate varying degrees of ground
vibration, depending on the operational procedures and equipment. The Certified EIR found that
the majority of industrial uses would not be immediately adjacent to vibration-sensitive uses, the
use of heavy equipment associated with industrial activities would occur indoors, and no
significant vibration impacts would occur from vibration generated by industrial uses. TOP 2050
would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to that of
TOP. Therefore, vibration impacts during operation would be less than significant and would not
result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: The Project site was previously analyzed as industrial uses in the
Certified SEIR. The Project would be developed consistent with the Industrial land use designation
of the site as the site was analyzed in the Certified SEIR. As discussed above, the Project proposes
a development of an approximately 344,110 s.f. logistics center. The proposed building would be
approximately 54,791 s.f. less than the maximum allowed under TOP 2050. As concluded in the
Certified SEIR, industrial uses do not normally induce significant groundborne vibrations because
they do not typically involve equipment or activities which result in large vibrations. Therefore, the
Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those
previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified
SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that implementation of
TOP 2050 could expose naise sensitive uses to excessive noise levels from the Ontario International
Airport. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure 12-1, impacts to future sensitive receptors
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from excessive airport-related noise would be reduced to interior noise levels of 45 dBA CNEL or
less. While interior noise levels are required to achieve the interior noise limits of Title 24 and Title 25,
exterior noise levels may continue to exceed the noise compatibility criteria for the City.
Consequently, airport noise compatibility impacts would remain significant and unavoidable, and
would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the
Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: According to the Ontario International Airport (ONT) Land Use
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), the Project site is located within the ONT Airport Influence Area (City
of Ontario, 2011). Moreover, the Project site is located within the 65-70 CNEL noise impact zone
and is subject to the Noise Criteria established on Table 2-3 in the ONT ALUCP. According to Table
2-3 of the ONT ALUCP, the Project’s industrial warehouse is considered normally compatible land
use with exterior noise levels ranging from 65-70 dBA CNEL. For normally compatible land use,
activities associated with the land use may be carried out with minimal interference from aircraft
noise. Moreover, as discussed under Response 13a, the Project would not result in a substantial
temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of
standards established. Therefore, the Project would not expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels and impacts would be less than significant. The Project
would not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those
previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified
SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
14. POPULATION & HOUSING. Would the project:

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that implementation of
TOP 2050 accommodates population growth through land use designations, goals, and policies
that provide a vision and guide growth in the City. TOP 2050 would increase population, dwelling
units, and nonresidential buildings but would result in a small decrease in employment. Although
the increase in population, housing, and employment under TOP 2050 would exceed SCAG’s
regional forecasts for the City of Ontario, TOP 2050 would improve the job-housing balance.
Consequently, impacts would be less than significant, and TOP 2050 would not result in new or a
substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: The Project would result in the development of an approximately
344,110 s.f. warehouse facility and does not include a residential component. Based on the
Southern California Association of Governments’ (SCAG) Employment Density Study of 1
employee per 1,195 square feet for warehouse use, the Project would generate approximately
288 direct jobs. According to the California Employment Development Department (EDD), as of
March 2023, the City of Ontario has a labor force of 93,500 persons and of that labor force, 3,800
are unemployed (unemployment rate of 4.1 percent) (EDD, 2023). According to SCAG’s 2020-
2045 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, the City of Ontario is
anticipated to employ approximately 169,300 persons by 2045 (SCAG, 2020). Additionally, the TOP
2050 projected 296,002 employees in 2050. Therefore, the Project is consistent with both the
SCAG’s 2045 and TOP 2050 employment projections for the City. Project-generated jobs are well
within the employment projections for the City of Ontario. Operation of the Project would not
induce substantial unplanned population growth in the Project area, either directly or indirectly
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and would not exceed regional or local growth projections. Therefore, no impacts are
anticipated. The Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts,
other than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or
additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that land use changes
under TOP 2050 would increase opportunities for housing in the City—for example, by converting
shopping centers to mixed-use and increasing residential density in existing residential areas and
religious properties. The TOP 2050 Land Use Plan would provide land use designations for a variety
of housing types and provide for additional residential opportunities throughout Ontario. TOP 2050
includes the following policies supporting an increase in the provision of housing and diversity of
housing opportunities in the City. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and would not
result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: The Project site does not contain any housing and there are no
people living at the Project site that would be displaced by the Project. Therefore, no impacts are
anticipated. The Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts,
other than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or
additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
15. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project:

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

i. Fire protection?

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: Fire prevention services are provided by the Ontario Fire
Department (OFD). The Certified SEIR concluded that based on correspondence with the OFD,
existing conditions would not be adequate to meet such increased demands from the
implementation of TOP 2050. The OFD’s recommendation is that three additional fire stations
would be needed in the Ontario Ranch to meet projected needs. While the construction of future
facilities could result in potential environmental impacts, future environmental review would occur
once specific locations have been determined. Without a definitive location for the development
of future facilities, the analysis of potential impacts is too speculative to conduct. Future projects
would be reviewed by the City and the OFD on an individual basis and would be required to
comply with requirements in effect at the time building permits are issued, including the payment
of development impact fees (DIF) that contribute to funding for additional staffing, facilities, and
equipment. Therefore, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant and
implementation of TOP 2050 would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of
impacts compared to the Certified EIR.
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Discussion of Effects: The Project Applicant would develop the Project site in accordance
with TOP 2050 land use plan. Accordingly, the development activities proposed by the Project
were planned by TOP 2050 and, thus, the Project’s demand for fire protection services was
anticipated by the Certified SEIR. Additionally, the Project site is not located within the Ontario
Ranch area. The proposed building would be in accordance with the applicable provisions of the
adopted California Fire Code (CFC) and the City’s Municipal Code Section 4-4.01, ordinances,
and standard conditions regarding fire prevention and suppression measures related to water
improvement plans, fire hydrants, fire access, and water availability. The Project will not require
the construction of any new fire protection facilities or alteration of any existing fire protection
facilities or cause a decline in the levels of service, which could cause the need to construct new
fire protection facilities. Consistent with the findings of the Certified SEIR, DIF would also be
collected in order to build and supply necessary infrastructure for fire protection services, as
necessary. The Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts,
other than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or
additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
ii. Police protection?

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: Police protection services are provided by the Ontario
Police Department (OPD). The Certified SEIR concluded that according to correspondence with
the OPD as part of this project, the OPD currently has enough staffing to meet current demands
but would require additional staffing as population increases to accommodate buildout of TOP
2050. There are current plans for adding a substation in Downtown Ontario and Ontario Ranch.
While the construction of future facilities could result in potential environmental impacts, future
environmental review would occur once specific locations have been determined. Without a
definitive location for the development of future facilities, the analysis of potential impacts is too
speculative to conduct. Future development would also be subject to development impact fees
which pay for police services. Therefore, impacts to police protection services would be less than
significant and implementation of TOP 2050 would not result in new or a substantial increase in
magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: The Project Applicant would develop the Project site in
accordance with TOP 2050 land use plan. Accordingly, the development activities proposed by
the Project were planned by TOP 2050 and, thus, the Project’s demand for police protection
services was anticipated by the Certified SEIR. Additionally, the Project is not located within the
Downtown Ontario and Ontario Ranch areas. The Project plans would be reviewed and approved
by the City’s Building and Police Departments, which would ensure that adequate safety and
crime prevention measures are provided within the Project’s design. The Project will not require
the construction of any new police protection facilities or alteration of any existing police
protection facilities or cause a decline in the levels of service, which could cause the need to
construct new police protection facilities. Consistent with the findings of the Certified SEIR, DIF
would also be collected in order to build and supply necessary infrastructure for police protection
services, as necessary. The Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different
impacts, other than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes
or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
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iii. Schools?

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: As part of the development of the Certified SEIR, the
City reached out to the five school districts that serve residents of Ontario to obtain existing
conditions information and information on potential impacts. Current enrollment for all three of
these school districts is below capacity and the capacity of the schools in addition to any already
planned construction projects would be able to accommodate the increased population due to
the implementation of TOP 2050. However, it is possible that Ontario-Montclair School District and
Cucamonga School District would need additional facilities. Developers would be required to pay
the impact fees levied by each school district, set within the limits of SB 50. The Certified SEIR
concluded that although the increased demand on school facilities would have the potential to
impact one or more of the school districts that serve Ontario, payment of impact fees in
compliance with SB 50 would reduce the impacts to an acceptable level. Therefore, impacts to
school services would be less than significant and implementation of TOP 2050 would not result in
new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: The Project site is within the school boundary of the Cucamonga
School District. The Project Applicant proposes to demolish the existing industrial buildings and
redevelop the site with a single industrial building. Implementation of the Project does not have
the potential to result in substantial direct growth in the population, nor an increase in student
population. The Project Applicant would develop the Project site in accordance with TOP 2050
land use plan and, thus, the Project’s indirect demand for public school services was anticipated
by the Certified SEIR. The Project would be required to pay school fees as prescribed by state law
prior to the issuance of building permits. The Project would not result in any new, increased or
substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered and addressed in the
Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
iv. Parks?

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: Park service were discussed under the Recreation
section of the Certified SEIR. The Certified SEIR concluded that impacts to recreation would be less
than significant and implementation of TOP 2050 would not result in new or a substantial increase
in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR. Details on the summary findings are
discussed below in Section 16.

Discussion of Effects: The Project would develop the Project site in accordance with
TOP 2050 land use plan and would not introduce new residents to the City necessitating the need
for additional parks. The Project will not require the construction of any new parks or alteration of
any existing parks or cause a decline in the levels of service, which could cause the need to
construct new park facilities. The Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially
different impacts, other than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No
changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
V. Other public facilities?

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that the Ontario library
system is currently not meeting the goal of 0.6 square feet of library facilities per capita. Buildout
of TOP 2050 would result in an increase in demand for library services in the City of Ontario based
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on an increase in population. Environmental impacts could result from the construction of future
facilities; however, the location and size of potential future facilities is currently unknown, and each
project would have to complete applicable environmental review under CEQA when it is
determined. Future projects would be reviewed by the City of Ontario on an individual basis and
would be required to comply with requirements in effect at the time building permits are issued
(i.e., payment of development impact fees). Since adequate services would be provided and
payment of development impact fees would offset the costs associated with library services,
impacts on library services would be less than significant. Therefore, implementation of TOP 2050
would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the
Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: The Project would develop the Project site in accordance with
TOP 2050 land use and would not introduce new residents to the City necessitating the need for
additional public facilities. The Project will not require the construction of any new public facilities
or alteration of any existing public facilities or cause a decline in the levels of service, which could
cause the need to construct new public facilities. The Project would not result in any new,
increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered and
addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are
necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
16. RECREATION. Would the project:

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that future growth in the
City in accordance with buildout of TOP 2050 would increase the demand for parks and increase
existing park usage. TOP 2050 would designate approximately 900 acres for recreational uses
under the Open Space - Recreation (OS-R) land use designation. Additionally, new development
in Ontario Ranch provides an additional two acres per 1,000 residents for private parks in addition
to the City’s three acres per 1,000 residents for public parks. There are also at least 180 acres of
regional recreational facilities, joint-use agreements with school districts, and private recreational
opportunities providing services that cannot be accommodated by existing facilities. As a result,
development of park facilities would keep pace with the anticipated increase in population from
buildout of TOP 2050. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and implementation of TOP
2050 would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the
Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: The Project would develop the Project site in accordance with the
TOP 2050 land use plan. Accordingly, the development activities proposed by the Project were
planned by TOP 2050 and, thus, the Project’s indirect demand for parks was anticipated by the
Certified SEIR. The Project is not proposing any significant new housing or large employment
generator that would cause an increase in the use of neighborhood parks or other recreational
facilities. The Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other
than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to
the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that TOP 2050 includes
planned park facilities; however, it is speculative to determine the location of proposed park
facilities in the City and impacts arising from development of individual park projects. Existing
federal, state, and local regulations as well as goals, policies, and actions in TOP 2050 would
mitigate potential adverse impacts to the environment that may result from buildout of TOP 2050,
including expansion of parks, recreational facilities, and multiuse trails. Furthermore, subsequent
environmental review would be required for development of park projects under the TOP 2050
Land Use Plan. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and implementation of TOP 2050
would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the
Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: The Project does not include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Implementation of the Project would not result
in any adverse physical effects on the environment due to the construction of recreational
facilities. The Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other
than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to
the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
17. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the project:

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that TOP 2050 includes
policies to encourage and provide access to the regional transit network, to enhance
connectivity to the City’s nonmotorized transportation network, and proposes the changes to the
Mobility Element that have the potential to affect infrastructure projects identified in the Regional
Transportation Plan. Therefore, TOP 2050 would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or
policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian
facilities and implementation of TOP 2050 would not result in new or a substantial increase in
magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects:

Project Trip Generation

Trip generation represents the amount of traffic that is attracted to and produced by a
development project. The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (2021)
includes a trip generation rate for high-cube fulfillment center warehouse uses (ITE land use code
155) and high-cube cold storage warehouse uses (ITE land use code 157). According to the
Project’s Trip Generation Assessment, included as Appendix G.1, the Project is evaluated as a mix
of the following uses: 85% high-cube fulfilment center warehouse and 15% high-cube cold storage
warehouse. Based on the assumptions described above, the Project is anticipated to generate a
total of 812 two-way trips per day with 62 Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE) AM peak hour trips and
59 PCE PM peak hour trips. However, when accounting for existing conditions, the Project is
anticipated to generate 770 fewer two-way trips per day with 79 fewer AM peak hour trips and 68
fewer PM peak hour trips in comparison to the existing uses (in PCE). Per the City’s Guidelines, the
trip generation comparison is based on PCE as the existing and proposed uses are truck-intensive
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uses and any operations analysis performed (if necessary) would utilize PCE values. Additionally,
when comparing to the maximum allowed under TOP 2050, the Project is anticipated to generate
1,288 fewer two-way trips per day with 239 fewer AM peak hour trips and 206 fewer PM peak hour
trips.

The City of Ontario adheres to the County’s Transportation Impact Study Guidelines which
has been used to determine whether additional traffic analysis is necessary for the proposed
Project. The County’s Guidelines indicates that development projects that generate a net
increase of 100 or more peak hour vehicle trips (without pass-by reductions) would require the
preparation and submittal of a Transportation Impact Analysis. The Project is anticipated to
generate fewer than 50 net new peak hour trips during the morning and evening peak hours. The
Project on its own, without taking any credit for existing uses, also generates fewer than 100 new
peak hour trips (both in actual vehicles and PCE). Lastly, the proposed Project uses are anticipated
to generate fewer trips than the adopted TOP 2050 land use (Industrial). As such, additional peak
hour traffic operations analysis is not necessary based on the thresholds and standards included
in the County’s Guidelines (Urban Crossroads, 2022c). Therefore, the Project would not resultin any
new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered and
addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are
necessary.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

The Project site is not located along a bikeway. The closest bikeway to the Project site is
located at East Inland Empire Boulevard. The Project would be confined to the Project site and
would not conflict within the existing bikeways. In addition, the Project would provide bike racks
to accommodate bicycle access to the Project stie.

The Project site features (buildings, parking areas, etc.) would be connected by ADA
compliant sidewalks and striped crosswalks within the parking areas to the existing ensure
pedestrian access throughout Project site. Additionally, the Project would install sidewalk on South
Rockefeller Avenue, Woodruff Way, and Wanamaker Avenue. Implementation of the Project
would not interfere with the City’s Active Transportation Plan. No impacts would occur.

Transit

Transit service to the City is provided by OmniTrans. The closest bus route to the Project site
is Route 82 with a bus stop located at the intersection of South Rockefeller Avenue and East Jurupa
Street, approximately 0.07 mile south of the Project site. The City of Ontario strives to provide a
transit system that serves as a viable alternative to automobile travel. The Project would support
transit use by improving existing pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the Project area. The Project
would not introduce new features to any public road that would affect transit in the Project area.
As such, a less than significant impact would occur.

As demonstrated, the Project would not conflict with the City’s Mobility Element, and
impacts associated with conflict of an applicable program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing
the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities would be less
than significant. Therefore, the Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially
different impacts, other than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No
changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
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b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that there is a net increase
in citywide Boundary VMT primarily due to the increase in population accommodated by TOP
2050. Mitigation Measure T-1 would reduce potential impacts for future development projects to
the extent feasible. Future development projects consistent with TOP 2050 would need to consider
transportation demand management (TDM) measures consistent with those identified in the
Mobility Element. TDM techniques include incentives to use transit; incentives to form carpools
rather than drive alone; and making home, work, and shopping closer together to shorten travel
distances. Because the VMT impact is citywide, mitigation measures to reduce VMT would need
to focus on changing or improving the citywide travel patterns, transportation network, or
infrastructure. Given the uncertainty of the effectiveness of implementing these types of mitigation
measures at a citywide level and of their effectiveness at reducing citywide VMT, VMT impacts
would remain significant and unavoidable.

Discussion of Effects: The City Guidelines lists standardized screening methods for project
level VMT analysis that can be used to identify when a proposed land use development project
is anticipated to result in a less than significant impact, thereby eliminating the need to conduct
a full VMT analysis. The City of Ontario VMT screening criteria, as described within the City
Guidelines, are listed below:

e Transit Priority Area (TPA) Screening
e Low VMT Area Screening
e Project Type Screening

A land use project need only meet one of the above screening criteria to result in a less than
significant impact.

TPA Screening

Consistent with guidance identified in the City Guidelines, projects located within a Transit
Priority Area (TPA) (i.e., within ¥2 mile of an existing “major transit stop” or an existing stop along a
“high-quality transit corridor”!) may be presumed to have a less than significant impact absent
substantial evidence to the contrary. However, the presumption may not be appropriate if a
project:

e Has a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of less than 0.75;

¢ Includes more parking for use by residents, customers, or employees of the project than
required by the jurisdiction (if the jurisdiction requires the project to supply parking);

e Is inconsistent with the applicable Sustainable Communities Strategy (as determined by
the lead agency, with input from the Metropolitan Planning Organization); or

e Replaces affordable residential units with a smaller number of moderate or high-income
residential units.

1 Pub. Resources Code, § 21155 (“For purposes of this section, a high-quality transit corridor means
a corridor with fixed route bus service with service intervals no longer than 15 minutes during peak
commute hours.”).
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Based on the secondary criteria outlined in the City Guidelines, the Project does not meet
the secondary criteria of having an FAR at or above 0.75, regardless of the Project being physically
located in a TPA.

Low VMT Area Screening

City Guidelines state that projects may be presumed to have a less than significant VMT
impact if located in an already low VMT generating traffic analysis zone (TAZ). City Guidelines
recognize low VMT areas as those that generate a VMT per service population (i.e., population
and employment) that is 15% below County of San Bernardino Baseline VMT per service
population. The San Bernardino Transportation Analysis Model (SBTAM) is used to measure VMT
performance in individual TAZs within the region. The Project’s physical location was identified in
the SBTAM model to determine the TAZ where the Project is located. The Project TAZ 53687401 is
then calculated using Origin-Destination (OD) trip matrices to obtain total OD VMT. The resulting
total OD VMT is divided by the Project TAZ’s service population. The Project TAZ 53687401 has a
VMT per service population of 55.8, which was compared to 15% below County of San Bernardino
baseline or 28.41 VMT per service population (33.42 x 0.85= 28.41). As a result, the Project is not
located within a low VMT generating zone. Therefore, the Project would not meet the Low VMT
Area Screening threshold.

Project Type Screening

The City Guidelines identify that local serving retail less than 50,000 square feet or other
local serving essential services (e.g., day care centers, public schools, medical/dental office
buildings, etc.) are presumed to have a less than significant impact absent substantial evidence
to the contrary. The Project as intended does not contain any local serving uses. Additionally, the
City Guidelines state that small projects generating fewer than 110 daily vehicle trips or less may
be presumed to have a less than significant impact. The Project is anticipated to generate 899
fewer two-way trips per day as compared to the existing use and 1,302 fewer two-way trips per
day as compared to the adopted TOP 2050 in actual vehicles. Therefore, the Project’s estimated
trips will not exceed the City’s 110 net new daily vehicle trip threshold and the Project would meet
the Project Type Screening threshold. (Urban Crossroads, 2023d)

The Project VMT impact would be less than significant and would not result in any new,
increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered and
addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are
necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that majority of the
population growth associated with TOP 2050 would occur in Ontario Ranch and there are
substantial improvements in transportation infrastructure planned to accommodate the increase
in population in the City in the event of an emergency. Additionally, the City has adopted
roadway classification standards in Policy M-1.1 that include roadway design standards as part of
TOP 2050, precluding the construction of any unsafe features. Therefore, impacts would be less
than significant and implementation of TOP 2050 would not result in new or a substantial increase
in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.
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Discussion of Effects: The Project’s potential to increase hazards as a result of a geometric
design feature has been assessed to provide adequate truck access/circulation. The Project’s
circulation plan has been designed to be compatible with all foreseeable vehicles. Vehicular
access will be provided via 5 driveways on Wanamaker Avenue, South Rockefeller Avenue, and
Woodruff Way. The driveway on Woodruff Way would be restricted to truck only and the northern
driveway on South Rockefeller Avenue and western driveway on Wanamaker Avenue would be
restricted to passenger vehicles only. The driveways on Wanamaker Avenue, South Rockefeller
Avenue, and Woodruff Way for trucks are 40 feet wide and designed to accommodate the wide
turning radius of the heavy trucks. Additionally, the Project proposes to modified Woodruff Way to
a cul-de-sac and it would no longer be connected to Wanamaker Avenue. As a result of the
vacation, vehicles previously using Woodruff Way to access Wanamaker Avenue will be using
Jurupa Street to Rockefeller Avenue. Redistribution of trips is not expected to result in an increase
of hazards as the existing and future westbound right turn volume at the intersection of Rockefeller
Avenue and Jurupa Street is less than 300 vehicles per hour during the peak hours. (Urban
Crossroads, 2023e)

The Project area is generally characterized by industrial uses. Traffic generated by the
Project would be typical of a warehouse and be compatible with the type of traffic generated
by the existing and surrounding development. In addition, all proposed improvements within the
public right-of-way would be installed in conformance with City design standards. The City of
Ontario Engineering Department reviewed the Project’s application materials and determined
that no hazardous transportation design features would be introduced by the Project. At the time
of final grading, landscape, and street improvement plans, the City will further review project
access points to ensure adequate sight distance. Accordingly, the Project would not create or
substantially increase safety hazards due to a design feature or incompatible use and impacts
would be a less than significant. The Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially
different impacts, other than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No
changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
d. Resultin inadequate emergency access?

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that a review of
emergency access is included as part of the City’s Design Review process. According to the City’s
Local Hazard Mitigation Plan, interstate highways would serve as major emergency response and
evacuation routes. Additionally, the Ontario Fire Department reviews development applications
to ensure that adequate emergency accessibility is provided based on local and state guidance.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and implementation of TOP 2050 would not result
in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: The Project will be designed to provide access for all emergency
vehicles and meet all applicable City of Ontario Fire and Police Department access requirements
to ensure that adequate access would be provided for emergency vehicles at Project build out.
During construction activities that include road and sidewalk improvements, the Project would
provide adequate emergency access along abutting roadways during temporary construction
activities within the public right-of-way. As concluded in the Certified SEIR, the Ontario Fire
Department reviews development applications to ensure that adequate emergency accessibility
is provided based on local and state guidance. As a result, the Project would not a less than
significant impact to emergency access. The Project would not result in any new, increased or
substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered and addressed in the
Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.
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Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that result of the Sacred
Lands File (SLF) check conducted through the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was
negative. In accordance with AB 52 and SB 18 requirements, the City sent invitation letters to the
Native American contacts provided by the NAHC. Grading and construction activities in
undeveloped areas or redevelopment that requires deeper soil excavation than in the past have
the potential to disturb tribal cultural resources. Mitigation Measures 5-3 and 5-4 and new
Mitigation Measures TCR-1 and TCR-2 would reduce potential impacts associated with tribal
cultural resources to a level that is less than significant. Therefore, no significant unavoidable
adverse impacts relating to tribal cultural resources remain.

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

Discussion of Effects: As analyzed in Response 5.a, there are no resources on the Project
site that are eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources or in a local register
of historical resources as defined by Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k). Implementation of
the Project would not result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of a listed historical
resource. The Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts,
other than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or
additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Discussion of Effects: As discussed in Response 5.a, no resources were recorded in the
Project site or within one mile of the Project site. However, since the Project would require
excavation for construction into previously undisturbed soils, there is a potential to uncover
undiscovered prehistoric artifacts or tribal cultural resources during excavation. Therefore, while
unlikely, the presence of subsurface tribal cultural resources on the Project site remains possible,
and these could be affected by ground-disturbing activities associated with grading and
construction at the Project site. As a result, consistent with the findings of the Certified SEIR,
implementation of Mitigation Measures 5-3, 5-4, TCR-1, and TCR-2 would ensure preclude potential
impacts to tribal cultural resources as defined in Public Resources Code 5024.1(c). Therefore, the
Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those
previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified
SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required. The following mitigation measure from the
Certified SEIR is applicable to the Project:
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MM 5-2 Upon receipt of an application for a proposed project subject to CEQA
and within the City’s jurisdiction, the City’s representative shall consult with
the relevant tribe(s)’ representative(s) to determine if the proposed project
is within a culturally sensitive area to the tribe. If sufficient evidence is
provided to reasonably ascertain that the site is within a tribal culturally
sensitive area, an archaeologist shall prepare then a cultural resources
assessment. The findings of the cultural resources assessment shall be
incorporated into the CEQA documentation. A copy of the report shall be
forwarded to the tribe(s). If mitigation is recommended in the CEQA
document, the procedure described in Mitigation Measure 5-4 shall be
followed.

MM 5-4 Prior to the issuance of grading permits for a proposed project for which the
CEQA document defines cultural resource mitigation for potential tribal
resources, the project applicant shall contact the designated tribe(s) to
notify them of the grading, excavation, and monitoring program. The
applicant shall coordinate with the City of Ontario and the tribal
representative(s) to develop mitigation measures that address the
designation, responsibilities, and participation of tribal monitors during
grading, excavation, and ground-disturbing activities; scheduling; terms of
compensation; and treatment and final disposition of any cultural
resources, sacred sites, and human remains discovered on the site. The City
of Ontario shall be the final arbiter of the conditions for projects within the
City’s jurisdiction.

TCR-1 Tribal Cultural Resources Monitoring. The project archaeologist, in
consultation with interested tribes, the developer, and the City of Ontario,
shall develop an archaeological monitoring plan (AMP) to address the
details, timing, and responsibility of archaeological and cultural activities
that will occur on the project site. Details in the AMP shall include:

1. Project-related ground disturbance (including, but not limited to, brush
clearing, grading, trenching, etc.) and development scheduling;

2. The development of a rotating or simultaneous schedule in
coordination with the developer and the project archeologist for
designated Native American Tribal Monitors from the consulting tribes
during grading, excavation and ground disturbing activities on the site:
including the scheduling, safety requirements, duties, scope of work,
and Native American Tribal Monitors’ authority to stop and redirect
grading activities in coordination with all project archaeologists (if the
tribes cannot come to an agreement on the rotating or simultaneous
schedule of tribal monitoring, the Native American Heritage
Commission shall designate the schedule for the onsite Native
American Tribal Monitor for the proposed project);

3. The protocols and stipulations that the developer, City, Tribes, and
project archaeologist will follow in the event of inadvertent cultural
resources discoveries, including any newly discovered cultural resource
deposits that shall be subject to a cultural resource’s evaluation.

At least 30 days prior to application for a grading permit and before any
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brush clearance, grading, excavation, and/or ground disturbing activities
on the site, the developer shall retain a tribal cultural monitor to monitor all
ground-disturbing activities in an effort to identify any unknown
archaeological resources.

Pursuant to the AMP, a tribal monitor from the consulting tribe shall be
present during the initial grading activities. If tribal resources are found
during grubbing activities, the tribal monitoring shall be present during site
grading activities.

TCR-2 Treatment and Disposition of Cultural Resources. In the event that Native
American cultural resources are inadvertently discovered during the course
of any ground-disturbing activities, including but not limited to brush
clearance, grading, trenching, etc., for the proposed project, the following
procedures will be carried out for treatment and disposition of the
discoveries:

1. Temporary Curation and Storage: During the course of construction, all
discovered resources shall be temporarily curated in a secure location
on-site or at the offices of the project archaeologist. The removal of any
artifacts from the project site will need to be thoroughly inventoried with
tribal monitor oversight of the process;

2. Treatment and Final Disposition: The landowner(s) shall relinquish
ownership of all cultural resources, including sacred items, burial goods,
and all archaeological artifacts and nonhuman remains as part of the
required mitigation for impacts to cultural resources. The applicant shall
relinquish the artifacts through one or more of the following methods
and provide the City of Ontario with evidence of same:

a. Accommodate the process for on-site reburial of the discovered
items with the consulting Native American tribes or bands. This shall
include measures and provisions to protect the future reburial area
from any future impacts. Reburial shall not occur until all cataloging,
basic analysis, other analyses as recommended by the project
archaeologist and approved by consulting tribes, and basic
recordation have been completed; all documentation should be
at a level of standard professional practice to allow the writing of a
report of professional quality;

b. A curation agreement with an appropriate qualified repository in
San Bernardino County that meets federal standards per 36 CFR
Part 79, and therefore the resource would be professionally curated
and made available to other archaeologists/researchers for further
study. The collections and associated records shall be transferred,
including title, to an appropriate curation facility in San Bernardino
County, to be accompanied by payment of the fees necessary for
permanent curation;

c. For purposes of conflict resolution, if more than one Native
American tribe or band is involved with the project and cannot
come to an agreement as to the disposition of cultural materials,
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materials shall be curated at the San Bernardino County Museum
by default;

d. At the completion of grading, excavation, and ground-disturbing
activities on the site, a Phase IV Monitoring Report shall be submitted
to the City documenting monitoring activities conducted by the
project archaeologist and Native Tribal Monitors within 60 days of
completion of grading. This report shall document the impacts to
the known resources on the property; describe how each mitigation
measure was fulfilled; document the type of cultural resources
recovered and the disposition of such resources; provide evidence
of the required cultural sensitivity training for the construction staff
held during the required pregrade meeting; and, in a confidential
appendix, include the daily/weekly monitoring notes from the
archaeologist. All reports produced will be submitted to the City,
County Museum, and consulting tribes.

2. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project:

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that TOP 2050 would result
in an overall increase in the number of residential dwellings and nonresidential square footage.
The TOP 2050 has policies in place to require improvements to sewer infrastructure as part of new
development and redevelopment projects and has processes in place to ensure that any sewer
improvement projects are implemented prior to or during new development. With funding from
sewer connection/usage fees and the Capital Improvements Program (CIP) budget, the City
would continue to expand and improve the sewer infrastructure to accommodate new
development and future growth. Therefore, there would be no significant impacts on wastewater
infrastructure.

Due to the increase in demand for potable and recycled water, the City and the IEUA
have made plans for infrastructure expansion and improvement. As part of the land development
approval process, the City determines a project’s fair-share costs and connection fees. Through
the use of connection fees and agreements, the City maintains and expands its water distribution
system as necessary and is able to ensure that new developments pay their fair-share costs.
Therefore, impacts related to water infrastructure expansion and improvement caused by the
implementation of TOP 2050 would be less than significant.

Potential future development and the change in land uses could result in an increase in
impervious surfaces. Future developments would be required to comply with the City’s storm drain
policies and the MS4 permit, which would require the preparation of hydrology reports and
drainage plans for review and approval by the City to ensure that there are no adverse impacts
to the City’s storm drain system. Also, the developers would need to prepare a WQMP that
addresses stormwater runoff and requires the construction of stormwater treatment facilities for
temporary on-site retention of stormwater runoff. These requirements would minimize the amount
of stormwater runoff from potential future development. Compliance with the City’s policies and
programs that ensure adequate infrastructure and the regulatory provisions in the MS4 permit that
limit runoff from new development would ensure that implementation of TOP 2050 would not result
in significant increases in runoff that would contribute to the construction or expansion of new
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storm drains beyond what is already planned. Therefore, impacts with respect to stormwater
infrastructure would be less than significant.

Discussion of Effects:

Water and Wastewater

The Project would include the installation of water and wastewater lines within the Project
site. Water would be accommodated via proposed water lines that would extend from the
northeastern corner of the building to an existing 12-inch water main on Wanamaker Avenue.
Additionally, portion (from the Project’s driveway on Woodruff Way to the proposed fire line along
the northern side of the proposed building) of the existing 12-inch water main along Woodruff Way
would be removed. Sewer would be accommodated via proposed sewer lines that would extend
from the northwestern and northeastern corners of the building to an existing 8-inch sewer main
on Woodruff Way at the Project’s driveway. Additionally, portion of the existing 8-inch sewer main
on Woodruff Way that run through the proposed building would be removed.

Although the Project would result in new water and wastewater line connections, these
connections would occur on-site and would be part of the Project’s construction phase, which is
evaluated throughout this Addendum. The construction of the Project’s water and wastewater
lines necessary to serve the Project would not result in any significant physical effects on the
environment that are not already identified and disclosed as part of this Addendum. Impacts
would be less than significant.

Stormwater Drainage

A storm drain system would be installed in both east and west side of the proposed building
conveying the runoff southerly that ultimately drains to the existing 96-inch storm drain system
located along East Jurupa Street. The westerly half of the site will drain from north to south via a
proposed storm drain system that connects to an existing 27-inch storm drain downstream at
Woodruff Way that ultimately discharge the existing storm drain system located along East Jurupa
Street.

Runoff from the northeasterly area including the easterly half of the site will drain
southwesterly to a series of catch basins and conveyed south via proposed storm drain line that
connects to an existing 27-inch storm drain downstream south of the Project site. The northerly
landscaped area adjacent to Wanamaker Avenue will sheet flow west to an existing street catch
basin northwest of the site. The remaining westerly landscaped area adjacent to South Rockefeller
Avenue will drain east to an existing street catch basin at the intersection northeast of East Jurupa
Street and South Rockefeller Avenue.

Refer to the analysis under Section 10, Hydrology and Water Quality, Threshold c.ii, above.
As discussed, stormwater runoff would be treated on site and would not require relocation or
construction of new or expanded storm water drainage infrastructure which could cause
significant environmental effects. Impacts would be less than significant.

Dry Utilities

Electricity will be provided by the Southern California Edison. Additionally, two fiber optic
lines will be constructed: one from the western boundary of the Project site to the existing
handhole at South Rockefeller Avenue with two handholes at the northern and southern ends and
one along the northern boundary of the Project site to the with two handhole in the middle and
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at the eastern end. Connections to the existing utility networks are available in the Project area
and any offsite improvements would occur within improved rights-of-way, which are inherent to
the Project’s construction phase and have been evaluated throughout this Addendum. Because
the Project site has been previously developed with commercial uses that requires electric power
and telecommunication services, implementation of the Project is not anticipated to limit the
ability of service providers to provide service to Project. Therefore, the Project would not require
or result in the construction or expansion of new facilities, and impacts would be less than
significant.

Based on the preceding, the Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially
different impacts, other than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No
changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that total water demand
associated with TOP 2050 would result in an increase of approximately 6 percent compared to
the 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). The 2020 UWMP states that there are sufficient
water supplies through 2045 to meet projected demands in normal years, single dry years, and
multiple dry years through 2045. Although TOP 2050 at buildout is estimated to generate a 6
percent increase in water demand using conservative water demand factors, new State
requirements and City policies and code requirements would result in enhanced water efficiency
and conservation. Applying these measures would result in total water demand below the
projections in the 2020 UWMP for year 2045. Therefore, there would be sufficient water supplies to
meet the demand for TOP 2050 buildout. Impacts would be less than significant and TOP 2050
would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the
Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: OMUC is responsible for supplying potable water to the Project site.
The UWMP includes an analysis of water supply reliability projected through 2045 under normal
years, single dry year, and multiple dry years. OMUC’s total water demand for 2020 was
approximately 32,109 AF (OMUC, 2021). As stated above, the City is anticipated to have
adequate water supplies to meet all its demands from the implementation of TOP 2050 at buildout
until the year 2045 under a normal year, single dry year, and multiple dry years. The Project
Applicant would demolish the existing structures and redevelop the site with an approximately
344,110 s.f. building. The proposed building would be approximately 54,791 s.f. less than the
maximum allowed under TOP 2050. Therefore, the Project will result in less development of the site
than the Certified SEIR analyzed at buildout (i.e., 398,901 s.f. vs. 344,110 s.f.). Because the Project
Applicant would redevelop the site with a use permitted under the Industrial land use designation,
the Project would be consistent with TOP 2050 and, therefore, the water demand associated with
the Project was considered in the demand anticipated by the Certified SEIR and impacts would
be less than significant. The Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different
impacts, other than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes
or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
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c. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that serves or may serve
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to
the provider’s existing commitments?

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that IEUA has two facilities
that serve the City of Ontario: RP-1 and RP-5. The current combined capacity of these two facilities
is 60.3 mgd and would increase to 66.5 mgd once the expansion project that is currently under
construction at RP-5 is completed. The additional flow rate from implementation of TOP 2050
would not exceed the capacity of the wastewater treatment providers. Therefore, there would
be no significant impacts on wastewater collection and treatment. Impacts would be less than
significant and TOP 2050 would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts
compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: The Project site is developed with approximately 161,320 s.f. of existing
commercial buildings that requires wastewater treatment services. The Project Applicant would
demolish the existing structures and redevelop the site with an approximately 344,110 s.f. building.
The proposed building would be approximately 54,791 s.f. less than the maximum allowed under
TOP 2050. Therefore, the Project will result in less development of the site than the Certified SEIR
analyzed at buildout (i.e., 398,901 s.f. vs. 344,110 s.f.) The Project Applicant would redevelop the
Project site with a use that is consistent with the site’s underlying land use designation; therefore,
the wastewater generation associated with the Project was considered in the demand
anticipated by the Certified SEIR and the City’s Sewer Master Plan and analyzed therein. As such,
the IEUA’s existing wastewater treatment facilities are anticipated to have adequate capacity to
serve the Project’s project demand in addition to its existing commitments. Impacts would be less
than significant. Therefore, the Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially
different impacts, other than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No
changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that the increase in
population under the TOP 2050 would result in more solid waste generation and could impact the
capacity of the receiving landfills. TOP 2050 would result in a net increase in solid waste generation
at buildout of 45,204 tons/year. This net increase is about 2 percent of the Badlands Sanitary
Landfill and the El Sobrante Landfill’s excess capacity. Therefore, there is sufficient landfill capacity
to serve future development pursuant to the TOP 2050. Therefore, impacts would be less than
significant and TOP 2050 would not result in new or a substantial increase in magnitude of impacts
compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: Solid waste generated during the operation of the Project is
anticipated to be collected by the City of Ontario and is anticipated to be hauled to Badlands
Sanitary Landfill or El Sobrante Landfill. The Badlands Sanitary Landfill has a permitted disposal
capacity of 5,000 tons per day with a remaining capacity of 7,800,000 cubic yards. The Badlands
Sanitary Landfill is estimated to reach capacity, at the earliest time, in the year 2059. (CalRecycle,
2023a) The El Sobrante Landfill is permitted to received 16,054 tons of solid waste per day with a
remaining capacity of 143,977,170 tons. The El Sobrante Landfill is estimated to reach capacity, at
the earliest time, in the year 2051 (CalRecycle, 2023b).

Based on the generation rate of 1.42 pounds per 100 s.f. per day, the proposed 344,110 s.f.
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building would result in approximately 4,886 pounds per day (2.44 tons per day). As previously
stated, the Badlands Sanitary Landfill has a permitted disposal capacity of 5,000 tons per day and
the El Sobrante Landfill has a permitted disposal capacity of 16,054 tons per day. The Project
generated solid waste represents a nominal portion of the landfill’s capacity and would not
contribute significantly to the daily landfill capacity, and the landfill facilities are sufficient.
Accordingly, impacts would be less than significant. The Project would not result in any new,
increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered and
addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are
necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that future development
pursuant to TOP 2050 would comply with Section 4.408 of the 2019 CALGreen building code, which
requires that at least 65 percent of nonhazardous construction and demolition waste from
nonresidential construction operations be recycled and/or salvaged for reuse. Development
would also comply with AB 341, which mandates recycling for commercial and multifamily
residential land uses. Additionally, future businesses that generate organic waste in amounts over
a certain threshold would be mandated to recycle organic matter in accordance with AB 1826.
In addition, TOP 2050 policies ER-2.1, ER-2.2, and ER-2.3 describe waste diversion requirements,
hazardous and electronic waste disposal, and purchasing of products made from recycled
materials that would ensure that the City has a cost effective integrated waste management
system that meets or exceeds state and federal recycling and waste diversion mandates.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and TOP 2050 would not result in new or a
substantial increase in magnitude of impacts compared to the Certified EIR.

Discussion of Effects: The following federal and state laws and regulations govern solid
waste disposal:

e AB 939 (Chapter 1095, Statutes of 1989), the California Integrated Waste
Management Act of 1989 required each city, county, and regional agency to
develop a source reduction and recycling element of an integrated waste
management plan that contained specified components, including a source
reduction component, a recycling component, and a composting component.
With certain exceptions, the source reduction and recycling components were
required to divert 50 percent of all solid waste from Ilandfill disposal or
transformation by January 1, 2000, through source reduction, recycling, and
composting activities.

< AB 32 (Chapter 488, Statutes of 2006), the California Global Warming Solutions Act,
established mandatory recycling as one of the measures to reduce GHG emissions
adopted in the Scoping Plan by the California Air Resources Board.

< AB 341 (Chapter 476, Statutes of 2011) requires that all “commercial” generators of
solid waste (businesses, institutions, and multifamily dwellings) establish recycling
and/or composting programs. AB 341 goes beyond AB 939 and establishes the new
recycling goal of 75 percent by 2020.

The Project would implement the requirements of the City’s Integrated Waste
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Department’s Refuse & Recycling Planning Manual on refuse and recycling storage and access
for service, as well as addressing the City's recycling goals. The requirements of Chapter 3,
Integrated Waste Management, of the Municipal Code will also be implemented to ensure that
the Project complies with all applicable state and federal laws. Therefore, no impacts are
anticipated. The Project would not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts,
other than those previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or
additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
3. WILDFIRE.

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

a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby
expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread
of a wildfire?

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

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that substantial
improvements in transportation infrastructure planned to accommodate the increase in
population in the City in the event of an emergency. Additionally, a review of emergency access
is included as part of the City’s Design Review process. According to the City’s LHMP, interstate
highways would serve as major emergency response and evacuation routes. Additionally, the
Ontario Fire Department reviews development applications to ensure that adequate emergency
accessibility is provided based on local and state guidance. Therefore, impacts related to
emergency access would be less than significant.

Moreover, the City is located outside of a State Responsibility Area (SRA) and California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) has determined that the City contains no
areas subject to very high wildfire risk. However, the City recognizes that even though fuel loading
is light in Ontario and fire risk comes primarily from urban fires, not wildfires, there is some risk related
to wildfires. With adherence to the building practices in the CAL FIRE’s 2019 Strategic Fire Plan for
California, the California Fire Code, County of San Bernardino Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard
Mitigation Plan, and City’s LHMP, development and infrastructure associated with TOP 2050 would
not exacerbate risk or result in post-wildfire hazards.

Discussion of Effects: As concluded in the Certified SEIR, the City is not located with a SRA.
According to the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection’s fire hazard map for the
Local Responsibility Area (LRA), the Project site is not within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone
(CAL FIRE, 2008). Therefore, no impact would occur. The Project would not result in any new,
increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously considered and

Page 94 of 98 FORM J

Item B - 105 of 2383



Addendum to The Ontario Plan 2050 Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
File No(s).: PDEV22-034, PMTT22-025 & PSPA22-006

addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR analyses are
necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
4. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that TOP 2050 would result
in less-than-significant impacts to sensitive plant and animal species as well as habitats.
Additionally, the Certified SEIR concluded that, with mitigation, TOP 2050 would result in significant
and unavoidable impacts to Tier lll historical resources.

Discussion of Effects: The Project site is in a highly urbanized area of the City that is already
developed with industrial uses. As discussed in Biological Resources Section of the Addendum,
potentially significant biological impacts are not anticipated because the Project site is
developed and there are no rare or endangered plants or animal species within the Project site.
Additionally, as indicated in the Cultural Resources Section, the Project site is not included on the
National Register of Historic Places, California Register of Historical Resources, or a local register of
historical resources, nor is it eligible for listing. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated. The Project
would not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those
previously considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified
SEIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

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

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR addressed cumulative impacts for
each of the environmental topics evaluated. The Certified SEIR concluded that TOP 2050 would
result in significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts regarding air quality, cultural resources
(Historic), noise, and transportation (VMT).

Discussion of Effects: As identified through the analysis presented in this Addendum, with
the implementation of Project-specific mitigation measures identified herein, the Project would
not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts, other than those previously
considered and addressed in the Certified SEIR. No changes or additions to the Certified SEIR
analyses are necessary. Therefore, there is no potential for the Project to result in cumulatively
considerable effects to the environment beyond those previously disclosed in the Certified SEIR
(and already disclosed throughout this analysis), and instead, the Project’s impacts are generally
less than the impacts assumed and analyzed in the Certified SEIR.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.
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c. Does the project have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Summary of Certified SEIR Finding: The Certified SEIR concluded that with the
implementation of the recommended TOP Mitigation Measures, compliance with existing laws,
plans and regulations, and the various TOP Implementation Actions outlined in the Project
Description, TOP 2050 does not have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.

Discussion of Effects: The Project’s potential to result in environmental effects that could
adversely affect human beings, either directly or indirectly, has been discussed throughout this
Addendum. The Project would result in less than significant impacts related to air quality and
associated effects on human health from air pollutants, GHG emissions, and construction-related
noise and potential effects on hearing impairment. Implementation of the Project would not result
in environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly, beyond those disclosed in the Certified SEIR, and instead, the Project’s
impacts are generally less than the impacts assumed by the Certified SEIR.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation required.

EARLIER ANALYZES

(Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process,
one or more effects have been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or Negative Declaration.
Section 15063(c)(3)(D)):

1) Earlier Analyzes Used. Identify earlier analyzes used and state where they are available for
review.

a) The Ontario Plan Final Environmental Impact Report
b) The Ontario Plan/Policy Plan
c) City of Ontario Zoning

All documents listed above are on file with the City of Ontario Planning Department, 303 East
“B” Street, Ontario, California 91764, (909) 395-2036.

2) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within
the scope of, and adequately analyzed in, an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal
standards.
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TO: Tom Cruikshank, Link Logistics Real Estate
FROM: Haseeb Qureshi

Ali Dadabhoy

Shannon Wong
JOB NO: 15364-03 AQ & GHG Assesment

WOODRUFF LOGISTICS AIR QUALITY & GREENHOUSE GAS
ASSESSMENT

Tom Cruikshank,

Urban Crossroads, Inc. is pleased to provide the following Air Quality &
Greenhouse Gas Assessment for the Woodruff Logistics (Project), which is located
northeast of Jurupa Street and Rockefeller Avenue, south of Wanamaker Avenue,
and straddling the existing Woodruff Way in the City of Ontario.

PROJECT OVERVIEW

It is our understanding that the Project is to consist of a 344,110' square foot
industrial warehouse building (see Exhibit 1).

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Results of the assessment indicate that the Project would result in a less than
significant with respect to air quality, and greenhouse gases.

1 It should be noted that this analysis is based on a previous site plan which assumed slightly larger building square

footages. As such, the emissions analyzed in this report may be slightly overstated.
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EXHIBIT 1: PROJECT'S SITE PLAN

T i H . . : —1 r
to : BUILDING AREA
o ' 34410 SF.

PROJECT AIR QUALITY IMPACTS

AIR QUALITY SETTING

SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN (SCAB)

The Project site is located in the SCAB within the jurisdiction of South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) (1). The SCAQMD was created by the 1977 Lewis-Presley Air
Quality Management Act, which merged four county air pollution control bodies into one regional
district. Under the Act, the SCAQMD is responsible for bringing air quality in areas under its
jurisdiction into conformity with federal and state air quality standards. As previously stated, the
Project site is located within the SCAB, a 6,745-square mile subregion of the SCAQMD, which
includes portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties, and all of Orange
County.

The SCAB is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and
San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east. The Los Angeles County portion of the Mojave
Desert Air Basin is bounded by the San Gabriel Mountains to the south and west, the Los Angeles
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/ Kern County border to the north, and the Los Angeles / San Bernardino County border to the
east. The Riverside County portion of the Salton Sea Air Basin is bounded by the San Jacinto
Mountains in the west and spans eastward up to the Palo Verde Valley.

Regional Climate

The regional climate has a substantial influence on air quality in the SCAB. In addition, the
temperature, wind, humidity, precipitation, and amount of sunshine influence the air quality.

The annual average temperatures throughout the SCAB vary from the low to middle 60s degrees
Fahrenheit (°F). Due to a decreased marine influence, the eastern portion of the SCAB shows
greater variability in average annual minimum and maximum temperatures. January is the
coldest month throughout the SCAB, with average minimum temperatures of 47°F in downtown
Los Angeles and 36°F in San Bernardino. All portions of the SCAB have recorded maximum
temperatures above 100°F.

Although the climate of the SCAB can be characterized as semi-arid, the air near the land surface
is quite moist on most days because of the presence of a marine layer. This shallow layer of sea
air is an important modifier of SCAB climate. Humidity restricts visibility in the SCAB, and the
conversion of sulfur dioxide (SO,) to sulfates (SO.) is heightened in air with high relative humidity.
The marine layer provides an environment for that conversion process, especially during the
spring and summer months. The annual average relative humidity within the SCAB is 71 percent
(%) along the coast and 59% inland. Since the ocean effect is dominant, periods of heavy early
morning fog are frequent and low stratus clouds are a characteristic feature. These effects
decrease with distance from the coast.

More than 90% of the SCAB's rainfall occurs from November through April. The annual average
rainfall varies from approximately nine inches in Riverside to fourteen inches in downtown Los
Angeles. Monthly and yearly rainfall totals are extremely variable. Summer rainfall usually
consists of widely scattered thunderstorms near the coast and slightly heavier shower activity in
the eastern portion of the SCAB with frequency being higher near the coast.

Due to its generally clear weather, about three-quarters of available sunshine is received in the
SCAB. The remaining one-quarter is absorbed by clouds. The ultraviolet portion of this abundant
radiation is a key factor in photochemical reactions. On the shortest day of the year there are
approximately 10 hours of possible sunshine, and on the longest day of the year there are
approximately 14% hours of possible sunshine.

The importance of wind to air pollution is considerable. The direction and speed of the wind
determines the horizontal dispersion and transport of the air pollutants. During the late autumn
to early spring rainy season, the SCAB is subjected to wind flows associated with the traveling
storms moving through the region from the northwest. This period also brings five to ten periods
of strong, dry offshore winds, locally termed “Santa Anas” each year. During the dry season,
which coincides with the months of maximum photochemical smog concentrations, the wind flow
is bimodal, typified by a daytime onshore sea breeze and a nighttime offshore drainage wind.
Summer wind flows are created by the pressure differences between the relatively cold ocean
and the unevenly heated and cooled land surfaces that modify the general northwesterly wind
circulation over southern California. Nighttime drainage begins with the radiational cooling of
the mountain slopes. Heavy, cool air descends the slopes and flows through the mountain passes
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and canyons as it follows the lowering terrain toward the ocean. Another characteristic wind
regime in the SCAB is the “Catalina Eddy,” a low level cyclonic (counterclockwise) flow centered
over Santa Catalina Island which results in an offshore flow to the southwest. On most spring
and summer days, some indication of an eddy is apparent in coastal sections.

In the SCAB, there are two distinct temperature inversion structures that control vertical mixing
of air pollution. During the summer, warm high-pressure descending (subsiding) air is undercut
by a shallow layer of cool marine air. The boundary between these two layers of air is a persistent
marine subsidence/inversion. This boundary prevents vertical mixing which effectively acts as an
impervious lid to pollutants over the entire SCAB. The mixing height for the inversion structure
is normally situated 1,000 to 1,500 feet above mean sea level.

A second inversion-type forms in conjunction with the drainage of cool air off the surrounding
mountains at night followed by the seaward drift of this pool of cool air. The top of this layer
forms a sharp boundary with the warmer air aloft and creates nocturnal radiation inversions.
These inversions occur primarily in the winter when nights are longer and onshore flow is
weakest. They are typically only a few hundred feet above mean sea level. These inversions
effectively trap pollutants, such as nitrogen oxides (NOx) and carbon monoxide (CO) from
vehicles, as the pool of cool air drifts seaward. Winter is therefore a period of high levels of
primary pollutants along the coastline.

Wind Patterns and Project Location

The distinctive climate of the Project area and the SCAB is determined by its terrain and
geographical location. The SCAB is located in a coastal plain with connecting broad valleys and
low hills, bounded by the Pacific Ocean in the southwest quadrant with high mountains forming
the remainder of the perimeter.

Wind patterns across the south coastal region are characterized by westerly and southwesterly
onshore winds during the day and easterly or northeasterly breezes at night. Winds are
characteristically light although the speed is somewhat greater during the dry summer months
than during the rainy winter season.

Criteria Pollutants

Both the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the California Air Resources Board
(CARB) have established ambient air quality standards for common pollutants. These ambient air
quality standards are levels of contaminants representing safe levels that avoid specific adverse
health effects associated with each pollutant. The ambient air quality standards cover what are
called “criteria” pollutants because the health and other effects of each pollutant are described
in criteria documents. The six criteria pollutants are ozone (Os) (precursor emissions include NOx
and reactive organic gases (ROG), CO, particulate matter (PM), nitrogen dioxide (NO,), sulfur
dioxide (SO»), and lead. Areas that meet ambient air quality standards are classified as attainment
areas, while areas that do not meet these standards are classified as nonattainment areas. The
Riverside County portion of the SCAB is designated as a nonattainment area for the federal O3
and PM; s standards and is also a nonattainment area for the state standards for Os, PMsg, and
PMys.
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Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC) Trend

In 1984, as a result of public concern for exposure to airborne carcinogens, CARB adopted
regulations to reduce the amount of TAC emissions resulting from mobile and area sources, such
as cars, trucks, stationary products, and consumer products. According to the Ambient and
Emission Trends of Toxic Air Contaminants in California journal article (2) which was prepared for
CARB, results show that between 1990-2012, ambient concentration and emission trends for the
seven TACs responsible for most of the known cancer risk associated with airborne exposure in
California have declined significantly (between 1990 and 2012). The seven TACs studied include
those that are derived from mobile sources: diesel particulate matter (DPM), benzene (CsHe), and
1,3-butadiene (C4He); those that are derived from stationary sources: perchloroethylene (C>Cls)
and hexavalent chromium (Cr(V1)); and those derived from photochemical reactions of emitted
VOCs: formaldehyde (CH,0) and acetaldehyde (C.H40)2. The decline in ambient concentration
and emission trends of these TACs are a result of various regulations CARB has implemented to
address cancer risk.

Some people are especially sensitive to air pollution and are given special consideration when
evaluating air quality impacts from projects. These groups of people include children, the elderly,
and individuals with pre-existing respiratory or cardiovascular illness. Structures that house these
persons or places where they gather are defined as “sensitive receptors”. These structures
typically include uses such as residences, hotels, and hospitals where an individual can remain
for 24 hours. Consistent with the LST Methodology, the nearest land use where an individual
could remain for 24 hours to the Project site has been used to determine construction and
operational air quality impacts for emissions of PMsg and PM; s, since PM1o and PM, s thresholds
are based on a 24-hour averaging time.

Receptors in the Project study area are described below. All distances are measured from the
Project site boundary to the outdoor living areas (e.g., backyards) or at the building facade,
whichever is closer to the Project site. Receptors in the Project study area are shown on Exhibit 2
under the Localized Construction Emissions section later in the report.

e Receptor R1 represents the Nexen Tire Distribution Center at 4305 E Jurupa St,
approximately 183 feet west of the Project site.

e Receptor R2 represents Converse Inc. at 4450 E Lowell St, approximately 180 feet west of
the Project site.

e Receptor R3 represents Chinese Laundry DC at 1251 S Rockefeller, approximately 144
feet north of the Project site.

e Receptor R4 represents Ace Calendering Enterprises at 1311 Wanamaker Ave, adjacent
east of the Project site.

e Receptor R5 represents Rodeway Inn Ontario Mills Mall at 4075 E Guasti Rd,
approximately 5,587 feet northwest of the Project site.

2 It should be noted that ambient DPM concentrations are not measured directly. Rather, a surrogate method using the
coefficient of haze (COH) and elemental carbon (EC) is used to estimate DPM concentrations.
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REGULATORY BACKGROUND

FEDERAL REGULATIONS

The EPA is responsible for setting and enforcing the national ambient air quality standards
(NAAQS) for O3, CO, NOx, SO,, PMig, and lead (Pb) (3). The EPA has jurisdiction over emissions
sources that are under the authority of the federal government including aircraft, locomotives,
and emissions sources outside state waters (Outer Continental Shelf). The EPA also establishes
emission standards for vehicles sold in states other than California. Automobiles sold in California
must meet the stricter emission requirements of CARB.

The Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) was first enacted in 1955 and has been amended numerous times
in subsequent years (1963, 1965, 1967, 1970, 1977, and 1990). The CAA establishes the federal
air quality standards, the NAAQS, and specifies future dates for achieving compliance (4). The CAA
also mandates that each state submit and implement state implementation plans (SIPs) for local
areas not meeting these standards. These plans must include pollution control measures that
demonstrate how the standards will be met.

The 1990 amendments to the CAA that identify specific emission reduction goals for areas not
meeting the NAAQS require a demonstration of reasonable further progress toward attainment
and incorporate additional sanctions for failure to attain or to meet interim milestones. The
sections of the CAA most directly applicable to the development of the Project site include Title |
(Non-Attainment Provisions) and Title Il (Mobile Source Provisions) (5) (6). Title | provisions were
established with the goal of attaining the NAAQS for the following criteria pollutants Oz, NO2, SO,
PMsg, CO, PMy 5, and Pb. The NAAQS were amended in July 1997 to include an additional standard
for Oz and to adopt a NAAQS for PMys.

Mobile source emissions are regulated in accordance with Title Il provisions. These provisions
require the use of cleaner burning gasoline and other cleaner burning fuels such as methanol
and natural gas. Automobile manufacturers are also required to reduce tailpipe emissions of
hydrocarbons and NOx. NOx is a collective term that includes all forms of NOx which are emitted
as byproducts of the combustion process.

CALIFORNIA REGULATIONS

CARB

The CARB, which became part of the California EPA (CalEPA) in 1991, is responsible for ensuring
implementation of the California Clean Air Act (AB 2595), responding to the federal CAA, and for
regulating emissions from consumer products and motor vehicles. AB 2595 mandates
achievement of the maximum degree of emissions reductions possible from vehicular and other
mobile sources in order to attain the state ambient air quality standards by the earliest practical
date. The CARB established the California ambient air quality standards (CAAQS) for all pollutants
for which the federal government has NAAQS and, in addition, establishes standards for SQOg,
visibility, hydrogen sulfide (H.S), and vinyl chloride (C;H3Cl). However, at this time, H,S and C;HsCl
are not measured at any monitoring stations in the SCAB because they are not considered to be
a regional air quality problem. Generally, the CAAQS are more stringent than the NAAQS (7) (8).
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Local air quality management districts, such as the SCAQMD, regulate air emissions from
stationary sources such as commercial and industrial facilities. All air pollution control districts
have been formally designated as attainment or non-attainment for each CAAQS.

Serious non-attainment areas are required to prepare Air Quality Management Plans (AQMP) that
include specified emission reduction strategies in an effort to meet clean air goals. These plans
are required to include:

e Application of Best Available Retrofit Control Technology to existing sources;

e Developing control programs for area sources (e.g., architectural coatings and solvents)
and indirect sources (e.g. motor vehicle use generated by residential and commercial
development);

e ADistrict permitting system designed to allow no net increase in emissions from any new
or modified permitted sources of emissions;

e Implementing reasonably available transportation control measures and assuring a
substantial reduction in growth rate of vehicle trips and miles traveled;

e Significant use of low emissions vehicles by fleet operators;

e Sufficient control strategies to achieve a 5% or more annual reduction in emissions or
15% or more in a period of three years for ROGs, NOx, CO and PMs,. However, air basins
may use alternative emission reduction strategy that achieves a reduction of less than 5%
per year under certain circumstances.

AQMP

Currently, the NAAQS and CAAQS are exceeded in most parts of the SCAB. In response, the
SCAQMD has adopted a series of AQMP to meet the state and federal ambient air quality
standards (9). AQMPs are updated regularly in order to more effectively reduce emissions,
accommodate growth, and to minimize any negative fiscal impacts of air pollution control on the
economy.

APPLICABLE REGULATORY REQUIRMENTS

SCAQMD Rules that are currently applicable during construction activity for this Project include
but are not limited to Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) and Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings) (10) (11).

SCAQMD Rule 403

This rule is intended to reduce the amount of particulate matter entrained in the ambient air as
a result of anthropogenic (human-made) fugitive dust sources by requiring actions to prevent
and reduce fugitive dust emissions. Rule 403 applies to any activity or human-made condition
capable of generating fugitive dust and requires best available control measures to be applied to
earth moving and grading activities. This rule is intended to reduce PMio emissions from any
transportation, handling, construction, or storage activity that has the potential to generate
fugitive dust. PM1o suppression techniques are summarized below.

e Portions of a construction site to remain inactive longer than a period of three months
will be seeded and watered until grass cover is grown or otherwise stabilized.
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e All onsite roads will be paved as soon as feasible or watered periodically or chemically
stabilized.

e All material transported offsite will be either sufficiently watered or securely covered to
prevent excessive amounts of dust.

e The area disturbed by clearing, grading, earthmoving, or excavation operations will be
minimized at all times.

e Where vehicles leave a construction site and enter adjacent public streets, the streets will
be swept daily or washed down at the end of the workday to remove soil tracked onto
the paved surface.

SCAQMD Rule 1113

This rule serves to limit the volatile organic compound (VOC) content of architectural coatings
used on projects in the SCAQMD. Any person who supplies, sells, offers for sale, or manufactures
any architectural coating for use on projects in the SCAQMD must comply with the current VOC
standards set in this rule.

METHODOLOGY

In May 2022, the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) in conjunction
with other California air districts, including SCAQMD, released the latest version of the CalEEMod
Version 2022.1. The purpose of this model is to calculate construction-source and operational-
source criteria pollutant (VOCs, NOyx, SOx, CO, PMyo, and PM,5) and GHG emissions from direct
and indirect sources; and quantify applicable air quality and GHG reductions achieved from
mitigation measures (12). Accordingly, the latest version of CalEEMod has been used for this
Project to determine construction and operational air quality and greenhouse gas emissions.

Standards of Significance

The criteria used to determine the significance of potential Project-related air quality impacts are
taken from the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (CEQA Guidelines) (14 CCR
8815000, et seq.). Based on these thresholds, a project would result in a significant impact related
to air quality if it would (13):

o Threshold 1: Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.

e Threshold 2; Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant
for which the project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard.

e Threshold 3: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

e Threshold 4: Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely
affecting a substantial number of people.

AIR QUALITY REGIONAL EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS

The SCAQMD has developed regional significance thresholds for criteria pollutants, as
summarized at Table 1 (14). The SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Significance Thresholds (April 2019)
indicate that any projects in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) with daily emissions that exceed
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any of the indicated thresholds should be considered as having an individually and cumulatively

significant air quality impact.

TABLE 1: MAXIMUM DAILY REGIONAL EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS

Pollutant Construction Operations
NOx 100 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
VOC 75 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
PMao 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day
PM2s 55 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
SOx 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day

Cco 550 Ibs/day 550 Ibs/day

Ibs/day - Pounds Per Day
AIR QUALITY LOCALIZED EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS

For this Project, the appropriate SRA for the LST analysis is the SCAQMD South San Gabriel Valley
Area monitoring station (SRA 11). LSTs apply to CO, NO2, PM1g, and PMzs. The SCAQMD produced
look-up tables for projects less than or equal to 5 acres in size. The SCAQMD's screening look-up
tables are utilized in determining localized impacts. It should be noted that since the look-up
tables identify thresholds at only 1 acre, 2 acres, and 5 acres, linear regression has been utilized
to determine localized significance thresholds. Consistent with SCAQMD guidance, the thresholds
presented in Table 2 were calculated by interpolating the threshold values for the Project's
disturbed acreage.

The acres disturbed is based on the equipment list and days in the demolition, site preparation,
and grading phase according to the anticipated maximum number of acres a given piece of
equipment can pass over in an 8-hour workday. The equipment-specific grading rates are
summarized in the CalEEMod user’s guide, Appendix A: Calculation Details for CalEEMod (15). It
should be noted that the disturbed area per day is representative of a piece of equipment making
multiple passes over the same land area. In other words, one Rubber Tired Dozer can make
multiple passes over the same land area totaling 0.5 acres in a given 8-hour day. Appendix A of
the CalEEMod User Manual only identifies equipment-specific grading rates for Crawler Tractors,
Graders, Rubber Tired Dozers, and Scrapers; therefore, Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes equipment
that was included in the demolition, site preparation and grading phase was replaced with
Crawler Tractors. For analytical purposes, emissions associated with peak site demolition,
preparation, and grading activities are considered for purposes of localized significance
thresholds (LSTs) since this phase represents the maximum localized emissions that would occur.
The Project's construction activities could disturb a maximum of approximately 1 acre per day for
demolition, 3.5 acres per day for site preparation and 4 acres per day for grading activities. Any
other construction phases of development would result in lesser emissions and consequently
lesser impacts than what is disclosed herein. As such, Table 2 presents thresholds for localized
construction and operational emissions.
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TABLE 2: MAXIMUM DAILY LOCALIZED EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS

Emissions (Ibs/day)
Source Activity
VOC NOX PMsqo PMa.5

Demolition 118 lbs/day 869 Ibs/day 990 Ibs/day | 578 Ibs/day
Construction Site Preparation | 220Ibs/day | 1,721 Ibs/day | 794 Ibs/day | 639 Ibs/day

Grading 237 Ibs/day | 1,881 Ibs/day | 880 Ibs/day | 650 Ibs/day

Operations N/A 270 lbs/day | 1,754 Ibs/day | 254 lbs/day | 161 Ibs/day

'Source of localized significance threshold (LSTs) is provided on page 20.

CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

Construction activities associated with the Project would result in emissions of VOCs, NOy, SOy,
CO, PMsg, and PM; 5. Construction related emissions are expected from the following construction
activities:

e Demolition

e Site Preparation

e Grading (Import/Export)
e Building Construction

e Paving

e Architectural Coating
DEMOLITION ACTIVITIES

The Project site is currently existing uses that are currently active, specifically the Citrus Motors
Ford and Citrus Motors Kia auto dealership buildings which will be demolished, resulting in
approximately 161,692 square feet of demolished material.

GRADING ACTIVITIES

Dust is typically a major concern during grading activities. Because such emissions are not
amenable to collection and discharge through a controlled source, they are called “fugitive
emissions”. Fugitive dust emissions rates vary as a function of many parameters (soil silt, soil
moisture, wind speed, area disturbed, number of vehicles, depth of disturbance or excavation,
etc.). CalEEMod was utilized to calculate fugitive dust emissions resulting from this phase of
activity. Per client provided data, the Project is expected to balance, and import/export would be
required. The CalEEMod default trip length of 20-miles will be used to analyze the emissions
associated with export activities.
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ON-ROAD TRIPS

Construction generates on-road vehicle emissions from vehicle usage for workers, vendors, and
haul trucks commuting to and from the site. Worker and hauling trips are based on CalEEMod
defaults. It should be noted that for vendor trips, specifically, CalEEMod only assigns vendor trips
to the Building Construction phase. Vendor trips would likely occur during all phases of
construction. As such, the CalEEMod defaults for vendor trips have been adjusted based on a
ratio of the total vendor trips to the number of days of each subphase of activity.

CONSTRUCTION DURATION

For purposes of analysis, construction of Project is expected to commence in August 2024 and
would last through August 2025. The construction schedule utilized in the analysis represents a
“worst-case” analysis scenario should construction occur any time after the respective dates since
emission factors for construction decrease as time passes and the analysis year increases due to
emission regulations becoming more stringent3. The duration of construction activity and
associated equipment represents a reasonable approximation of the expected construction fleet
as required per CEQA Guidelines (16).

CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT

CalEEMod default parameters for equipment has been used. Consistent with industry standards
and typical construction practices, each piece of equipment will operate up to a total of eight (8)
hours per day, or more than two-thirds of the period during which construction activities are
allowed pursuant to the code.

REGIONAL CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS SUMMARY

The estimated maximum daily construction emissions are summarized on Table 3, and as shown,
the Project construction-source emissions would not exceed SCAQMD regional thresholds. Thus,
the Project would result in a less than significant impact associated with construction activities.
Detailed Construction model outputs are presented in Attachment A.

3 As shown in the CalEEMod User's Guide Version 2022.1, Section 4.3 “Off-Road Equipment” as the analysis year
increases, emission factors for the same equipment pieces decrease due to the natural turnover of older equipment
being replaced by newer less polluting equipment and new regulatory requirements.
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TABLE 3: REGIONAL CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS SUMMARY

Emissions (Ibs/day)
Source
VOC NOx co SOx PMiq PM;5
Summer
2024 3.74 36.10 34.40 0.06 6.80 4.22
2025 60.20 22.30 41.20 0.05 2.84 1.49
Winter
2024 3.62 34.50 31.50 0.06 4.41 2.38
2025 1.87 13.60 23.50 0.04 2.75 1.00
Maximum Daily Emissions 60.20 36.10 41.20 0.06 6.80 4.22
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO

"PM1o and PM, s source emissions reflect 3x daily watering per SCAQMD Rule 403 for fugitive dust.

REGIONAL OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

Operational activities associated with the Project would result in emissions of VOCs, NOy, CO, SOy,
PM10, and PM.s. Operational related emissions are expected from the following primary sources:
area source emissions, energy source emissions, and mobile source emissions.

The Project related operational air quality impacts derive primarily from vehicle trips generated
by the Project. Trip characteristics available from the Woodruff Logistics Trip Generation
Assessment were utilized in this analysis (17).

To determine emissions from trucks for the proposed industrial uses, the analysis incorporated
the SCAQMD recommended truck trip length 15.3 miles for 2-axle (LHDT1, LHDT2) trucks, 14.2
miles 3-axle (MHDT) trucks and 39.9 miles for 4+-axle (HHDT) trucks and weighting the average
trip lengths using the following SCAQMD recommended truck mix: 2-Axle = 16.7%; 3-Axle = 20.7%;
4+-Axle = 62.6%. The trip length function for trucks in CalEEMod has been revised to 29.69 miles,
with an assumption of 100% primary trips for the proposed industrial land uses.

In order to account for the possibility of refrigerated uses, trucks associated with the cold-storage
land use are assumed to also have TRUs. Therefore, for modeling purposes 20 trucks have the
potential to include TRUs. TRUs are accounted for during on-site and off-site travel. The TRU
calculations are based on EMissions FACtor Model version 2021 (EMFAC2021), developed by the
CARB. EMFAC2021 does not provide emission rates per hour or mile as with the on-road emission
model and only provides emission inventories. Emission results are produced in tons per day
while all activity, fuel consumption and horsepower hours were reported at annual levels. The
emission inventory is based on specific assumptions including the average horsepower rating of
specific types of equipment and the hours of operation annually. These assumptions are not
always consistent with assumptions used in the modeling of project level emissions. Therefore,
the emissions inventory was converted into emission rates to accurately calculate emissions from
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TRU operation associated with project level details. This was accomplished by converting the
annual horsepower hours to daily operational characteristics and converting the daily emission
levels into hourly emission rates based on the total emission of each criteria pollutant by
equipment type and the average daily hours of operation.

It is common for warehouse buildings to require the operation of exterior yard trucks or cargo
handling equipment (CHE) to move empty containers and empty chassis in the building's truck
court areas. The cargo handling equipment is assumed to have a horsepower (hp) range of
approximately 175 hp to 200 hp. Based on the latest available information from SCAQMD (18);
for example, warehouse projects typically have 3.6-yard trucks/CHE per million square feet of
building space. For this Project, on-site modeled operational equipment conservatively includes
up to one (2) 200 horsepower (hp), compressed natural gas or gasoline-powered
tractors/loaders/backhoes operating at 4 hours a day* for 365 days of the year.

The estimated operation-source emissions from the Project are summarized on Table 4. Detailed
operation model outputs are presented in Attachment A. As shown on Table 4, operational-
source emissions would not exceed the applicable SCAQMD regional thresholds for emissions of
any criteria pollutant.

TABLE 4: TOTAL PROJECT REGIONAL OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

Source Emissions (Ibs/day)
VOC ‘ NOx ‘ co | SOx ‘ PMio ‘ PM2s
Summer

Mobile Source 2.68 9.18 38.20 0.13 4.19 0.92
Area Source 10.30 0.13 15.00 <0.005 0.02 0.03
Energy Source 0.10 1.86 1.56 0.01 0.14 0.14
On-site EQuipment Source 0.23 0.75 32.89 0.00 0.06 0.05
TRU Source 1.58 1.72 0.19 0.00 0.07 0.07
Total Maximum Daily Emissions 14.89 13.64 87.84 0.14 4.48 1.21
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO

4 Based on Table II-3, Port and Rail Cargo Handling Equipment Demographics by Type, from CARB's Technology
Assessment: Mobile Cargo Handling Equipment document, a single piece of equipment could operate up to 2 hours per
day (Total Average Annual Activity divided by Total Number Pieces of Equipment). As such, the analysis conservatively
assumes that the tractor/loader/backhoes would operate up to 4 hours per day.
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Source Emissions (Ibs/day)
VOC ‘ NOx ‘ co | SOx ‘ PMio ‘ PMzs
Winter

Mobile Source 2.56 9.70 31.70 0.13 4.19 0.92
Area Source 7.87 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Energy Source 0.10 1.86 1.56 0.01 0.14 0.14
On-site Equipment Source 0.23 0.75 32.89 0.00 0.06 0.05
TRU Source 1.58 1.72 0.19 0.00 0.07 0.07
Total Maximum Daily Emissions 12.34 14.03 66.34 0.14 4.46 1.18
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO

THE ONTARIO PLAN (TOP) 2050

The Ontario Plan (TOP) 2050 Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (August 2022) designates the
Project site with industrial development. Per the adopted TOP 2050, the Project site could be
developed with up to 398,901 square feet of industrial use (assuming a 16.65-acre site and a
floor-to-area-ratio of 0.55). The estimated operation-source emissions based on the TOP 2050
adopted Industrial land use designation are summarized on Table 5. Detailed operation model
outputs for the TOP 2050 adopted Industrial land use designation are presented in Attachment
D.

The Project related operational air quality impacts derive primarily from vehicle trips generated
by the Project. Trip characteristics available from the Woodruff Logistics Trip Generation
Assessment were utilized in this analysis (19).

It is common for warehouse buildings to require the operation of exterior yard trucks or cargo
handling equipment (CHE) to move empty containers and empty chassis in the building's truck
court areas. The cargo handling equipment is assumed to have a horsepower (hp) range of
approximately 175 hp to 200 hp. Based on the latest available information from SCAQMD (18);
for example, warehouse projects typically have 3.6-yard trucks/CHE per million square feet of
building space. For this Project, on-site modeled operational equipment conservatively includes
up to one (2) 200 horsepower (hp), compressed natural gas or gasoline-powered
tractors/loaders/backhoes operating at 4 hours a day’ for 365 days of the year.

To determine emissions from trucks for the TOP 2050 adopted Industrial land use designation,
the analysis incorporated the SCAQMD recommended truck trip length 15.3 miles for 2-axle
(LHDT1, LHDT2) trucks, 14.2 miles 3-axle (MHDT) trucks and 39.9 miles for 4+-axle (HHDT) trucks
and weighting the average trip lengths using the following SCAQMD recommended truck mix: 2-

> Based on Table II-3, Port and Rail Cargo Handling Equipment Demographics by Type, from CARB's Technology
Assessment: Mobile Cargo Handling Equipment document, a single piece of equipment could operate up to 2 hours per
day (Total Average Annual Activity divided by Total Number Pieces of Equipment). As such, the analysis conservatively
assumes that the tractor/loader/backhoes would operate up to 4 hours per day.
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Axle = 16.7%; 3-Axle = 20.7%; 4+-Axle = 62.6%. The trip length function for trucks in CalEEMod has
been revised to 30.02 miles, with an assumption of 100% primary trips for the existing land uses.

TABLE 5: TOP 2050 REGIONAL OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

Source

Mobile Source
Area Source
Energy Source

On-site EQuipment Source

Total Maximum Daily Emissions

SCAQMD Regional Threshold
Threshold Exceeded?

Mobile Source
Area Source
Energy Source

On-site EQuipment Source

Total Maximum Daily Emissions

SCAQMD Regional Threshold
Threshold Exceeded?

VOC

9.33
12.40
0.11
0.23
22.07
55
NO

8.87
9.55
0.11
0.23
18.76
55
NO

NOx
Summer
17.30
0.15
2.04
0.75
20.24
55
NO
Winter
18.50
0.00
2.04
0.75
21.29
55
NO

Emissions (Ibs/day)

(@(0)

139.00
17.30
1.71
32.89
190.90
550
NO

112.00
0.00
1.71

32.89

146.60

550
NO

SOx

0.35
<0.005
0.01
0.00
0.36
150
NO

0.32
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.33
150
NO

PM1o

10.90
0.02
0.15
0.06

11.13
150

NO

10.90
0.00
0.15
0.06

1.1
150

NO

PM2s

2.16
0.03
0.15
0.05
2.39
55
NO

2.16
0.00
0.15
0.05
2.36
55
NO

PROJECT NET NEW OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS - COMPARISON TO TOP 2050

As shown in Table 6, the proposed Project is anticipated to generate less emissions per day for
pollutants of VOC, NOy, CO, SOx, and PM; 5 as compared to emissions generated by the TOP 2050
adopted Industrial land use designation, and operational-source emissions would not exceed the
applicable SCAQMD regional thresholds.
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TABLE 6: PROJECT NET NEW REGIONAL OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

Emissions (Ibs/day)
Source
VOC NOx Cco SOx PM1o PMys

Summer
Proposed Project 14.89 13.64 87.84 0.14 4.48 1.21
TOP 2050 22.07 20.24 190.90 0.36 11.13 2.39
Net Emissions (Proposed - TOP 2050) -7.18 -6.60 -103.06 -0.22 -6.65 -1.18
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO

Winter
Proposed Project 12.34 14.03 66.34 0.14 4.46 1.18
TOP 2050 18.76 21.29 146.60 0.33 11.11 2.36
Net Emissions (Proposed - TOP 2050) -6.42 -7.26 -80.26 -0.19 -6.65 -1.18
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO

EXISTING BUILDING OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

The site is occupied by existing uses that are currently active, specifically the Citrus Motors Ford
and Citrus Motors Kia auto dealership buildings, which are approximately 161,692 square feet
combined. The estimated operation-source emissions from the existing building are summarized
on Table 7. Detailed operation model outputs for the existing use are presented in Attachment
C.

The Project related operational air quality impacts derive primarily from vehicle trips generated
by the Project. Trip characteristics available from the Woodruff Logistics Trip Generation
Assessment were utilized in this analysis (17).

To determine emissions from trucks for the existing industrial uses, the analysis incorporated the
SCAQMD recommended truck trip length 15.3 miles for 2-axle (LHDT1, LHDT2) trucks, 14.2 miles
3-axle (MHDT) trucks and 39.9 miles for 4+-axle (HHDT) trucks and weighting the average trip
lengths using the following SCAQMD recommended truck mix: 2-Axle = 16.7%; 3-Axle = 20.7%;
4+-Axle = 62.6%. The trip length function for trucks in CalEEMod has been revised to 15.30 miles,
with an assumption of 100% primary trips for the existing land uses.

URBAN CROSSROADS

15364-03 AQ & GHG Assessment
Iltem B - 125 of 2383



Tom Cruikshank, Link Logistics Real Estate

June 6, 2023

Page 17 of 36

TABLE 7: EXISTING BUILDING REGIONAL OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

Source

Mobile Source

Area Source

Energy Source

Total Maximum Daily Emissions
SCAQMD Regional Threshold
Threshold Exceeded?

Mobile Source

Area Source

Energy Source

Total Maximum Daily Emissions
SCAQMD Regional Threshold
Threshold Exceeded?

VOC

6.20
4.82
0.10
11.12
55
NO

5.86
3.67
0.10
9.63
55
NO

NOx
Summer
5.58
0.06
1.86
7.50
55
NO
Winter
6.05
0.00
1.86
7.91
55
NO

Emissions (Ibs/day)

Cco

63.20
7.03
1.56

71.79
550

NO

52.60
0.00
1.56

54.16
550

NO

SOx

0.13
<0.005
0.01
0.14
150
NO

0.12
0.00
0.01
0.13
150
NO

PM1o

4.51
0.01
0.14
4.66
150
NO

4.51
0.00
0.14
4.65
150
NO

PMz.s

0.87
0.01
0.14
1.02
55
NO

0.87
0.00
0.14
1.01
55
NO

PROJECT NET NEW OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS - COMPARISON EXISTING LAND USE

As shown in Table 8, the proposed Project is anticipated to generate less emissions per day for
pollutants of VOC, NOx, CO, and PM,s as compared to emissions generated by the existing
buildings and operational-source emissions would not exceed the applicable SCAQMD regional

thresholds.
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TABLE 8: PROJECT NET NEW REGIONAL OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

Emissions (Ibs/day)
Source
VOC NOx Cco SOx PM1o PMzs
Summer
Proposed Project 14.89 13.64 87.84 0.14 4.48 1.21
Existing Building 11.12 7.50 71.79 0.14 4.66 1.02
Net Emissions (Proposed - Existing) 3.77 6.14 16.05 0.00 -0.18 0.19
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO
Winter
Proposed Project 12.34 14.03 66.34 0.14 4.46 1.18
Existing Building 9.63 7.91 54.16 0.13 4.65 1.01
Net Emissions (Proposed - Existing) 271 6.12 12.18 0.01 -0.19 0.17
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO

LOCALIZED CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

The analysis makes use of methodology included in the SCAQMD Final Localized Significance
Threshold Methodology (LST Methodology) (20). The SCAQMD has established that impacts to air
quality are significant if there is a potential to contribute or cause localized exceedances of the
federal and/or state ambient air quality standards (NAAQS/CAAQS). Collectively, these are
referred to as Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs). The SCAQMD established LSTs in
response to the SCAQMD Governing Board’s Environmental Justice Initiative I-46. LSTs represent
the maximum emissions from a project that will not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the
most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard at the sensitive receptor.
The SCAQMD states that lead agencies can use the LSTs as another indicator of significance in its
air quality impact analyses. It should be noted that SCAQMD also states that Projects that are
statutorily or categorically exempt under CEQA would not be subject to LST analyses. Projects
exempt from CEQA also include infill projects that meet the H&S Code provisions. As such,
although not required for this Project, LST analysis is presented to further underscore that there
are in fact no significant impacts associated with the Project.

6 The purpose of SCAQMD’s Environmental Justice program is to ensure that everyone has the right to equal protection
from air pollution and fair access to the decision-making process that works to improve the quality of air within their
communities. Further, the SCAQMD defines Environmental Justice as “...equitable environmental policymaking and
enforcement to protect the health of all residents, regardless of age, culture, ethnicity, gender, race, socioeconomic
status, or geographic location, from the health effects of air pollution.”
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The SCAQMD recommends that the nearest sensitive receptor be considered when determining
the Project’s potential to cause an individual or cumulatively significant impact. The nearest land
use where an individual could remain for 24 hours to the Project site has been used to determine
localized construction and operational air quality impacts for emissions of PMsq and PM; 5 (since
PM1g and PMysthresholds are based on a 24-hour averaging time). The nearest receptor used for
evaluation of localized impacts of PM1g and PMs is location R5, represented by the Rodeway Inn
Ontario Mills Mall at 4075 E Guasti Rd, approximately 5,587 feet (1,703 meters) northwest of the
Project site. Receptors in the Project study area shown on Exhibit 2.

As previously stated, and consistent with LST Methodology, the nearest industrial/commercial
use to the Project site is used to determine construction and operational LST air impacts for
emissions of NOx and CO as the averaging periods for these pollutants are shorter (8 hours or
less) and it is reasonable to assume that an individual could be present at these sites for periods
of one to 8 hours. The nearest receptor used for evaluation of localized impacts of NOx and CO
is location R4, represented by Ace Calendering Enterprises at 1311 Wanamaker Ave, adjacent east
of the Project site.

It should be noted that the LST Methodology explicitly states that “It is possible that a project may
have receptors closer than 25 meters. Projects with boundaries located closer than 25 meters to the
nearest receptor should use the LSTs for receptors located at 25 meters (20).” As such, for evaluation
of localized NOx and CO, a 25-meter distance will be used.
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EXHIBIT 2: SENSITIVE RECEPTOR LOCATIONS
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Table 7 identifies the localized impacts at the nearest receptor location in the vicinity of the
Project. Outputs from the model runs for construction LSTs are provided in Attachment A. For
analytical purposes, emissions associated with peak demolition, site preparation and grading
activities are considered for purposes of LSTs since these phases represents the maximum
localized emissions that would occur. Any other construction phases of development that
overlap would result in lesser emissions and consequently lesser impacts than what is disclosed
herein. As shown in Table 9, emissions resulting from the Project construction will not exceed
the numerical thresholds of significance established by the SCAQMD for any criteria pollutant.
Thus, a less than significant impact would occur for localized Project-related construction-
source emissions and no mitigation is required.

TABLE 9: PROJECT LOCALIZED CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

Emissions (Ibs/day)
On-Site Emissions

NOx co PMio PMy5
Demolition
Maximum Daily Emissions 24.90 21.70 6.47 1.80
SCAQMD Localized Threshold 118 869 990 578
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO

Site Preparation

Maximum Daily Emissions 36.00 32.90 7.26 4.16

SCAQMD Localized Threshold 220 1,721 794 639

Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO
Grading

Maximum Daily Emissions 34.30 30.20 412 2.31

SCAQMD Localized Threshold 237 1,881 880 650

Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO

LOCALIZED OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

Table 10 identifies the localized operational impacts at the nearest receptor location in the vicinity
of the Project. In an effort to establish a maximum potential impact scenario for analytical
purposes, the emissions shown on Table 10 represent all on-site Project-related stationary (area)
sources and on-site mobile source emissions. It should be noted that the longest on-site distance
is roughly 0.23 miles for both trucks and passenger vehicles. As such, a separate CalEEMod run
for operational LSTs has been prepared which accounts for the 0.23-mile on-site travel distance.
Outputs from the model runs for operational LSTs are provided in Attachment B. As shown in
Table 10, emissions resulting from the Project operation will not exceed the numerical localized
thresholds of significance established by the SCAQMD for any criteria pollutant. Thus, a less than
significant impact would occur for localized Project-related operational-source emissions and no
mitigation is required.
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TABLE 10: PROJECT LOCALIZED OPERATIONAL IMPACTS

Emissions (Ibs/day)
On-Site Emissions
NOx co PMao PM2s
Maximum Daily Emissions 3.72 53.69 0.27 0.23
SCAQMD Localized Threshold 270 1,754 254 161
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO

AIR QUALITY IMPACTS - CONSISTENCY WITH THRESHOLD NO. 1

Would the Project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

The Project site is located within the SCAB, which is characterized by relatively poor air quality.
The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an approximately 10,743 square-mile area consisting of the
four-county Basin and the Los Angeles County and Riverside County portions of what use to be
referred to as the Southeast Desert Air Basin. In these areas, the SCAQMD is principally
responsible for air pollution control, and works directly with the Southern California Association
of Governments (SCAG), county transportation commissions, local governments, as well as state
and federal agencies to reduce emissions from stationary, mobile, and indirect sources to meet
state and federal ambient air quality standards.

Currently, these state and federal air quality standards are exceeded in most parts of the SCAB.
In response, the SCAQMD has adopted a series of AQMPs to meet the state and federal ambient
air quality standards. AQMPs are updated regularly in order to more effectively reduce emissions,
accommodate growth, and to minimize any negative fiscal impacts of air pollution control on the
economy.

In December 2022, the SCAQMD released the Final 2022 AQMP (2022 AQMP). The 2022 AQMP
continues to evaluate current integrated strategies and control measures to meet the CAAQS, as
well as explore new and innovative methods to reach its goals. Some of these approaches include
utilizing incentive programs, recognizing existing co-benefit programs from other sectors, and
developing a strategy with fair-share reductions at the federal, state, and local levels (21). Similar
to the 2016 AQMP, the 2022 AQMP incorporates scientific and technological information and
planning assumptions, including the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS, a planning document that supports the
integration of land use and transportation to help the region meet the federal CAA requirements
(22). The Project's consistency with the AQMP will be determined using the 2022 AQMP as
discussed below.

Criteria for determining consistency with the AQMP are defined in Chapter 12, Section 12.2 and
Section 12.3 of the 1993 CEQA Handbook (23). These indicators are discussed below.

The proposed Project will not result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air
quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations or delay the timely attainment of air
quality standards or the interim emissions reductions specified in the AQMP.

The violations that under this criterion refer to are the CAAQS and NAAQS. CAAQS and NAAQS
violations would occur if regional or localized significance thresholds were exceeded.
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CAAQS and NAAQS violations would occur if regional or localized significance thresholds were
exceeded. As evaluated, the Project's regional and localized construction and operational-source
emissions would not exceed applicable regional significance thresholds. As such, a less than
significant impact is expected.

On the basis of the preceding discussion, the Project is determined to be consistent with the first
criterion.

The Project will not exceed the assumptions in the AQMP based on the years of Project build-
out phase.

The 2022 AQMP demonstrates that the applicable ambient air quality standards can be achieved
within the timeframes required under federal law. Growth projections from local general plans
adopted by cities in the district are provided to the SCAG, which develops regional growth
forecasts, which are then used to develop future air quality forecasts for the AQMP. Development
consistent with the growth projections in City of Ontario General Plan is considered to be
consistent with the AQMP.

Peak day emissions generated by construction activities are largely independent of land use
assignments, but rather are a function of development scope and maximum area of disturbance.
Irrespective of the site’s land use designation, development of the site to its maximum potential
would likely occur, with disturbance of the entire site occurring during construction activities. As
such, when considering that no emissions thresholds will be exceeded, a less than significant
impact would result.

The TOP 2050 adopted by the City in August 2022, designates the Project site as “Industrial” land
uses. The “Industrial” designation allows for a wide range of light industrial uses, including
warehousing/distribution, assembly, light manufacturing, research and development, storage,
repair facilities, and supporting retail and professional office uses. This designation also
accommodates activities that could potentially generate impacts, such as noise, dust, and other
nuisances. (24).

The proposed Project includes the development of 344,110 square foot industrial warehouse
building. As previously stated, the Project is consistent with the current land use and zoning
designation. As such, the proposed Project would not conflict with the goals and objectives of the
AQMP. Furthermore, the Project, as evaluated herein would not exceed the regional or localized
air quality significance thresholds.

On the basis of the preceding discussion, the Project is determined to be consistent with the
AQMP and a less than significant impact is expected.

AIR QUALITY IMPACTS - CONSISTENCY WITH THRESHOLD NO. 2

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

The CAAQS designate the Project site as nonattainment for Os, PM1o, and PM; s while the NAAQS
designates the Project site as nonattainment for Os and PM_:s.

URBAN CROSSROADS

15364-03 AQ & GHG Assessment
Iltem B - 132 of 2383



Tom Cruikshank, Link Logistics Real Estate
June 6, 2023
Page 24 of 36

The SCAQMD has published a report on how to address cumulative impacts from air pollution:
White Paper on Potential Control Strategies to Address Cumulative Impacts from Air Pollution
(25). In this report the SCAQMD clearly states (Page D-3):

“..the SCAQMD uses the same significance thresholds for project specific and cumulative
impacts for all environmental topics analyzed in an Environmental Assessment or EIR. The only
case where the significance thresholds for project specific and cumulative impacts differ is the
Hazard Index (HI) significance threshold for TAC emissions. The project specific (project
increment) significance threshold is HI > 1.0 while the cumulative (facility-wide) is HI > 3.0. It
should be noted that the HI is only one of three TAC emission significance thresholds considered
(when applicable) in a CEQA analysis. The other two are the maximum individual cancer risk
(MICR) and the cancer burden, both of which use the same significance thresholds (MICR of 10
in 1 million and cancer burden of 0.5) for project specific and cumulative impacts.

Projects that exceed the project-specific significance thresholds are considered by the SCAQMD
to be cumulatively considerable. This is the reason project-specific and cumulative significance
thresholds are the same. Conversely, projects that do not exceed the project-specific thresholds
are generally not considered to be cumulatively significant.”

Therefore, this analysis assumes that individual projects that do not generate operational or
construction emissions that exceed the SCAQMD’s recommended daily thresholds for project-
specific impacts would also not cause a cumulatively considerable increase in emissions for those
pollutants for which SCAB is in nonattainment, and, therefore, would not be considered to have
a significant, adverse air quality impact. Alternatively, individual project-related construction and
operational emissions that exceed SCAQMD thresholds for project-specific impacts would be
considered cumulatively considerable.

Construction Impacts

The Project-specific evaluation of emissions presented in the preceding analysis demonstrates
that proposed Project construction-source air pollutant emissions would not result in
exceedances of regional thresholds. Therefore, proposed Project construction-source emissions
would be considered less than significant on a project-specific and cumulative basis.

Operational Impacts

The Project-specific evaluation of emissions presented in the preceding analysis demonstrates
that proposed Project operational-source air pollutant emissions would not result in exceedances
of regional thresholds. Therefore, the proposed Project operational-source emissions would be
considered less than significant on a project-specific and cumulative basis.

AIR QUALITY IMPACTS - CONSISTENCY WITH THRESHOLD NO. 3

Would the expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

The potential impact of Project-generated air pollutant emissions at sensitive receptors has also
been considered. Results of the LST analysis indicate that the Project will not exceed the SCAQMD
localized significance thresholds during construction. Therefore, sensitive receptors would not
be exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations during Project construction.
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Additionally, the Project will not exceed the SCAQMD localized significance thresholds during
operational activity. Therefore, sensitive receptors would not be exposed to substantial pollutant
concentrations as the result of Project operations.

CO “HOT SPOT” ANALYSIS

As discussed below, the Project would not result in potentially adverse CO concentrations or “hot
spots.” Further, detailed modeling of Project-specific CO “hot spots” is not needed to reach this
conclusion. An adverse CO concentration, known as a “hot spot”, would occur if an exceedance
of the state one-hour standard of 20 parts per million (ppm) or the eight-hour standard of 9 ppm
were to occur.

It has long been recognized that CO hotspots are caused by vehicular emissions, primarily when
idling at congested intersections. In response, vehicle emissions standards have become
increasingly stringent in the last twenty years. Currently, the allowable CO emissions standard in
California is a maximum of 3.4 grams/mile for passenger cars (there are requirements for certain
vehicles that are more stringent). With the turnover of older vehicles, introduction of cleaner
fuels, and implementation of increasingly sophisticated and efficient emissions control
technologies, CO concentration in the SCAB is now designated as attainment. To establish a more
accurate record of baseline CO concentrations affecting the SCAB, a CO “hot spot” analysis was
conducted in 2003 for four busy intersections in Los Angeles at the peak morning and afternoon
time periods. This “hot spot” analysis did not predict any violation of CO standards, as shown on
Table 11.

TABLE 11: CO MODEL RESULTS

CO Concentrations (ppm)

Intersection Location
Morning 1-hour | Afternoon 1-hour | 8-hour
Wilshire Boulevard/Veteran Avenue 4.6 3.5 3.7
Sunset Boulevard/Highland Avenue 4 4.5 3.5
La Cienega Boulevard/Century Boulevard 3.7 3.1 5.2
Long Beach Boulevard/Imperial Highway 3 3.1 8.4

Notes: Federal 1-hour standard is 35 ppm and the deferral 8-hour standard is 9.0 ppm.

Based on the SCAQMD's 2003 AQMP and the 1992 Federal Attainment Plan for Carbon Monoxide
(1992 CO Plan), peak carbon monoxide concentrations in the SCAB were a result of unusual
meteorological and topographical conditions and not a result of traffic volumes and congestion
at a particular intersection. As evidence of this, for example, 8.4 ppm 8-hr CO concentration
measured at the Long Beach Blvd. and Imperial Hwy. intersection (highest CO generating
intersection within the “hot spot” analysis), only 0.7 ppm was attributable to the traffic volumes
and congestion at this intersection; the remaining 7.7 ppm were due to the ambient air
measurements at the time the 2003 AQMP was prepared (26). In contrast, an adverse CO
concentration, known as a “hot spot”, would occur if an exceedance of the state one-hour
standard of 20 parts per million (ppm) or the eight-hour standard of 9 ppm were to occur.
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Similar considerations are also employed by other Air Districts when evaluating potential CO
concentration impacts. More specifically, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD) concludes that under existing and future vehicle emission rates, a given project would
have to increase traffic volumes at a single intersection by more than 44,000 vehicles per hour
(vph)—or 24,000 vph where vertical and/or horizontal air does not mix—in order to generate a
significant CO impact (27). Traffic volumes generating the CO concentrations for the “hot spot”
analysis is shown on Table 12. The busiest intersection evaluated was that at Wilshire Boulevard
and Veteran Avenue, which has a daily traffic volume of approximately 100,000 vph and AM/PM
traffic volumes of 8,062 vph and 7,719 vph respectively (28). The 2003 AQMP estimated that the
1-hour concentration for this intersection was 4.6 ppm; this indicates that, should the daily traffic
volume increase four times to 400,000 vehicles per day, CO concentrations (4.6 ppm x 4= 18.4
ppm) would still not likely exceed the most stringent 1-hour CO standard (20.0 ppm). Since the
Project will generate a reduction in approximately -770 net ADT, the Project would not generate
sufficient ADT to cause a CO hotspot.

TABLE 12: CO MODEL RESULTS

Peak Traffic Volumes (vph)
InissrEEeien Leeten Eastbound | Westbound | Southbound | Northbound Total
(AM/PM) (AM/PM) (AM/PM) (AM/PM) (AM/PM)
Wilshire Boulevard/Veteran Avenue 4,954/2,069 | 1,830/3,317 721/1,400 560/933 8,062/7,719
Sunset Boulevard/Highland Avenue 1,417/1,764 | 1,342/1,540 | 2,304/1,832 1,551/2,238 | 6,614/5,374
La Cienega Boulevard/Century Boulevard | 2,540/2,243 | 1,890/2,728 | 1,384/2,029 821/1,674 6,634/8,674
Long Beach Boulevard/Imperial Highway 1,217/2,020 | 1,760/1,400 479/944 756/1,150 4,212/5,514

AIR QUALITY IMPACTS - CONSISTENCY WITH THRESHOLD NO. 4

Would the Project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting
a substantial number of people?

The potential for the Project to generate objectionable odors has also been considered. Land
uses generally associated with odor complaints include:

Agricultural uses (livestock and farming)

Wastewater treatment plants

Food processing plants
Chemical plants
Composting operations
Refineries

Landfills

Dairies

Fiberglass molding facilities
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The Project does not contain land uses typically associated with emitting objectionable odors.
Potential odor sources associated with the proposed Project may result from construction
equipment exhaust and the application of asphalt and architectural coatings during construction
activities and the temporary storage of typical solid waste (refuse) associated with the proposed
Project’s (long-term operational) uses. Standard construction requirements would minimize odor
impacts from construct ion. The construction odor emissions would be temporary, short-term,
and intermittent in nature and would cease upon completion of the respective phase of
construction and is thus considered less than significant. It is expected that Project-generated
refuse would be stored in covered containers and removed at regular intervals in compliance
with the solid waste regulations. The proposed Project would also be required to comply with
SCAQMD Rule 402 to prevent occurrences of public nuisances. Therefore, odors associated with
the proposed Project construction and operations would be less than significant and no
mitigation is required (29).

PROJECT GHG ANALYSIS

CLIMATE CHANGE SETTING

Global climate change (GCC) is the change in average meteorological conditions on the earth with
respect to temperature, precipitation, and storms. The majority of scientists believe that the
climate shift taking place since the Industrial Revolution is occurring at a quicker rate and
magnitude than in the past. Scientific evidence suggests that GCC is the result of increased
concentrations of GHGs in the earth’s atmosphere, including carbon dioxide (CO,), methane
(CHa), nitrous oxide (N2O), and fluorinated gases. The majority of scientists believe that this
increased rate of climate change is the result of GHGs resulting from human activity and
industrialization over the past 200 years.

An individual project like the proposed Project evaluated in this memo cannot generate enough
GHG emissions to affect a discernible change in global climate. However, the proposed Project
may participate in the potential for GCC by its incremental contribution of GHGs combined with
the cumulative increase of all other sources of GHGs, which when taken together constitute
potential influences on GCC. Because these changes may have serious environmental
consequences, this memo will evaluate the potential for the proposed Project to have a significant
effect upon the environment as a result of its potential contribution to the greenhouse effect.

GCC refers to the change in average meteorological conditions on the earth with respect to
temperature, wind patterns, precipitation and storms. Global temperatures are regulated by
naturally occurring atmospheric gases such as water vapor, CO,, N,O, CHa4, hydrofluorocarbons
(HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SFs). These particular gases are
important due to their residence time (duration they stay) in the atmosphere, which ranges from
10 years to more than 100 years. These gases allow solar radiation into the earth’s atmosphere,
but prevent radioactive heat from escaping, thus warming the earth’s atmosphere. GCC can occur
naturally as it has in the past with the previous ice ages.

Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are often referred to as GHGs. GHGs are released into
the atmosphere by both natural and anthropogenic activity. Without the natural GHG effect, the
earth’s average temperature would be approximately 61 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) cooler than it is
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currently. The cumulative accumulation of these gases in the earth’s atmosphere is considered
to be the cause for the observed increase in the earth’s temperature.

For the purposes of this analysis, emissions of CO,, CH4, and N,O were evaluated because these
gases are the primary contributors to GCC from development projects. Although there are other
substances such as fluorinated gases that also contribute to GCC, these fluorinated gases were
not evaluated as their sources are not well-defined and do not contain accepted emissions factors
or methodology to accurately calculate these gases.

REGULATORY SETTING
Executive Order S-3-05

Former California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger announced on June 1, 2005, through
Executive Order S-3-05, the following reduction targets for GHG emissions:

e By 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels.
e By 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels.
e By 2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80% below 1990 levels.

The 2050 reduction goal represents what some scientists believe is necessary to reach levels that
will stabilize the climate. The 2020 goal was established to be a mid-term target. Because this is
an executive order, the goals are not legally enforceable for local governments or the private
sector.

Assembly Bill (AB) 32

The California State Legislature enacted AB 32, which requires that GHGs emitted in California be
reduced to 1990 levels by the year 2020. “GHGs" as defined under AB 32 include CO,, CH4, N0,
hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SFe). Since AB 32
was enacted, a seventh chemical, nitrogen trifluoride, has also been added to the list of GHGs.
CARB is the state agency charged with monitoring and regulating sources of GHGs. Pursuant to
AB 32, CARB adopted regulations to achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-
effective GHG emission reductions. AB 32 states the following:

“Global warming poses a serious threat to the economic well-being, public health, natural
resources, and the environment of California. The potential adverse impacts of global warming
include the exacerbation of air quality problems, a reduction in the quality and supply of water
to the state from the Sierra snowpack, a rise in sea levels resulting in the displacement of
thousands of coastal businesses and residences, damage to marine ecosystems and the natural
environment, and an increase in the incidences of infectious diseases, asthma, and other human
health-related problems.”

CARB approved the 1990 GHG emissions level of 427 million metric ton of CO, equivalent per
year (MMTCO,e) on December 6, 2007 (30). Therefore, emissions generated in California in 2020
are required to be equal to or less than 427 MMTCO,e. Emissions in 2020 in a “business as usual”
(BAU) scenario were estimated to be 596 MMTCO.e, which do not account for reductions from
AB 32 regulations (31). At that level, a 28.4% reduction was required to achieve the 427 MMTCO,e
1990 inventory. In October 2010, CARB prepared an updated BAU 2020 forecast to account for
the recession and slower forecasted growth. The forecasted inventory without the benefits of
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adopted regulation is now estimated at 545 MMTCOe. Therefore, under the updated forecast, a
21.7% reduction from BAU is required to achieve 1990 levels (32).

Progress in Achieving AB 32 Targets and Remaining Reductions Required

The State has made steady progress in implementing AB 32 and achieving targets included in
Executive Order S-3-05. The progress is shown in updated emission inventories prepared by
CARB for 2000 through 2012 (33). The State has achieved the Executive Order S-3-05 target for
2010 of reducing GHG emissions to 2000 levels. As shown below, the 2010 emission inventory
achieved this target.

e 1990:427 MMTCO.e (AB 32 2020 target)
e 2000: 463 MMTCO2e (an average 8% reduction needed to achieve 1990 base)
e 2010: 450 MMTCO2e (an average 5% reduction needed to achieve 1990 base)

CARB has also made substantial progress in achieving its goal of achieving 1990 emissions levels
by 2020. As described earlier in this section, CARB revised the 2020 BAU inventory forecast to
account for new lower growth projections, which resulted in a new lower reduction from BAU to
achieve the 1990 base. The previous reduction from 2020 BAU needed to achieve 1990 levels
was 28.4% and the latest reduction from 2020 BAU is 21.7%.

e 2020:545 MMTCO,e BAU (an average 21.7% reduction from BAU needed to achieve 1990
base)

Senate Bill (SB) 32

On September 8, 2016, Governor Jerry Brown signed the SB 32 and its companion bill, AB 197. SB
32 requires the state to reduce statewide GHG emissions to 40% below 1990 levels by 2030, a
reduction target that was first introduced in Executive Order B-30-15. The new legislation builds
upon the AB 32 goal of 1990 levels by 2020 and provides an intermediate goal to achieving S-3-
05, which sets a statewide GHG reduction target of 80% below 1990 levels by 2050. AB 197 creates
a legislative committee to oversee regulators to ensure that CARB not only responds to the
Governor, but also the Legislature (34).

AB 197

A condition of approval for SB 32 was the passage of AB 197. AB 197 requires that CARB consider
the social costs of GHG emissions and prioritize direct reductions in GHG emissions at mobile
sources and large stationary sources. AB 197 also gives the California legislature more oversight
over CARB through the addition of two legislatively appointed members to the CARB Board and
the establishment a legislative committee to make recommendations about CARB programs to
the legislature.

Executive Order B-55-18 and SB 100

Executive Order B-55-18 and SB 100. SB 100 and Executive Order B-55-18 were signed by
Governor Brown on September 10, 2018. Under the existing RPS, 25% of retail sales are required
to be from renewable sources by December 31, 2016, 33% by December 31, 2020, 40% by
December 31, 2024, 45% by December 31, 2027, and 50% by December 31, 2030. SB 100 raises
California’s RPS requirement to 50% renewable resources target by December 31, 2026, and to
achieve a 60% target by December 31, 2030. SB 100 also requires that retail sellers and local
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publicly owned electric utilities procure a minimum quantity of electricity products from eligible
renewable energy resources so that the total kilowatt hours of those products sold to their retail
end-use customers achieve 44% of retail sales by December 31, 2024, 52% by December 31, 2027,
and 60% by December 31, 2030. In addition to targets under AB 32 and SB 32, Executive Order B-
55-18 establishes a carbon neutrality goal for the state of California by 2045; and sets a goal to
maintain net negative emissions thereafter. The Executive Order directs the California Natural
Resources Agency (CNRA), California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA), the Department
of Food and Agriculture (CDFA), and CARB to include sequestration targets in the Natural and
Working Lands Climate Change Implementation Plan consistent with the carbon neutrality goal.

Title 24 California Code of Regulations (CCR)

California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 24 Part 6: The California Energy Code was first adopted
in 1978 in response to a legislative mandate to reduce California’s energy consumption.

The standards are updated periodically to allow consideration and possible incorporation of new
energy efficient technologies and methods. CCR, Title 24, Part 11: California Green Building
Standards Code (CALGreen) is a comprehensive and uniform regulatory code for all residential,
industrial, commercial, and school buildings that went in effect on August 1, 2009, and is
administered by the California Building Standards Commission.

CALGreen is updated on a regular basis, with the most recent approved update consisting of the
2022 California Green Building Code Standards that was effective on January 1, 20237. As
construction of the Project is anticipated to be completed in 2025, the Project would be required
to comply with the Title 24 standards in place at that time.

SCAQMD

SCAQMD is the agency responsible for air quality planning and regulation in the SCAB. The
SCAQMD addresses the impacts to climate change of projects subject to SCAQMD permit as a
lead agency if they are the only agency having discretionary approval for the project and acts as
a responsible agency when a land use agency must also approve discretionary permits for the
project. The SCAQMD acts as an expert commenting agency for impacts to air quality. This
expertise carries over to GHG emissions, so the agency helps local land use agencies through the
development of models and emission thresholds that can be used to address GHG emissions.

In 2008, SCAQMD formed a Working Group to identify GHG emissions thresholds for land use
projects that could be used by local lead agencies in the SCAB. The Working Group developed
several different options that are contained in the SCAQMD Draft Guidance Document - Interim
CEQA GHG Significance Threshold, that could be applied by lead agencies. The working group
has not provided additional guidance since release of the interim guidance in 2008. The SCAQMD
Board has not approved the thresholds; however, the Guidance Document provides substantial
evidence supporting the approaches to significance of GHG emissions that can be considered by
the lead agency in adopting its own threshold. The current interim thresholds consist of the
following tiered approach:

7 The 2022 California Green Building Standard Code will be published July 1, 2022.
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e Tier 1 consists of evaluating whether or not the project qualifies for any applicable
exemption under CEQA.

e Tier 2 consists of determining whether the project is consistent with a GHG reduction
plan. If a project is consistent with a qualifying local GHG reduction plan, it does not have
significant GHG emissions.

e Tier 3 consists of screening values, which the lead agency can choose, but must be
consistent with all projects within its jurisdiction. A project's construction emissions are
averaged over 30 years and are added to the project's operational emissions. If a project’s
emissions are below one of the following screening thresholds, then the project is less
than significant:

o Residential and commercial land use: 3,000 metric ton of CO. equivalent
(MTCOze/yr)

o Industrial land use: 10,000 MTCOe/yr

o Based on land use type: residential: 3,500 MTCO.e/yr; commercial: 1,400
MTCOze/yr; or mixed use: 3,000 MTCOze/yr

e Tier 4 has the following options:

o Option 1: Reduce Business-as-Usual (BAU) emissions by a certain percentage; this
percentage is currently undefined.

o Option 2: Early implementation of applicable AB 32 Scoping Plan measures

o Option 3: 2020 target for service populations (SP), which includes residents and
employees: 4.8 MTCO,e per SP per year for projects and 6.6 MTCO,e per SP per
year for plans;

o Option 3, 2035 target: 3.0 MTCO,e per SP per year for projects and 4.1 MTCO.e
per SP per year for plans

e Tier 5involves mitigation offsets to achieve target significance threshold.

The SCAQMD's interim thresholds used the Executive Order S-3-05-year 2050 goal as the basis
for the Tier 3 screening level. Achieving the Executive Order's objective would contribute to
worldwide efforts to cap CO, concentrations at 450 ppm, thus stabilizing global climate.

SCAQMD only has authority over GHG emissions from development projects that include air
quality permits. At this time, it is unknown if the project would include stationary sources of
emissions subject to SCAQMD permits. Notwithstanding, if the Project requires a stationary
permit, it would be subject to the applicable SCAQMD regulations.

SCAQMD Regulation XXVII, adopted in 2009 includes the following rules:
e Rule 2700 defines terms and post global warming potentials.

e Rule 2701, Southern California (SoCal) Climate Solutions Exchange, establishes a
voluntary program to encourage, quantify, and certify voluntary, high quality certified
GHG emission reductions in the SCAQMD.
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e Rule 2702, GHG Reduction Program created a program to produce GHG emission
reductions within the SCAQMD. The SCAQMD will fund projects through contracts in
response to requests for proposals or purchase reductions from other parties.

SCAQMD is the agency responsible for air quality planning and regulation in the SCAB. The
SCAQMD addresses the impacts to climate change of projects subject to SCAQMD permit as a
lead agency if they are the only agency having discretionary approval for the project and acts as
a responsible agency when a land use agency must also approve discretionary permits for the
project. The SCAQMD acts as an expert commenting agency for impacts to air quality. This
expertise carries over to GHG emissions, so the agency helps local land use agencies through the
development of models and emission thresholds that can be used to address GHG emissions.

City of Ontario Community Climate Action Plan (CCAP)

The Community Climate Action Plan (CCAP) contains further guidance on the City of Ontario’s
GHG Inventory reduction goals, policies, guidelines, and implementation programs. The purpose
of the CCAP is to provide guidance on how to analyze GHG emissions and determine significance
during the CEQA review of proposed development projects within the City of Ontario (35). The
CCAP builds upon the Reduction Plan to address City-specific information and City-specific GHG
reduction measures. To address the state’s requirement to reduce GHG emissions, the CCAP was
prepared with the goal of reducing GHG emissions within the City by 15% below 2008 levels by
the year 2020. The City's target is consistent with the AB 32 target and ensures that the City of
Ontario achieves GHG reductions locally that complement and are consistent with state efforts
to reduce GHG emissions.

As part of the CCAP, the City of Ontario published a guidance document titled “Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, CEQA Thresholds and Screening Tables” (December 2014). As part of this guidance,
the CCAP determined that if GHG emissions of a given project exceeds 3,000 MTCO2e/yr, then
project emissions would need to be reduced by 25 percent when compared to year 2008
emissions levels. Alternatively, the project would need to achieve a minimum of 100 points
pursuant to measures identified in the Screening Tables.

The 2022 update to the Ontario Plan includes an update to the City's CCAP which was originally
adopted on December 16, 2014. As stated in The Ontario Plan 2050 Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR), the measures included in the 2022 update to the CCAP are
not substantially different than that of the 2014 CCAP and therefore there is no change in the
environmental impacts associated with the CCAP (36).

GHG IMPACTS

Standards of Significance

According to the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G thresholds, to determine whether impacts from
GHG emissions are significant. Would the project:

e Threshold 1: Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

e Threshold 2: Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs?
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The evaluation of an impact under CEQA requires measuring data from a project against both
existing conditions and a “threshold of significance.” For establishing significance thresholds, the
Office of Planning and Research’s amendments to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7(c) state
“[wlhen adopting thresholds of significance, a lead agency may consider thresholds of
significance previously adopted or recommended by other public agencies, or recommended by
experts, provided the decision of the lead agency to adopt such thresholds is supported by
substantial evidence.”

Discussion on Establishment of Significance Thresholds

As previously stated, SEIR identifies that the measures included in the 2022 update to the CCAP
are not substantially different than that of the 2014 CCAP and therefore there is no change in the
environmental impacts associated with the CCAP. As such, and consistent with the 2014 CCAP,
this analysis relies on the annual screening threshold of 3,000 MTCO.e/yr to define small projects
that are considered less than significant and do not require further GHG emissions calculations
or analysis. Projects that do not exceed an annual 3,000 MTCO,e/yr are therefore considered less
than significant and would not require further analysis or mitigation.

GHG IMPACTS - CONSISTENCY WITH THRESHOLD NO. 1

Would the Project have the potential to generate direct or indirect GHG emissions that would
result in a significant impact on the environment?

PROJECT GHG EMISSIONS

The estimated GHG emissions for the Project land use are summarized on Table 13. The
estimated GHG emission include emissions from Carbon Dioxide (CO,), Methane (CHy,), Nitrous
Oxide (N0), and Refrigerants (R). As shown on Table 13, the Project would generate a total of
approximately 3,557.75 MTCOze/yr. Detailed operation model outputs for the proposed Project
are presented in Attachment A.

TABLE 13: TOTAL PROJECT GHG EMISSIONS

Emission (Ibs/day)
Source
CO, CH4 N>O R Total COe
/;;r;‘ifi'zzzns\t/;‘g?;:;'sated emissions 27.07 | 133603 | 1.33803 | 1.93E-02 27.53
Mobile Source 1,927.00 0.09 0.15 3.62 1,978.00
Area Source 6.99 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 7.02
Energy Source 775.00 0.07 0.01 0.00 779.00
Water Source 113.00 2.60 0.06 0.00 196.00
Waste Source 28.90 2.89 0.00 0.00 101.00
Refrigerants Source 0.00 0.00 0.00 58.20 58.20
On-Site Equipment Source 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 94.73
TRU Source 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 316.27
Total CO.e (All Sources) 3,557.75
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The estimated GHG emissions from the TOP 2050 adopted Industrial land use designation are
summarized on Table 14. Detailed operation model outputs for the TOP 2050 adopted Industrial
land use designation are presented in Attachment D.

TABLE 14: TOP 2050 GHG EMISSIONS

Source

Mobile Source
Area Source
Energy Source
Water

Waste
Refrigerants

Total COze (All Sources)

CO,
4,830.00
8.09
694.00
129.00
33.50
0.00

CHa
0.24
<0.005
0.06
3.01
3.34
0.00

Emission (Ibs/day)

N,O R Total COe
0.30 8.66 4,933.00
<0.005 0.00 8.33
<0.005 0.00 697.00
0.07 0.00 225.00
0.00 0.00 117.00
0.00 67.30 67.30
6,047.63

PROJECT NET NEW GHG EMISSIONS - COMPARISON TO TOP 2050

Table 15 shows the Project is anticipated to generate less GHG emissions per day as compared
to emissions generated by the TOP 2050 adopted Industrial land use designation.

TABLE 15: PROJECT NET NEW GHG EMISSIONS

Emission Source
Proposed Project
TOP 2050
Net Emissions (Proposed - TOP 2050)

Total COze
3,557.75
6,047.63
-2,489.88
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EXISTING BUILDING GHG EMISSIONS

Tom Cruikshank, Link Logistics Real Estate

June 6, 2023
Page 35 of 36

The estimated GHG emissions from the existing buildings are summarized on Table 16. Detailed
operation model outputs for the existing buildings are presented in Attachment C.

TABLE 16: EXISTING BUILDING GHG EMISSIONS

Source

Mobile Source

Area Source

Energy Source

Water

Waste

Refrigerants

On-Site Cargo Equipment
Total COze (All Sources)

CO,
1,445.00
3.28
612.00
21.20
55.10
0.00
0.00

CH4
0.06
<0.005
0.06
0.50
5.51
0.00
0.00

Emission (Ibs/day)

N>O R Total COe
0.06 3.22 1,467.00

<0.005 0.00 3.37

< 0.005 0.00 614.00
0.01 0.00 37.20
0.00 0.00 193.00
0.00 212.00 212.00
0.00 0.00 94.73

2,621.30

PROJECT NET NEW GHG EMISSIONS - COMPARISON TO EXISTING BUILDING

Table 17 shows the Project is anticipated to generate more GHG emissions per day as compared
to emissions generated by the existing building, additionally; the proposed Projects emissions

would still be less than the applicable thresholds.

TABLE 17: PROJECT NET NEW GHG EMISSIONS

Emission Source
Proposed Project
Existing Building

Net Emissions (Proposed - Existing)

Total COze
3,557.75
2,621.30

936.45

As discussed within the CCAP, projects that generate less than 3,000 MTCO,e/yr would have a
less-than-significant GHG emissions impact. As shown on Table 17, the proposed Project would
generate a total of 936.45 MTCOe/yr and would therefore not exceed the 3,000 MTCOze/yr
significance threshold and a less than significant impact is expected.

GHG IMPACTS - CONSISTENCY WITH THRESHOLD NO. 2

Would the Project have the potential to conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation
of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs?

Pursuant to 15604.4 of the CEQA Guidelines, a lead agency may rely on qualitative analysis or
performance-based standards to determine the significance of impacts from GHG emissions (37).
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The 2022 Scoping Plan for Achieving Carbon Neutrality (2022 Scoping Plan) lays out a path to
achieve targets for carbon neutrality and reduce anthropogenic greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
by 85 percent below 1990 levels no later than 2045, as directed by Assembly Bill 1279. The actions
and outcomes in the plan will achieve significant reductions in fossil fuel combustion by deploying
clean technologies and fuels, further reductions in short-lived climate pollutants, support for
sustainable development, increased action on natural and working lands to reduce emissions
and sequester carbon, and the capture and storage of carbon (38).

Finally, the Project is consistent with the general plan land use designation, density, building
intensity, and applicable policies specified for the Project area in SCAG's Sustainable Community
Strategy/ Regional Transportation Plan, which pursuant to SB 375 calls for the integration of
transportation, land-use and housing policies to plan for achievement of the GHG-emissions
target for the region. Thus, a less than significant impact related to GHG emissions from Project
construction and operation would occur and no mitigation is required.

CONCLUSION

Results of the assessment indicate that the Project is not anticipated to result in a significant
impact during construction or operational activities associated with air quality and GHG.
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Project Name 15364 - Woodruff Way Logistics Center

Lead Agency —

Land Use Scale Project/site

Analysis Level for Defaults County

Windspeed (m/s) 2.80

Precipitation (days) 20.8

Location 34.049207, -117.552997
County San Bernardino-South Coast
City Ontario

Air District South Coast AQMD

Air Basin South Coast

TAZ 5284

EDFzZ 10

Electric Utility Southern California Edison
Gas Utility Southern California Gas

1.2. Land Use Types

Land Use Subtype Building Area (sq ft) Landscape Area (sq |Special Landscape |Population Description
Area (sq ft)

Unrefrigerated 1000sqft 292,976 110,740
Warehouse-No Ralil

Refrigerated 51.7 1000sqft 1.19 51,702 0.00 — — —
Warehouse-No Rail
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Parking Lot 264 Space 2.38 0.00 0.00
Other Non-Asphalt  6.46 Acre 6.46 0.00 0.00
Surfaces
User Defined 345 User Defined Unit 0.00 0.00 0.00
Industrial

1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

No measures selected

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

unmit. 4.45 60.2 36.1 41.2 0.06 1.60 6.80 7.95 1.47 2.74 4.22

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Unmit. 4.30 3.62 34.5 315 0.06 1.45 2.96 441 1.33 1.05 2.38

Average — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily
(Max)

Unmit. 1.15 5.63 7.40 12.1 0.02 0.29 1.18 1.48 0.27 0.30 0.57

Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

unmit. 0.21 1.03 1.35 2.20 <0.005 0.05 0.22 0.27 0.05 0.06 0.10

2.2. Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated

8/55

8,336

6,956

2,892

479

8,336

6,956

2,892

479

0.64

0.30

0.15

0.02

0.77

0.30

0.14

0.02

13.7

0.32

2.37

0.39

8,459

6,987

2,940

487
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Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily - —

Summer

(Max)

2024 4.45 3.74 36.1 34.4 0.06 1.60 6.80 7.95 1.47 2.74 4.22 — 8,194 8,194 0.64 0.77 10.6 8,449
2025 3.70 60.2 22.3 41.2 0.05 0.87 2.84 3.71 0.80 0.68 1.49 — 8,336 8,336 0.39 0.33 13.7 8,459
Daily - — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

2024 4.30 3.62 345 315 0.06 1.45 2.96 4.41 1.33 1.05 2.38 — 6,956 6,956 0.30 0.30 0.32 6,987
2025 2.28 1.87 13.6 235 0.04 0.49 2.27 2.75 0.45 0.55 1.00 — 5,859 5,859 0.30 0.30 0.30 5,955
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

2024 1.00 0.80 7.40 8.14 0.01 0.29 1.18 1.48 0.27 0.30 0.57 — 2,010 2,010 0.12 0.11 1.13 2,047
2025 1.15 5.63 6.91 12.1 0.02 0.25 1.09 1.34 0.23 0.26 0.49 — 2,892 2,892 0.15 0.14 2.37 2,940
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
2024 0.18 0.15 1.35 1.49 <0.005 0.05 0.22 0.27 0.05 0.06 0.10 — 333 333 0.02 0.02 0.19 339
2025 0.21 1.03 1.26 2.20 <0.005 0.05 0.20 0.24 0.04 0.05 0.09 — 479 479 0.02 0.02 0.39 487

2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

unmit. 6.25 13.1 11.2 54.8 0.14 0.31 4.04 4.35 0.30 0.79 1.09 327 19,173 19,500 34.2 1.44 410 21,194

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Unmit. 3.46 10.5 11.6 33.2 0.14 0.29 4.04 4.33 0.28 0.79 1.06 327 18,539 18,867 34.2 1.45 353 20,508
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Average — — — — — — —
Daily
(Max)

Unmit. 4.86 11.9 10.4 40.6 0.12 0.28 3.52

Annual — — — — — — —
(Max)

Unmit. 0.89 2.17 1.90 7.40 0.02 0.05 0.64

2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

3.80

0.69

0.28

0.05

0.68

0.12
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0.96 327 16,893 17,221 34.1 131 373 18,838

0.18 54.2 2,797 2,851 5.65 0.22 61.8 3,119

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Mobile
Area
Energy
Water
Waste
Refrig.
Total

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Mobile
Area
Energy
Water
Waste

Refrig.

3.38
2.67
0.20

6.25

3.25

0.20

2.68
10.3
0.10

13.1

2.56
7.87
0.10

9.18

0.13
1.86

11.2

9.70

1.86

38.2
15.0
1.56

54.8

317

1.56

0.13
< 0.005
0.01

0.14

0.13

0.01

0.14
0.02
0.14

0.31

0.14

0.14

4.04

4.19
0.02
0.14

4.35

4.19

0.14

0.14
0.03
0.14

0.30

0.14

0.14

0.79

0.92
0.03
0.14

1.09

0.92

0.14

— 13,902
— 61.6
— 4,682
153 527
175 0.00
327 19,173
— 13,330
— 4,682
153 527
175 0.00

13,902
61.6
4,682
680
175

19,500

13,330
4,682
680
175

0.63
<0.005
0.43
15.7

175

34.2

0.64

0.43
15.7
17.5

1.03
< 0.005
0.03
0.38
0.00

1.44

1.04

0.03
0.38
0.00

58.5

351
410

351

14,282
61.9
4,702
1,185
611
351
21,194

13,658
4,702
1,185
611
351
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Total 3.46 10.5 11.6 33.2 0.14 0.29 4.04 4.33 0.28 0.79 1.06 327 18,539 18,867 34.2 1.45 353 20,508
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Mobile 2.83 2.23 8.48 28.7 0.11 0.12 3.52 3.65 0.12 0.68 0.80 — 11,642 11,642 0.55 0.90 21.9 11,945
Area 1.83 9.56 0.09 10.3 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.02 — 0.02 — 42.2 42.2 <0.005 <0.005 — 42.4
Energy 0.20 0.10 1.86 1.56 0.01 0.14 — 0.14 0.14 — 0.14 — 4,682 4,682 0.43 0.03 — 4,702
Water — — — — — — — — — — — 153 527 680 15.7 0.38 — 1,185
Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 175 0.00 175 17.5 0.00 — 611
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 351 351
Total 4.86 11.9 10.4 40.6 0.12 0.28 3.52 3.80 0.28 0.68 0.96 327 16,893 17,221 34.1 1.31 373 18,838
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Mobile 0.52 0.41 1.55 5.24 0.02 0.02 0.64 0.67 0.02 0.12 0.15 — 1,927 1,927 0.09 0.15 3.62 1,978
Area 0.33 1.74 0.02 1.87 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 6.99 6.99 <0.005 <0.005 — 7.02
Energy 0.04 0.02 0.34 0.29 <0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03 — 775 775 0.07 0.01 — 779
Water — — — — — — — — — — — 25.3 87.3 113 2.60 0.06 — 196
Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 28.9 0.00 28.9 2.89 0.00 — 101
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 58.2 58.2
Total 0.89 2.17 1.90 7.40 0.02 0.05 0.64 0.69 0.05 0.12 0.18 54.2 2,797 2,851 5.65 0.22 61.8 3,119

3. Construction Emissions Details

3.1. Demolition (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Summer
(Max)
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Off-Road 3.12
Equipment

Demolitio —
n

Onsite 0.00
truck

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Average —
Daily

Off-Road 0.26
Equipment

Demolitio —
n

Onsite 0.00
truck

Annual —

Off-Road 0.05
Equipment

Demolitio —
n

Onsite 0.00
truck

Offsite —

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Worker  0.09
Vendor 0.02
Hauling 0.58

2.62

0.00

0.22

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.08
0.01
0.09
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24.9 21.7 0.03 1.06 — 1.06 0.98 — 0.98 — 3425 3425 0.4 0.03 — 3,437
— — — — 5.41 5.41 — 0.82 0.82 — — — — — — —
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2.05 1.79 <0.005 0.09 — 0.09 0.08 — 0.08 — 282 282 0.01 <0.005 — 282
— — — — 0.44 0.44 — 0.07 0.07 — — — — — — —
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.37 0.33 <0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.01 — 0.01 — 46.6 46.6 <0.005 <0.005 — 46.8
— — — — 0.08 0.08 — 0.01 0.01 — — — — — — —
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.07 1.27 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.05 0.05 — 216 216 0.01 0.01 0.86 219
0.22 0.12 <0.005 <0.005 0.05 0.05 <0.005 0.01 0.02 — 188 188 0.01 0.03 0.52 197
5.36 3.00 0.03 0.08 1.15 1.23 0.05 0.31 0.37 — 4365 4,365  0.48 0.70 9.19 4,596
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker  0.01 0.01 0.01 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 <0.005 <0.006 — 16.5 16.5 <0.005 <0.005 0.03 16.7
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 15.5 15.5 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 16.2
Hauling 0.05 0.01 0.46 0.25 <0.005 0.01 0.09 0.10 <0.005 0.03 0.03 — 359 359 0.04 0.06 0.32 377
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.006 — 2.73 2.73 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 2.77
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.0056 — 2.56 2.56 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 2.68
Hauling 0.01 <0.005 0.08 0.05 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.02 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 — 59.4 59.4 0.01 0.01 0.05 62.5

3.3. Site Preparation (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Off-Road 4.34 3.65 36.0 32.9 0.05 1.60 — 1.60 1.47 — 1.47 — 5,296 5,296 0.21 0.04 — 5,314
Equipment

Dust — — — — — — 5.66 5.66 — 2.69 2.69 — — — — — — —
From

Material

Movement

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Winter
(Max)
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Average —
Daily

Off-Road 0.12
Equipment

Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite 0.00
truck

Annual —

Off-Road 0.02
Equipment

Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite 0.00
truck

Offsite —

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Worker  0.10
Vendor 0.01
Hauling 0.00

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Average —
Daily

Worker < 0.005

Vendor < 0.005

0.10

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.09
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.99

0.00

0.18

0.00

0.08
0.07
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.90

0.00

0.16

0.00

1.48
0.04
0.00

0.03
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
<0.005

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005

0.16

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.23

0.02
0.00

0.01
< 0.005

0.04

0.16

0.00

0.01

0.03

0.00

0.23

0.02
0.00

0.01
< 0.005

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005

14 /55

0.07

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.05

< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005
<0.005
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0.04

0.07

0.00

0.01

0.01

0.00

0.05

0.01
0.00

< 0.005
<0.005

145

0.00

24.0

0.00

252
62.7
0.00

6.42
1.72

145

0.00

24.0

0.00

252
62.7
0.00

6.42
1.72

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01
< 0.005
0.00

<0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01
0.01
0.00

<0.005
<0.005

0.00

0.00

1.01
0.17
0.00

0.01
< 0.005

146

0.00

24.1

0.00

256
65.8
0.00

6.51
1.80

Iltem B - 163 of 2383



15364 - Woodruff Way Logistics Center Detailed Report, 3/30/2023

Hauling  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 1.06 1.06 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 1.08
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 0.28 0.28 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.30
Hauling  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.5. Grading (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Summer
(Max)

Off-Road 4.19 3.52 34.3 30.2 0.06 1.45 — 1.45 1.33 — 1.33 — 6,598 6,598 0.27 0.05 — 6,621
Equipment

Dust — — — — — — 2.67 2.67 — 0.98 0.98 — — — — — — —
From

Material

Movemen:

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Off-Road 4.19 3.52 34.3 30.2 0.06 1.45 — 1.45 1.33 — 1.33 — 6,598 6,598 0.27 0.05 — 6,621
Equipment

Dust — — — — — — 2.67 2.67 — 0.98 0.98 — — — — — — —
From

Material

Movement

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck
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Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Off-Road 0.23 0.19 1.88 1.65 <0.005 0.08 — 0.08 0.07 — 0.07 — 362 362 0.01 <0.005 — 363
Equipment

Dust — — — — — — 0.15 0.15 — 0.05 0.05 — — — — — — —
From

Material

Movement

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Off-Road 0.04 0.04 0.34 0.30 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 59.9 59.9 <0.005 <0.005 — 60.1
Equipment

Dust — — — — — — 0.03 0.03 — 0.01 0.01 — — — — — — —
From

Material

Movement

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — i — — _ _ _

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Summer
(Max)

Worker  0.11 0.10 0.10 1.69 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.26 0.00 0.06 0.06 — 288 288 0.01 0.01 1.15 292
Vendor 0.01 <0.005 0.11 0.06 <0.005 <0.005 0.03 0.03 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 94.1 94.1 0.01 0.01 0.26 98.7
Hauling  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — - — — _ _
Winter
(Max)

Worker  0.11 0.10 0.11 1.28 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.26 0.00 0.06 0.06 — 264 264 0.01 0.01 0.03 267
Vendor 0.01 <0.005 0.11 0.06 <0.005 <0.005 0.03 0.03 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 94.1 94.1 0.01 0.01 0.01 98.5
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Average
Daily

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Annual

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

0.01
< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

0.01
< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

0.01
0.01
0.00
< 0.005
< 0.005

0.00

0.07
< 0.005
0.00
0.01
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00

3.7. Building Construction (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

0.01
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

0.01
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

14.7
5.15
0.00

2.43
0.85

0.00

14.7
5.15
0.00

2.43
0.85

0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

0.03
0.01
0.00

<0.005
<0.005
0.00

15364 - Woodruff Way Logistics Center Detailed Report, 3/30/2023

14.9
5.40
0.00

2.46
0.89
0.00

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Daily, — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Off-Road 1.55 1.30 12.2 14.2 0.03 0.54
Equipment

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Average — — — — — —
Daily

Off-Road 0.21 0.18 1.64 1.92
Equipment

<0.005 0.07

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Annual — — — — — —

0.00

0.00

0.54

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.49

0.00

0.07

0.00

171755

0.00

0.00

0.49

0.00

0.07

0.00

2,630

0.00

355

0.00

2,630

0.00

355

0.00

0.11

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

2,639

0.00

356

0.00
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Off-Road 0.04
Equipment
Onsite 0.00
truck

Offsite —
Daily, —
Summer

(Max)

Daily, —
Winter

(Max)

Worker 0.79
Vendor 0.14
Hauling 0.00
Average —
Daily

Worker 0.11
Vendor  0.02
Hauling 0.00
Annual —
Worker  0.02
Vendor < 0.005
Hauling 0.00

0.03

0.00

0.71
0.04
0.00

0.10
0.01
0.00
0.02
< 0.005
0.00

0.30

0.00

0.83
1.65
0.00

0.11
0.22
0.00
0.02
0.04
0.00
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0.35 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 58.8 58.8 <0.005 <0.0056 — 59.0
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
9.25 0.00 0.00 1.89 1.89 0.00 0.44 0.44 — 1,910 1,910 0.09 0.07 0.22 1,934
0.86 0.01 0.02 0.38 0.40 0.02 0.10 0.12 — 1,380 1,380 0.11 0.21 0.10 1,444
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
131 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.25 0.00 0.06 0.06 — 262 262 0.01 0.01 0.49 265
0.12 <0.005 <0.005 0.05 0.05 <0.005 0.01 0.02 — 186 186 0.01 0.03 0.22 195
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.24 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.01 — 43.3 43.3 <0.005 <0.005 0.08 43.9
0.02 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 30.8 30.8 <0.005 <0.005 0.04 32.3
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.9. Building Construction (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

ROG PM10E |PM10D |PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D |[PM2.5T |BCO2 NBCO2 |CO2T _

(oo (106 [ro0

Onsite

18/55 Item B - 167 of 2383



Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Off-Road 1.45
Equipment

Onsite 0.00
truck

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Off-Road 1.45
Equipment

Onsite 0.00
truck

Average —
Daily

Off-Road 0.68
Equipment

Onsite 0.00
truck

Annual —

Off-Road 0.12
Equipment

Onsite 0.00
truck

Offsite —

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Worker 0.74
Vendor 0.13
Hauling  0.00

1.21

0.00

1.21

0.00

0.57

0.00

0.10

0.00

0.66
0.04
0.00

11.3

0.00

11.3

0.00

5.29

0.00

0.97

0.00

0.64
151
0.00

141

0.00

141

0.00

6.62

0.00

1.21

0.00

11.3
0.82
0.00

0.03

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.01
0.00

0.47

0.00

0.47

0.00

0.22

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.00
0.02
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.89
0.38
0.00

0.47

0.00

0.47

0.00

0.22

0.00

0.04

0.00

1.89
0.40
0.00

0.43

0.00

0.43

0.00

0.20

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.00
0.02
0.00

19/55

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.44
0.10
0.00
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0.43

0.00

0.43

0.00

0.20

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.44
0.12
0.00

2,630

0.00

2,630

0.00

1,230

0.00

204

0.00

2,040
1,357
0.00

2,630

0.00

2,630

0.00

1,230

0.00

204

0.00

2,040
1,357
0.00

0.11

0.00

0.11

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.08
0.11
0.00

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.01

0.00

<0.005

0.00

0.07
0.21
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

7.57
3.82
0.00

2,639

0.00

2,639

0.00

1,234

0.00

204

0.00

2,071
1,425
0.00
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Worker  0.69 0.62 0.70 8.50 0.00 0.00 1.89 1.89 0.00 0.44 0.44 — 1,870 1,870 0.09 0.07 0.20 1,894
Vendor 0.13 0.04 1.57 0.82 0.01 0.02 0.38 0.40 0.02 0.10 0.12 — 1,358 1,358 0.11 0.21 0.10 1,422
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker  0.32 0.29 0.36 4.19 0.00 0.00 0.87 0.87 0.00 0.20 0.20 — 887 887 0.04 0.03 1.53 900
Vendor  0.06 0.02 0.74 0.38 <0.005 0.01 0.17 0.18 0.01 0.05 0.06 — 635 635 0.05 0.10 0.77 666
Hauling  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker  0.06 0.05 0.06 0.77 0.00 0.00 0.16 0.16 0.00 0.04 0.04 — 147 147 0.01 0.01 0.25 149
Vendor 0.01 <0.005 0.14 0.07 <0.005 <0.005 0.03 0.03 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 105 105 0.01 0.02 0.13 110
Hauling  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.11. Paving (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Off-Road 0.95 0.80 7.45 9.98 0.01 0.35 — 0.35 0.32 — 0.32 — 1,511 1,511 0.06 0.01 — 1,517
Equipment

Paving — 0.31 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Daily

Off-Road 0.05 0.04 0.41 0.55 <0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 82.8 82.8 <0.005 <0.005 — 83.1
Equipment

Paving — 0.02 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Annual — — — — — — — — — —_ _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Off-Road 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.10 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.0056 — <0.005 — 13.7 13.7 <0.005 <0.005 — 13.8
Equipment

Paving — <0.005 — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _ _ _

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Summer
(Max)

Worker  0.08 0.07 0.07 1.17 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.05 0.05 — 211 211 0.01 0.01 0.78 215
Vendor  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, — — — — —_ —_ —_ —_ — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
Daily

Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 10.8 10.8 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 10.9
Vendor  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
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Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 1.78 1.78 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 181
Vendor  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.13. Architectural Coating (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Summer
(Max)

Off-Road 0.21 0.17 1.18 1.52 <0.005 0.04 — 0.04 0.03 — 0.03 — 178 178 0.01 <0.005 — 179
Equipment

Architect — 56.8 — — — — — — — — — — _ — — _ _ _
ural
Coatings

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Winter
(Max)

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Daily

Off-Road 0.02 0.01 0.10 0.12 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 14.6 14.6 <0.005 <0.005 — 14.7
Equipment

Architect — 4.67 — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
ural
Coatings

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
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Off-Road < 0.005
Equipment

Architect
ural
Coatings

Onsite
truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Average
Daily

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Annual

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

4. Operations Emissions Details

4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land Use

0.00

0.15
0.00

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.85

0.00

0.13
0.00

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.02

0.00

0.13
0.00

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.02

0.00

2.25
0.00

0.00

0.15
0.00
0.00

0.03
0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.38
0.00

0.00

0.03
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.38
0.00

0.00

0.03
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
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0.00

0.09
0.00

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.09
0.00

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00

2.42

0.00

408
0.00

0.00

31.2
0.00
0.00

5.16
0.00
0.00

2.42

0.00

408
0.00

0.00

31.2
0.00
0.00

5.16
0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.02
0.00

0.00

<0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

<0.005

0.00

0.01
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

151
0.00

0.00

0.05
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00
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2.43

0.00

414
0.00

0.00

31.6
0.00
0.00

5.23
0.00
0.00
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4.1.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Unrefrige 2.23 2.01 1.37 28.4 0.06 0.03 2.27 2.29 0.02 0.39 0.41 — 6,215 6,215 0.19 0.14 22.4 6,284
rated

Warehou

se-No

Ralil

Refrigera 0.35 0.31 0.21 4.40 0.01 <0.005 0.35 0.36 <0.005 0.06 0.06 — 965 965 0.03 0.02 3.48 975
ted

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Parking 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Lot

Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

User 0.80 0.35 7.59 5.46 0.06 0.11 1.42 1.54 0.11 0.34 0.45 — 6,722 6,722 0.41 0.87 32.6 7,023
Defined
Industrial

Total 3.38 2.68 9.18 38.2 0.13 0.14 4.04 4.19 0.14 0.79 0.92 — 13,902 13,902 0.63 1.03 58.5 14,282

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Unrefrige 2.13 1.91 1.53 22.7 0.06 0.03 2.27 2.29 0.02 0.39 0.41 — 5,720 5,720 0.20 0.15 0.58 5,769
rated

Warehou

se-No

Ralil
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Refrigera 0.33
ted

Warehou

Rail

Parking  0.00
Lot

Other 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

User 0.79
Defined
Industrial

Total 3.25
Annual —

Unrefrige 0.34
rated

Warehou
se-No

Rail

Refrigera 0.05
ted

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Parking  0.00

Lot

Other 0.00

Non-Asphalt

Surfaces

User 0.12

Defined

Industrial

Total 0.52
4.2. Energy

0.30

0.00

0.00

0.34

2.56

0.31

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.05

0.41

0.24

0.00

0.00

7.93

9.70

0.25

0.04

0.00

0.00

1.26

1.55

3.52

0.00

0.00

5.43

31.7

3.81

0.59

0.00

0.00

0.85

5.24

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.06

0.13

0.01

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.02

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.11

0.14

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.02

0.02

0.35

0.00

0.00

1.42

4.04

0.36

0.06

0.00

0.00

0.22

0.64

0.36

0.00

0.00

154

4.19

0.37

0.06

0.00

0.00

0.24

0.67

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.11

0.14

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.02

0.02
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0.06

0.00

0.00

0.34

0.79

0.06

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.05

0.12
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0.06

0.00

0.00

0.45

0.92

0.07

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.07

0.15

888

0.00

0.00

6,723

13,330

844

130

0.00

0.00

953

1,927

888

0.00

0.00

6,723

13,330

844

130

0.00

0.00

953

1,927

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.41

0.64

0.03

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.06

0.09

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.87

1.04

0.02

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.12

0.15

0.09

0.00

0.00

0.84

1.52

141

0.22

0.00

0.00

1.99

3.62

895

0.00

0.00

6,993

13,658

853

132

0.00

0.00

993

1,978
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4.2.1. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Unrefrige —
rated
Warehou
se-No

Ralil

Refrigera —
ted

Warehou
se-No

Rail

Parking —
Lot

Other —
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

User —
Defined
Industrial

Total —

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Unrefrige —
rated
Warehou
se-No

Ralil

— — — — — — — — — — — 1,293

— — — — — — — — — — — 1,081

— — — — — — — — — — — 86.6

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00

— — — — — — — — — — — 2,460

— — — — — — — — — — — 1,293

26 /55

1,293

1,081

86.6

0.00

0.00

2,460

1,293

0.12

0.10

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.23

0.12

0.01

0.01

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.03

0.01

1,300

1,088

87.1

0.00

0.00

2,475

1,300
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Refrigera — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,081 1,081 0.10 0.01 — 1,088
ted

Warehou

Rail

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — — 86.6 86.6 0.01 <0.005 — 87.1
Lot

Other — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

User — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Industrial

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 2,460 2,460 0.23 0.03 — 2,475
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _

Unrefrige — — — — — — — — — — — — 214 214 0.02 <0.005 — 215
rated

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Refrigera — — — — — — — — — — — — 179 179 0.02 <0.005 — 180
ted

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — — 14.3 14.3 <0.005 <0.0056 — 14.4
Lot

Other — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

User — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Industrial

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 407 407 0.04 <0.005 — 410

4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated
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Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Unrefrige 0.16 0.08 1.50 1.26 0.01 0.11 — 0.11 0.11 — 0.11 — 1,785
rated

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Refrigera 0.04 0.02 0.37 0.31 <0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03 — 437
ted

Warehou

se-No

Ralil

Parking  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

User 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Industrial

Total 0.20 0.10 1.86 1.56 0.01 0.14 — 0.14 0.14 — 0.14 —_ 2,222

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Unrefrige 0.16 0.08 1.50 1.26 0.01 0.11 — 0.11 0.11 — 0.11 — 1,785
rated

Warehou

se-No

Ralil

28/55

1,785

437

0.00

0.00

0.00

2,222

1,785

0.16

0.04

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.20

0.16

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

<0.005

1,790

438

0.00

0.00

0.00

2,228

1,790
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Refrigera 0.04
ted

Warehou
se-No

Rail

Parking 0.00
Lot

Other 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

User 0.00
Defined
Industrial

Total 0.20
Annual —

Unrefrige 0.03
rated

Warehou
se-No

Rail

Refrigera 0.01
ted

Warehou
se-No

Ralil

Parking  0.00
Lot

Other 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

User 0.00
Defined
Industrial

Total 0.04

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.10

0.02

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.02

0.37

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.86

0.27

0.07

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.34

0.31

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.56

0.23

0.06

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.29

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.14

0.02

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.03

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.14

0.02

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.03

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.14

0.02

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.03
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0.03

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.14

0.02

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.03

437

0.00

0.00

0.00

2,222

296

72.3

0.00

0.00

0.00

368

437

0.00

0.00

0.00

2,222

296

72.3

0.00

0.00

0.00

368

0.04

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.20

0.03

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.03

<0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

438

0.00

0.00

0.00

2,228

296

72.5

0.00

0.00

0.00

369
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4.3. Area Emissions by Source

4.3.2. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Consum
er
Products

Architect
ural
Coatings

Landsca
pe
Equipme
nt

Total

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Consum
er
Products

Architect
ural
Coatings

Total
Annual

Consum
er
Products

2.67

2.67

7.41 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

0.47 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2.46 0.13 15.0 <0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.03 — 0.03 — 61.6 61.6 <0.005 <0.005 — 61.9

10.3 0.13 15.0 <0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.03 — 0.03 — 61.6 61.6 <0.005 <0.005 — 61.9

7.41 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

0.47 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

7.87 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ —

1.35 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ —
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Architect — 0.09 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
ural

Landsca 0.33 0.31 0.02 1.87 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 6.99 6.99 <0.005 <0.005 — 7.02
pe

Equipme

nt

Total 0.33 1.74 0.02 1.87 <0.005 <0.0056 — <0.005 <0.0056 — <0.005 — 6.99 6.99 <0.005 <0.005 — 7.02

4.4. Water Emissions by Land Use
4.4.2. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Unrefrige — — — — — — — — — — — 130 450 579 134 0.32 — 1,009
rated

Warehou

se-No

Ralil

Refrigera — — — — — — — — — — — 22.9 77.7 101 2.36 0.06 — 176
ted

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Other — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

User — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Industrial
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Total ~ — — — — — — — — — — — 153

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Unrefrige — — — — — — — — — — — 130
rated

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Refrigera — — — — — — — — — — — 229
ted

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00
Lot

Other — — — — — — — — _ — _ 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

User — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00
Defined
Industrial

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 153
Annual — —_ — — — — — — _ _ _ _

Unrefrige — — — — — — — — — — — 215
rated

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Refrigera — — — — — — — — — — — 3.79
ted

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00
Lot

32/55

527

450

7.7

0.00

0.00

0.00

527

74.4

12.9

0.00

680

579

101

0.00

0.00

0.00

680

95.9

16.7

0.00

15.7

13.4

2.36

0.00

0.00

0.00

15.7

221

0.39

0.00

0.38

0.32

0.06

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.38

0.05

0.01

0.00

1,185

1,009

176

0.00

0.00

0.00

1,185

167

29.2

0.00
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Other — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

User — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Industrial

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 253 87.3 113 2.60 0.06 —_ 196

4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use
4.5.2. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Unrefrige — — — — — — — — — — — 148 0.00 148 14.8 0.00 — 519
rated

Warehou

se-No

Ralil

Refrigera — — — — — — — — — — — 26.2 0.00 26.2 2.62 0.00 — 91.6
ted

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Other — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

User — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Industrial
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Total — — — — — — — — — — — 175 0.00 175 17.5 0.00 — 611

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Unrefrige — — — — — — — — — — — 148 0.00 148 14.8 0.00 — 519
rated

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Refrigera — — — — — — — — — — — 26.2 0.00 26.2 2.62 0.00 — 91.6
ted

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Other — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

User — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Industrial

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 175 0.00 175 17.5 0.00 — 611
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

Unrefrige — — — — — — — — — — — 24.6 0.00 24.6 2.46 0.00 — 86.0
rated

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Refrigera — — — — — — — — — — — 4.34 0.00 4.34 0.43 0.00 — 15.2
ted

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot
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Other — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

User — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Industrial

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 28.9 0.00 28.9 2.89 0.00 —_ 101

4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use
4.6.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Unrefrige — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 299 299
rated

Warehou

se-No

Ralil

Refrigera — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 52.7 52.7
ted

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)
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Unrefrige — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 299 299
rated

Warehou

se-No

Ralil

Refrigera — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 52.7 52.7
ted

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Total J— N — — J— J— JE— JE— —_ —_ — — —_ —_ —_ —_ 351 351
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _

Unrefrige — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 49.4 49.4
rated

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Refrigera — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 8.72 8.72
ted

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Total — — J— J— - — — — — — —_ —_ — — — — 58.2 58.2

4.7. Offroad Emissions By Equipment Type
4.7.1. Unmitigated
Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Equipme PMlOE PMIOD [PM10T |PM25E (PM25D |PM25T

Dalily, — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

co2T CH4 N20 CO2e

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.8. Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type

4.8.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Equipme | TOG ROG NOXx CcO SO2 PM10E |PM10D |PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BCO2 NBCO2 |[CO2T CH4 N20 CO2e
nt
Type

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type
4.9.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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- .

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — —_ _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type
4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

n

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — - _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,  — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — - _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — - — _ _ _ _ _
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — - _ _ _ _ _ _

Sequest — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — i — —
ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Remove — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _
d

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _

39/55 Item B - 188 of 2383



15364 - Woodruff Way Logistics Center Detailed Report, 3/30/2023

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _ _ _
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _ — — _ _ _

Sequest — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — - _ _ _ _ _ _

Remove — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
d

Subtotal — — —_ — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _ _ _ _
Annual — — —_ — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _ _ _ _
Avoided — — —_ — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _ _ _ _
Subtotal — — —_ — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _ _ _ _

Sequest — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _

Remove — — — — — — — — — — —_ — _ _ _ _ _ _
d

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _ — — _ _ _

5. Activity Data

5.1. Construction Schedule

Demolition Demolition 8/1/2024 9/11/2024 5.00 30.0
Site Preparation Site Preparation 9/12/2024 9/25/2024 5.00 10.0 10
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Grading Grading 9/26/2024 10/23/2024 5.00 20.0 30
Building Construction Building Construction 10/24/2024 8/27/2025 5.00 220 300
Paving Paving 7/31/2025 8/27/2025 5.00 20.0 20
Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 7/17/2025 8/27/2025 5.00 30.0 20

5.2. Off-Road Equipment

5.2.1. Unmitigated

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 33.0 0.73
Saws
Demolition Excavators Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 36.0 0.38
Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 367 0.40
Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 367 0.40
Site Preparation Crawler Tractors Diesel Average 4.00 8.00 84.0 0.37
Grading Excavators Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 36.0 0.38
Grading Graders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 148 0.41
Grading Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 367 0.40
Grading Scrapers Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 423 0.48
Grading Crawler Tractors Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 84.0 0.37
Building Construction Cranes Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 367 0.29
Building Construction Forklifts Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 82.0 0.20
Building Construction Generator Sets Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 14.0 0.74
Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backh Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 84.0 0.37
oes
Building Construction Welders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 46.0 0.45
Paving Pavers Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 81.0 0.42
Paving Paving Equipment Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 89.0 0.36
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Paving Rollers Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 36.0 0.38

Architectural Coating Air Compressors Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 37.0 0.48

5.3. Construction Vehicles

5.3.1. Unmitigated

Trip Type One-Way Trips per Day Miles per Trip Vehicle Mix

Demolition

Demolition Worker 15.0 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Demolition Vendor 6.00 10.2 HHDT,MHDT
Demolition Hauling 62.0 20.0 HHDT
Demolition Onsite truck — — HHDT

Site Preparation — — — _

Site Preparation Worker 175 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Site Preparation Vendor 2.00 10.2 HHDT,MHDT
Site Preparation Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Site Preparation Onsite truck — — HHDT

Grading — — — —

Grading Worker 20.0 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Grading Vendor 3.00 10.2 HHDT,MHDT
Grading Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Grading Onsite truck — — HHDT

Building Construction — — — —

Building Construction Worker 145 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Building Construction Vendor 44.0 10.2 HHDT,MHDT
Building Construction Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Building Construction Onsite truck — — HHDT
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Paving — — — —

Paving Worker 15.0 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Paving Vendor — 10.2 HHDT,MHDT
Paving Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Paving Onsite truck — — HHDT

Architectural Coating — — — _

Architectural Coating Worker 29.0 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
Architectural Coating Vendor — 10.2 HHDT,MHDT
Architectural Coating Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT
Architectural Coating Onsite truck — — HHDT

5.4. Vehicles

5.4.1. Construction Vehicle Control Strategies

Non-applicable. No control strategies activated by user.

5.5. Architectural Coatings

Phase Name Residential Interior Area Coated |Residential Exterior Area Coated | Non-Residential Interior Area Non-Residential Exterior Area Parking Area Coated (sq ft)
(sq ft) (sq ft) Coated (sq ft) Coated (sq ft)

Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00 517,017 172,339 23,094

5.6. Dust Mitigation

5.6.1. Construction Earthmoving Activities

Phase Name Material Imported (cy) Material Exported (cy) Acres Graded (acres) Material Demolished (Building Acres Paved (acres)
Square Footage)

Demolition 0.00 161,692
Site Preparation — — 35.0 0.00 —
Grading — — 80.0 0.00 —
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Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.84

5.6.2. Construction Earthmoving Control Strategies

Control Strategies Applied Frequency (per day) PM10 Reduction PM2.5 Reduction

Water Exposed Area 74% 74%

5.7. Construction Paving

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 0.00 0%
Refrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 0.00 0%
Parking Lot 2.38 100%
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 6.46 0%
User Defined Industrial 0.00 0%

5.8. Construction Electricity Consumption and Emissions Factors

kWh per Year and Emission Factor (Ib/MWh)

2024 0.00 0.03 <0.005

2025 0.00 349 0.03 <0.005

5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Trips/Weekday Trips/Saturday Trips/Sunday Trips/Year VMT/Weekday VMT/Saturday VMT/Sunday VMT/Year

Unrefrigerated 148,977 8,506 4,215 5,622 2,730,636
Warehouse-No Rail
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Refrigerated 72.0 41.6 39.9 23,023 1,320 762 731 421,991
Warehouse-No Rail

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Other Non-Asphalt  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Surfaces

User Defined 108 55.1 52.0 33,716 3,203 1,637 1,545 1,001,040
Industrial

5.10. Operational Area Sources
5.10.1. Hearths

5.10.1.1. Unmitigated

5.10.2. Architectural Coatings

Residential Interior Area Coated (sq ft) | Residential Exterior Area Coated (sq ft) | Non-Residential Interior Area Coated Non-Residential Exterior Area Coated |[Parking Area Coated (sq ft)
(sq ft) (sq ft)

517,017 172,339 23,094

5.10.3. Landscape Equipment

Snow Days daylyr 0.00

Summer Days daylyr 250

5.11. Operational Energy Consumption
5.11.1. Unmitigated

Electricity (kWh/yr) and CO2 and CH4 and N20 and Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)
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Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No 1,353,169 349 0.0330 0.0040 5,569,673
Rail

Refrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 1,132,038 349 0.0330 0.0040 1,362,050
Parking Lot 90,665 349 0.0330 0.0040 0.00
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 349 0.0330 0.0040 0.00

User Defined Industrial 0.00 349 0.0330 0.0040 0.00

5.12. Operational Water and Wastewater Consumption

5.12.1. Unmitigated

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 67,750,700 1,778,387
Refrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 11,956,088 0.00
Parking Lot 0.00 0.00
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00
User Defined Industrial 0.00 0.00

5.13. Operational Waste Generation

5.13.1. Unmitigated

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 275 0.00
Refrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 48.6 0.00
Parking Lot 0.00 0.00
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00
User Defined Industrial 0.00 0.00
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5.14. Operational Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Equipment

5.14.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Equipment Type Refrigerant _ Quantity (kg) Operations Leak Rate |Service Leak Rate

Unrefrigerated Cold storage User Defined 7.50 7.50 7.50 25.0
Warehouse-No Rail

Refrigerated Cold storage User Defined 150 7.50 7.50 7.50 25.0
Warehouse-No Rail

5.15. Operational Off-Road Equipment

5.15.1. Unmitigated

Equipment Type Fuel Type Number per Day Hours Per Day Load Factor

5.16. Stationary Sources

5.16.1. Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps

5.16.2. Process Boilers

Equipment Type Fuel Type Boiler Rating (MMBtu/hr) Daily Heat Input (MMBtu/day) Annual Heat Input (MMBtu/yr)

5.17. User Defined
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5.18. Vegetation
5.18.1. Land Use Change

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Vegetation Land Use Type Vegetation Soil Type Initial Acres

5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

5.18.2. Sequestration

5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

6. Climate Risk Detailed Report

6.1. Climate Risk Summary

Cal-Adapt midcentury 2040-2059 average projections for four hazards are reported below for your project location. These are under Representation Concentration Pathway (RCP) 8.5 which assumes GHG
emissions will continue to rise strongly through 2050 and then plateau around 2100.

Temperature and Extreme Heat 20.2 annual days of extreme heat

Extreme Precipitation 3.05 annual days with precipitation above 20 mm
Sea Level Rise 0.00 meters of inundation depth

Wildfire 4.39 annual hectares burned
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Temperature and Extreme Heat data are for grid cell in which your project are located. The projection is based on the 98th historical percentile of daily maximum/minimum temperatures from observed
historical data (32 climate model ensemble from Cal-Adapt, 2040-2059 average under RCP 8.5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

Extreme Precipitation data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The threshold of 20 mm is equivalent to about % an inch of rain, which would be light to moderate rainfall if received over a full
day or heavy rain if received over a period of 2 to 4 hours. Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

Sea Level Rise data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from Radke et al. (2017), as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040-2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider different
increments of sea level rise coupled with extreme storm events. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential inundation depth for the grid cell. The four simulations make
different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of different rainfall and temperature
possibilities (MIROCS). Each grid cell is 50 meters (m) by 50 m, or about 164 feet (ft) by 164 ft.

Wildfire data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from UC Davis, as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040—2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider historical data of climate,
vegetation, population density, and large (> 400 ha) fire history. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential wildfire probabilities for the grid cell. The four simulations make
different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of different rainfall and temperature
possibilities (MIROCS). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

6.2. Initial Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Sea Level Rise 1 0 0 N/A
Wildfire 1 0 0 N/A
Flooding N/A N/A N/A N/A
Drought N/A N/A N/A N/A
Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A
Air Quality Degradation 0 0 0 N/A

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the greatest
exposure.

The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest ability to adapt.

The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores do not include implementation of climate risk reduction measures.

6.3. Adjusted Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A
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Sea Level Rise 1 1 1 2
Wildfire 1 1 1 2
Flooding N/A N/A N/A N/A
Drought N/A N/A N/A N/A
Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A
Air Quality Degradation 1 1 1 2

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the greatest
exposure.

The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest ability to adapt.

The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores include implementation of climate risk reduction measures.

6.4. Climate Risk Reduction Measures

7. Health and Equity Details

7.1. CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Scores

The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.

Exposure Indicators —

AQ-Ozone 91.1
AQ-PM 95.7
AQ-DPM 96.6
Drinking Water 93.3
Lead Risk Housing 8.61
Pesticides 0.00
Toxic Releases 78.9
Traffic 89.1

Effect Indicators —
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CleanUp Sites

Groundwater

Haz Waste Facilities/Generators
Impaired Water Bodies

Solid Waste

Sensitive Population

Asthma

Cardio-vascular

Low Birth Weights
Socioeconomic Factor Indicators
Education

Housing

Linguistic

Poverty

Unemployment

7.2. Healthy Places Index Scores

0.00
30.9
78.8
0.00
70.4

47.3
67.3
57.1

40.5
32.3
18.1
23.9
53.9
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The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

Economic

Above Poverty
Employed

Median HI

Education

Bachelor's or higher
High school enrollment

Preschool enrollment

76.78686

63.51854228
68.57436161
44.59129988
3.977928911

15.60374695
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Transportation

Auto Access

Active commuting
Social

2-parent households
Voting

Neighborhood

Alcohol availability

Park access

Retail density
Supermarket access
Tree canopy

Housing
Homeownership
Housing habitability
Low-inc homeowner severe housing cost burden
Low-inc renter severe housing cost burden
Uncrowded housing
Health Outcomes
Insured adults

Arthritis

Asthma ER Admissions
High Blood Pressure
Cancer (excluding skin)
Asthma

Coronary Heart Disease

Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease

88.68215065
10.11163865
11.86962659
50.91749006
69.3314513
61.63223406
69.31861927
2.399589375
29.69331451
78.81432054
80.20017965
88.74631079
37.86731682
60.77248813
67.2783267
74.6

54.3

79.9

68.9

49.0

85.5

74.0
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Diagnosed Diabetes

Life Expectancy at Birth
Cognitively Disabled
Physically Disabled

Heart Attack ER Admissions
Mental Health Not Good
Chronic Kidney Disease
Obesity

Pedestrian Injuries

Physical Health Not Good
Stroke

Health Risk Behaviors
Binge Drinking

Current Smoker

No Leisure Time for Physical Activity
Climate Change Exposures
Wildfire Risk

SLR Inundation Area
Children

Elderly

English Speaking
Foreign-born

Outdoor Workers

Climate Change Adaptive Capacity
Impervious Surface Cover
Traffic Density

Traffic Access

64.3
52.5
87.2
77.4
104
50.5
79.8
43.5
99.0
58.2
80.6

19.3
53.5

61.3

0.0
0.0
325
84.2
91.4
35.9

45.5

76.5
89.2

46.3
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Other Indices —
Hardship 44.0
Other Decision Support —

2016 Voting 74.5

7.3. Overall Health & Equity Scores

CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Score for Project Location (a) 65.0
Healthy Places Index Score for Project Location (b) 42.0
Project Located in a Designated Disadvantaged Community (Senate Bill 535) Yes
Project Located in a Low-Income Community (Assembly Bill 1550) No
Project Located in a Community Air Protection Program Community (Assembly Bill 617) No

a: The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.
b: The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

7.4. Health & Equity Measures

No Health & Equity Measures selected.
7.5. Evaluation Scorecard

Health & Equity Evaluation Scorecard not completed.

7.6. Health & Equity Custom Measures

No Health & Equity Custom Measures created.

8. User Changes to Default Data

Construction: Construction Phases Taken from client data
Building, Paving, and Architectural Coating overlap to present a conservative analysis

54 /55 Item B - 203 of 2383



Construction: Off-Road Equipment

Construction: Trips and VMT

Construction: Architectural Coatings
Operations: Vehicle Data

Operations: Fleet Mix

Operations: Architectural Coatings

Operations: Refrigerants

15364 - Woodruff Way Logistics Center Detailed Report, 3/30/2023

T/L/Bs replaced with Crawler Tractor to accurately calculate disturbance for Site Preparation and
Grading phases Standard 8 hours work days

Vendor Trips adjusted based on CalEEMod defaults for Building Construction and number of days for
Demolition, Site Preparation, Grading, and Building Construction

SCAQMD Rule 1113
Trip characteristics based on information provided in the Traffic Analysis

Passenger Car Mix estimated based on CalEEMod default fleet mix and the ratio of the vehicle
classes (LDA, LDT1, LDT2, MDV, MCY).
Truck Fleet Mix based on 2, 3 and 4 axle trucks

SCAQMD Rule 1113

As of 1 January 2022, new commercial refrigeration equipment may not use refrigerants with a GWP
of 150 or greater. Further, R-404A (the CalEEMod default) is unacceptable for new supermarket and
cold storage systems as of 1 January 2019 and 2023, respectively.
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Project Name 15364 - Woodruff Way Logistics Center (Operational LSTSs)

Lead Agency —

Land Use Scale Project/site

Analysis Level for Defaults County

Windspeed (m/s) 2.80

Precipitation (days) 20.8

Location 34.049207, -117.552997
County San Bernardino-South Coast
City Ontario

Air District South Coast AQMD

Air Basin South Coast

TAZ 5284

EDFzZ 10

Electric Utility Southern California Edison
Gas Utility Southern California Gas

1.2. Land Use Types

Land Use Subtype Building Area (sq ft) Landscape Area (sq |Special Landscape |Population Description
Area (sq ft)

Unrefrigerated 1000sqft 292,976 110,740
Warehouse-No Ralil

Refrigerated 51.7 1000sqft 1.19 51,702 0.00 — — —
Warehouse-No Rail
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Parking Lot 264 Space 2.38 0.00 0.00
Other Non-Asphalt  6.46 Acre 6.46 0.00 0.00
Surfaces
User Defined 345 User Defined Unit 0.00 0.00 0.00
Industrial

1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

No measures selected

2. Emissions Summary

2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

unmit. 4.60 12.1 2.97 20.8 0.01 0.17 0.04 0.21 0.17 0.01

Daily, — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Unmit. 1.83 9.51 2.89 6.37 0.01 0.15 0.04 0.19 0.15 0.01

Average — — — — — — — — — —
Daily
(Max)

Unmit. 3.44 11.0 2.83 16.0 0.01 0.16 0.04 0.20 0.16 0.01

Annual — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

unmit. 0.63 2.01 0.52 2.93 <0.005 0.03 0.01 0.04 0.03 < 0.005

2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

7136

0.18

0.15

0.17

0.03

327

327

327

54.2

5,572

5,505

5,509

912

5,899

5,833

5,837

966

33.7

33.7

33.7

5.58

0.47

0.47

0.47

0.08

352

351

352

58.2

7,235

7,168

7,170

1,187
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Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —

Summer

(Max)

Mobile  1.73 1.64 0.98 4.28 <0.005 <0.005 0.04 0.05 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 301 301 0.13 0.06 0.58 323
Area 2.67 10.3 0.13 15.0 <0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.03 — 0.03 — 61.6 61.6 <0.005 <0.005 — 61.9
Energy 0.20 0.10 1.86 1.56 0.01 0.14 — 0.14 0.14 — 0.14 — 4,682 4,682 0.43 0.03 — 4,702
Water — — — — — — — — — — — 153 527 680 15.7 0.38 — 1,185
Waste — — — — — — — — — — — — 175 0.00 175 175 0.00 — 611
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 351 351
Total 4.60 12.1 2.97 20.8 0.01 0.17 0.04 0.21 0.17 0.01 0.18 327 5,572 5,899 33.7 0.47 352 7,235
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Mobile  1.62 1.53 1.03 4.81 <0.005 <0.005 0.04 0.05 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 296 296 0.14 0.06 0.01 318
Area — 7.87 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Energy 0.20 0.10 1.86 1.56 0.01 0.14 — 0.14 0.14 — 0.14 — 4,682 4,682 0.43 0.03 — 4,702
Water — — — — — — — — — — — 153 527 680 15.7 0.38 — 1,185
Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 175 0.00 175 17.5 0.00 — 611
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 351 351
Total 1.83 9.51 2.89 6.37 0.01 0.15 0.04 0.19 0.15 0.01 0.15 327 5,505 5,833 337 0.47 351 7,168
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Mobile  1.41 1.33 0.88 4.21 <0.005 <0.005 0.04 0.04 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 258 258 0.12 0.05 0.22 277
Area 1.83 9.56 0.09 10.3 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.02 — 0.02 — 42.2 42.2 <0.005 <0.005 — 42.4
Energy 0.20 0.10 1.86 1.56 0.01 0.14 — 0.14 0.14 — 0.14 — 4,682 4,682 0.43 0.03 — 4,702
Water — — — — — — — — — — — 153 527 680 15.7 0.38 — 1,185
Waste  — — — — — — — — — — — 175 0.00 175 17.5 0.00 — 611
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Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 351 351
Total 3.44 11.0 2.83 16.0 0.01 0.16 0.04 0.20 0.16 0.01 0.17 327 5,509 5,837 337 0.47 352 7,170
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Mobile 0.26 0.24 0.16 0.77 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 42.7 42.7 0.02 0.01 0.04 45.9
Area 0.33 1.74 0.02 1.87 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 6.99 6.99 <0.005 <0.005 — 7.02
Energy 0.04 0.02 0.34 0.29 <0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03 — 775 775 0.07 0.01 — 779
Water — — — — — — — — — — — 253 87.3 113 2.60 0.06 — 196
Waste  — — — — — — — — — — — 28.9 0.00 28.9 2.89 0.00 — 101
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 58.2 58.2
Total 0.63 2.01 0.52 2.93 <0.005 0.03 0.01 0.04 0.03 <0.005 0.03 54.2 912 966 5.58 0.08 58.2 1,187

4. Operations Emissions Details

4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land Use

4.1.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Unrefrige 1.38 1.35 0.28 3.06 <0.005 <0.005 0.03 0.03 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 — 154 154 0.07 0.03 0.28 166
rated

Warehou
se-No
Rail

Refrigera 0.21 0.21 0.04 0.48 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.0056 — 23.9 23.9 0.01 0.01 0.04 25.8
ted

Warehou
se-No
Rail
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Parking 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Lot

Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

User 0.13 0.08 0.66 0.74 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.0056 — 123 123 0.05 0.02 0.25 131
Defined
Industrial

Total 1.73 1.64 0.98 4.28 <0.005 <0.005 0.04 0.05 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 301 301 0.13 0.06 0.58 323

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Unrefrige 1.30 1.26 0.30 3.50 <0.005 <0.005 0.03 0.03 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 — 149 149 0.08 0.03 0.01 161
rated

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Refrigera 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.54 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 23.1 23.1 0.01 0.01 <0.005 25.1
ted

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Parking 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Lot

Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

User 0.12 0.07 0.69 0.76 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 124 124 0.05 0.02 0.01 132
Defined
Industrial

Total 1.62 1.53 1.03 4.81 <0.005 <0.005 0.04 0.05 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 296 296 0.14 0.06 0.01 318

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

10/ 36 Iltem B - 215 of 2383



15364 - Woodruff Way Logistics Center (Operational LSTs) Detailed Report, 3/29/2023

Unrefrige 0.21 0.20 0.05 0.56 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 21.8 21.8 0.01 0.01 0.02 23.7
rated

Warehou

se-No

Ralil

Refrigera 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.09 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 3.38 3.38 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 3.66
ted

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Parking  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Lot

Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

User 0.02 0.01 0.11 0.12 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 17.5 175 0.01 <0.005 0.02 18.6
Defined
Industrial

Total 0.26 0.24 0.16 0.77 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 42.7 42.7 0.02 0.01 0.04 45.9

4.2. Energy
4.2.1. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Unrefrige — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,293 1,293 0.12 0.01 — 1,300
rated

Warehou

se-No

Rail
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Refrigera — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,081 1,081 0.10 0.01 — 1,088
ted

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — — 86.6 86.6 0.01 <0.005 — 87.1
Lot

Other — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

User — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Industrial

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 2,460 2,460 0.23 0.03 — 2,475

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Winter
(Max)

Unrefrige — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,293 1,293 0.12 0.01 — 1,300
rated

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Refrigera — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,081 1,081 0.10 0.01 — 1,088
ted

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — — 86.6 86.6 0.01 <0.005 — 87.1
Lot

Other — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

User — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Industrial

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 2,460 2,460 0.23 0.03 — 2,475

Annual — — — — — — — — — —_ _ — _ _ _ _ _ _
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Unrefrige — — — —
rated

Warehou

Rail

Refrigera — — — —
ted

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Parking — — — —
Lot

Other — — — —
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

User — — — —
Defined
Industrial

Total — — — —

15364 - Woodruff Way Logistics Center (Operational LSTs) Detailed Report, 3/29/2023

— — — — — — — — 214 214 0.02
— — — — — — — — 179 179 0.02
— — — — — — — — 14.3 14.3 < 0.005

— — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00

— — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00

— — — — — — — — 407 407 0.04

4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

<0.005 — 215
<0.005 — 180
<0.005 — 14.4
0.00 — 0.00
0.00 — 0.00
<0.005 — 410

.
Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Unrefrige 0.16 0.08 1.50 1.26
rated

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Refrigera 0.04 0.02 0.37 0.31
ted

Warehou

se-No

Rail

0.01 0.11 — 0.11 0.11 — 0.11 — 1,785 1,785 0.16

<0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03 — 437 437 0.04

13/36
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<0.005 — 438

Item B - 218 of 2383



15364 - Woodruff Way Logistics Center (Operational LSTs) Detailed Report, 3/29/2023

Parking 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

User 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Industrial

Total 0.20 0.10 1.86 1.56 0.01 0.14 — 0.14 0.14 — 0.14 — 2,222 2,222 0.20 <0.005 — 2,228

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Unrefrige 0.16 0.08 1.50 1.26 0.01 0.11 — 0.11 0.11 — 0.11 — 1,785 1,785 0.16 <0.005 — 1,790
rated

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Refrigera 0.04 0.02 0.37 0.31 <0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03 — 437 437 0.04 <0.005 — 438
ted

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Parking 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

User 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Industrial

Total 0.20 0.10 1.86 1.56 0.01 0.14 — 0.14 0.14 — 0.14 — 2,222 2,222 0.20 <0.005 — 2,228

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
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Unrefrige 0.03 0.02 0.27 0.23 <0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 296 296 0.03 <0.005 — 296
rated

Warehou

se-No

Ralil

Refrigera 0.01 <0.005 0.07 0.06 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 72.3 72.3 0.01 <0.005 — 72.5
ted

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Parking  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

User 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Industrial

Total 0.04 0.02 0.34 0.29 <0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03 — 368 368 0.03 <0.005 — 369

4.3. Area Emissions by Source
4.3.2. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Consum — 7.41 — — — — — — — — — — _ — — _ _ _
er
Products

Architect — 0.47 — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _
ural
Coatings
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Landsca 2.67 2.46 0.13 15.0 <0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.03 — 0.03 — 61.6 61.6 <0.005 <0.0056 — 61.9
pe

Total 2.67 10.3 0.13 15.0 <0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.03 — 0.03 — 61.6 61.6 <0.005 <0.0056 — 61.9
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Consum — 7.41 — — — — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _ _
er

Products

Architect — 0.47 — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
ural

Coatings

Total — 7.87 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _
Consum — 1.35 — — — — — — — — — — — — _ — — _
er

Products

Architect — 0.09 — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _
ural

Coatings

Landsca 0.33 0.31 0.02 1.87 <0.005 <0.0056 — <0.005 <0.0056 — <0.005 — 6.99 6.99 <0.005 <0.005 — 7.02
pe

Equipme

nt

Total 0.33 1.74 0.02 1.87 <0.005 <0.0056 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 6.99 6.99 <0.005 <0.005 — 7.02

4.4. Water Emissions by Land Use
4.4.2. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use
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Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Unrefrige —
rated
Warehou
se-No

Rail

Refrigera —
ted

Warehou
se-No

Rail

Parking —
Lot

Other —
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

User —
Defined
Industrial

Total —

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Unrefrige —
rated
Warehou
se-No

Rail

Refrigera —
ted

Warehou
se-No

Rail

Parking —
Lot
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17136

130

22.9

0.00

0.00

0.00

153

130

22.9

0.00

450

7.7

0.00

0.00

0.00

527

450

77.7

0.00

579

101

0.00

0.00

0.00

680

579

101

0.00

13.4

2.36

0.00

0.00

0.00

15.7

134

2.36

0.00

0.32

0.06

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.38

0.32

0.06

0.00

1,009

176

0.00

0.00

0.00

1,185

1,009

176

0.00
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Other —
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

User —
Defined
Industrial

Total —
Annual —

Unrefrige —
rated
Warehou
se-No

Rail

Refrigera —
ted

Warehou
se-No

Rail

Parking —
Lot

Other —
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

User —
Defined
Industrial

Total —

4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use

4.5.2. Unmitigated

15364 - Woodruff Way Logistics Center (Operational LSTs) Detailed Report, 3/29/2023

— — — 0.00

— — — 0.00

— — — 153

— — — 215

— — — 3.79

— — — 0.00

— — — 0.00

— — — 0.00

— — — 25.3

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for dally, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

0.00

0.00

527

74.4

12.9

0.00

0.00

0.00

87.3

18/ 36

0.00

0.00

680

95.9

16.7

0.00

0.00

0.00

113

0.00

0.00

15.7

2.21

0.39

0.00

0.00

0.00

2.60

0.00

0.00

0.38

0.05

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.00

1,185

167

29.2

0.00

0.00

0.00

196
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Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Unrefrige —
rated
Warehou
se-No

Rail

Refrigera —
ted

Warehou
se-No

Rail

Parking —
Lot

Other —
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

User —
Defined
Industrial

Total —

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Unrefrige —
rated
Warehou
se-No

Rail

Refrigera —
ted

Warehou
se-No

Rail

Parking —
Lot
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19/36

148

26.2

0.00

0.00

0.00

175

148

26.2

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

148

26.2

0.00

0.00

0.00

175

148

26.2

0.00

14.8

2.62

0.00

0.00

0.00

17.5

14.8

2.62

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

519

91.6

0.00

0.00

0.00

611

519

91.6

0.00
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Other — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

User — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Industrial

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 175 0.00 175 17.5 0.00 — 611
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Unrefrige — — — — — — — — — — — 24.6 0.00 24.6 2.46 0.00 — 86.0
rated

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Refrigera — — — — — — — — — — — 4.34 0.00 4.34 0.43 0.00 — 15.2
ted

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Other — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

User — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Industrial

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 28.9 0.00 28.9 2.89 0.00 — 101

4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use
4.6.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for dally, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Unrefrige
rated
Warehou
se-No
Rail

Refrigera
ted
Warehou
se-No
Rail

Total

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Unrefrige
rated
Warehou
se-No
Rail

Refrigera
ted
Warehou
se-No
Ralil

Total
Annual

Unrefrige
rated
Warehou
se-No
Rail
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— — — — — — — — 299

— — — — — — — — 52.7

— — — — — — — — 351

— — — — — — — — 299

— — — — — — — — 52.7

— — — — — — — — 351

— — — — — — — — 49.4

299

52.7

351

299

52.7

351

49.4
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Refrigera — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 8.72 8.72
ted

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 58.2 58.2

4.7. Offroad Emissions By Equipment Type
4.7.1. Unmitigated
Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Equipme | TOG ROG IN[0)' (0{0) S0O2 PM10E |PM10D |(PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BCO2 NBCO2 |CO2T CH4 N20 CO2e
nt
Type

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.8. Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type
4.8.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Equipme | TOG ROG NOXx CcO SO2 PM10E |PM10D |PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BCO2 NBCO2 |[CO2T CH4 N20 CO2e
nt
Type
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type

4.9.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Equipme | TOG ROG IN[@)' (0{0) S0O2 PM10E |PM10D |(PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BCO2 NBCO2 |CO2T CH4 N20 CO2e
nt
Type

Daily, — —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type
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4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

n

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — - _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — . — — _ _ _
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _

Sequest — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _
ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _ — — _ _ _

Remove — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
d

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — - — _ _ _ _ _

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Avoided — — —_ — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _ _ _ _
Subtotal — — —_ — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _ _ _ _

Sequest — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _

Remove — — — — — — — — — — —_ — _ _ _ _ _ _
d

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _
Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _ _ _

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _ — — _ _ _
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Sequest — —
Subtotal — —

Remove — —
d

Subtotal — —

5. Activity Data

5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated

15364 - Woodruff Way Logistics Center (Operational LSTs) Detailed Report, 3/29/2023

Land Use Type Trips/Weekday Trips/Saturday Trips/Sunday Trips/Year VMT/Weekday VMT/Saturday VMT/Sunday VMT/Year

Unrefrigerated
Warehouse-No Rail

Refrigerated 72.0
Warehouse-No Rail

Parking Lot 0.00

Other Non-Asphalt  0.00
Surfaces

User Defined 108
Industrial

41.6

0.00
0.00

55.1

5.10. Operational Area Sources

5.10.1. Hearths

5.10.1.1. Unmitigated

5.10.2. Architectural Coatings

39.9

0.00
0.00

52.0

148,977

23,023

0.00
0.00

33,716

26/36

16.6

0.00
0.00

24.8

52.9

9.56

0.00
0.00

12.7

70.6

9.17

0.00
0.00

12.0

34,265

5,295

0.00
0.00

7,755
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Residential Interior Area Coated (sq ft) | Residential Exterior Area Coated (sq ft) | Non-Residential Interior Area Coated Non-Residential Exterior Area Coated [Parking Area Coated (sq ft)
(sq ft) (sq ft)

517,017 172,339 23,094

5.10.3. Landscape Equipment

Snow Days day/yr 0.00

Summer Days day/yr 250

5.11. Operational Energy Consumption
5.11.1. Unmitigated

Electricity (kWh/yr) and CO2 and CH4 and N20 and Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No 1,353,169 0.0330 0.0040 5,569,673
Rail

Refrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 1,132,038 349 0.0330 0.0040 1,362,050
Parking Lot 90,665 349 0.0330 0.0040 0.00
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 349 0.0330 0.0040 0.00

User Defined Industrial 0.00 349 0.0330 0.0040 0.00

5.12. Operational Water and Wastewater Consumption

5.12.1. Unmitigated

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 67,750,700 1,778,387
Refrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 11,956,088 0.00
Parking Lot 0.00 0.00
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Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00

User Defined Industrial 0.00 0.00

5.13. Operational Waste Generation

5.13.1. Unmitigated

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 275 0.00
Refrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 48.6 0.00
Parking Lot 0.00 0.00
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00
User Defined Industrial 0.00 0.00

5.14. Operational Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Equipment

5.14.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Equipment Type _ Quantity (kg) Operations Leak Rate |Service Leak Rate

Unrefrigerated Cold storage User Defined 7.50 7.50 7.50

25.0
Warehouse-No Rail

Refrigerated Cold storage User Defined 150 7.50 7.50 7.50

25.0
Warehouse-No Rail

5.15. Operational Off-Road Equipment

5.15.1. Unmitigated

Equipment Type Fuel Type Number per Day Hours Per Day Load Factor
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5.16. Stationary Sources

5.16.1. Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps

Equipment Type Fuel Type Number per Day Hours per Day Load Factor

5.16.2. Process Boilers

Equipment Type Fuel Type Boiler Rating (MMBtu/hr) Daily Heat Input (MMBtu/day) Annual Heat Input (MMBtu/yr)

5.17. User Defined

Equipment Type Fuel Type

5.18. Vegetation
5.18.1. Land Use Change

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Vegetation Land Use Type Vegetation Soil Type Initial Acres

5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

5.18.2. Sequestration
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5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

6. Climate Risk Detailed Report

6.1. Climate Risk Summary

Cal-Adapt midcentury 2040-2059 average projections for four hazards are reported below for your project location. These are under Representation Concentration Pathway (RCP) 8.5 which assumes GHG
emissions will continue to rise strongly through 2050 and then plateau around 2100.

Temperature and Extreme Heat 20.2 annual days of extreme heat

Extreme Precipitation 3.05 annual days with precipitation above 20 mm
Sea Level Rise 0.00 meters of inundation depth

Wildfire 4.39

annual hectares burned

Temperature and Extreme Heat data are for grid cell in which your project are located. The projection is based on the 98th historical percentile of daily maximum/minimum temperatures from observed
historical data (32 climate model ensemble from Cal-Adapt, 2040-2059 average under RCP 8.5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

Extreme Precipitation data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The threshold of 20 mm is equivalent to about % an inch of rain, which would be light to moderate rainfall if received over a full
day or heavy rain if received over a period of 2 to 4 hours. Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

Sea Level Rise data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from Radke et al. (2017), as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040-2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider different
increments of sea level rise coupled with extreme storm events. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential inundation depth for the grid cell. The four simulations make
different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of different rainfall and temperature
possibilities (MIROCS). Each grid cell is 50 meters (m) by 50 m, or about 164 feet (ft) by 164 ft.

Wildfire data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from UC Davis, as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040—-2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider historical data of climate,
vegetation, population density, and large (> 400 ha) fire history. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential wildfire probabilities for the grid cell. The four simulations make
different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of different rainfall and temperature
possibilities (MIROCS). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

6.2. Initial Climate Risk Scores

Temperature and Extreme Heat

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A

Sea Level Rise 1 0 0 N/A

30/36 Item B - 235 of 2383



15364 - Woodruff Way Logistics Center (Operational LSTs) Detailed Report, 3/29/2023

Wildfire 1 0 0 N/A
Flooding N/A N/A N/A N/A
Drought N/A N/A N/A N/A
Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A
Air Quality Degradation 0 0 0 N/A

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the greatest
exposure.

The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest ability to adapt.

The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores do not include implementation of climate risk reduction measures.

6.3. Adjusted Climate Risk Scores

Temperature and Extreme Heat

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Sea Level Rise 1 1 1 2
Wildfire 1 1 1 2
Flooding N/A N/A N/A N/A
Drought N/A N/A N/A N/A
Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A
Air Quality Degradation 1 1 1 2

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the greatest
exposure.

The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest ability to adapt.

The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores include implementation of climate risk reduction measures.
6.4. Climate Risk Reduction Measures

7. Health and Equity Details
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7.1. CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Scores

The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.

Exposure Indicators —

AQ-Ozone 91.1
AQ-PM 95.7
AQ-DPM 96.6
Drinking Water 93.3
Lead Risk Housing 8.61
Pesticides 0.00
Toxic Releases 78.9
Traffic 89.1

Effect Indicators —

CleanUp Sites 0.00
Groundwater 30.9
Haz Waste Facilities/Generators 78.8
Impaired Water Bodies 0.00
Solid Waste 70.4

Sensitive Population —

Asthma 47.3
Cardio-vascular 67.3
Low Birth Weights 57.1

Socioeconomic Factor Indicators —

Education 40.5
Housing 32.3
Linguistic 18.1
Poverty 23.9
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Unemployment 53.9

7.2. Healthy Places Index Scores

The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

Economic

Above Poverty
Employed

Median HI
Education
Bachelor's or higher
High school enroliment
Preschool enroliment
Transportation

Auto Access

Active commuting
Social

2-parent households
Voting
Neighborhood
Alcohol availability
Park access

Retail density
Supermarket access
Tree canopy
Housing

Homeownership

76.78686
63.51854228
68.57436161
44.59129988
3.977928911
15.60374695
88.68215065
10.11163865
11.86962659
50.91749006
69.3314513
61.63223406
69.31861927
2.399589375
29.69331451

78.81432054
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Housing habitability 80.20017965
Low-inc homeowner severe housing cost burden 88.74631079
Low-inc renter severe housing cost burden 37.86731682
Uncrowded housing 60.77248813

Health Outcomes —

Insured adults 67.2783267
Arthritis 74.6
Asthma ER Admissions 54.3
High Blood Pressure 79.9
Cancer (excluding skin) 68.9
Asthma 49.0
Coronary Heart Disease 85.5
Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease 74.0
Diagnosed Diabetes 64.3
Life Expectancy at Birth 52.5
Cognitively Disabled 87.2
Physically Disabled 77.4
Heart Attack ER Admissions 10.4
Mental Health Not Good 50.5
Chronic Kidney Disease 79.8
Obesity 43.5
Pedestrian Injuries 99.0
Physical Health Not Good 58.2
Stroke 80.6

Health Risk Behaviors —
Binge Drinking 19.3

Current Smoker 535
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No Leisure Time for Physical Activity 61.3

Climate Change Exposures —

Wildfire Risk 0.0

SLR Inundation Area 0.0

Children 325
Elderly 84.2
English Speaking 91.4
Foreign-born 35.9
Outdoor Workers 455

Climate Change Adaptive Capacity —

Impervious Surface Cover 76.5
Traffic Density 89.2
Traffic Access 46.3

Other Indices —
Hardship 44.0
Other Decision Support —

2016 Voting 74.5

7.3. Overall Health & Equity Scores

CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Score for Project Location (a) 65.0
Healthy Places Index Score for Project Location (b) 42.0
Project Located in a Designated Disadvantaged Community (Senate Bill 535) Yes
Project Located in a Low-Income Community (Assembly Bill 1550) No
Project Located in a Community Air Protection Program Community (Assembly Bill 617) No

a: The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.
b: The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.
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7.4. Health & Equity Measures

No Health & Equity Measures selected.
7.5. Evaluation Scorecard

Health & Equity Evaluation Scorecard not completed.

7.6. Health & Equity Custom Measures

No Health & Equity Custom Measures created.

8. User Changes to Default Data

Construction: Construction Phases Taken from client data
Building, Paving, and Architectural Coating overlap to present a conservative analysis

Construction: Off-Road Equipment T/L/Bs replaced with Crawler Tractor to accurately calculate disturbance for Site Preparation and
Grading phases
Standard 8 hours work days

Construction: Trips and VMT Vendor Trips adjusted based on CalEEMod defaults for Building Construction and number of days for
Demolition, Site Preparation, Grading, and Building Construction

Construction: Architectural Coatings SCAQMD Rule 1113
Operations: Vehicle Data Trip characteristics based on information provided in the Traffic Analysis
Operations: Fleet Mix Passenger Car Mix estimated based on CalEEMod default fleet mix and the ratio of the vehicle

classes (LDA, LDT1, LDT2, MDV, MCY).
Truck Fleet Mix based on 2, 3 and 4 axle trucks

Operations: Architectural Coatings SCAQMD Rule 1113

Operations: Refrigerants As of 1 January 2022, new commercial refrigeration equipment may not use refrigerants with a GWP
of 150 or greater. Further, R-404A (the CalEEMod default) is unacceptable for new supermarket and
cold storage systems as of 1 January 2019 and 2023, respectively.
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Project Name 15364 - Woodruff Way Logistics Center (Existing)

Lead Agency —

Land Use Scale Project/site

Analysis Level for Defaults County

Windspeed (m/s) 2.80

Precipitation (days) 20.8

Location 1350 S Woodruff Way, Ontario, CA 91761, USA
County San Bernardino-South Coast
City Ontario

Air District South Coast AQMD

Air Basin South Coast

TAZ 5284

EDFzZ 10

Electric Utility Southern California Edison
Gas Utility Southern California Gas

1.2. Land Use Types

Land Use Subtype Size Unit Lot Acreage Building Area (sq ft) Landscape Area (sq |Special Landscape |Population Description
Area (sq ft)
0.00

Automobile Care 1000sqft 161,692
Center
User Defined Retail 162 User Defined Unit 0.00 0.00 0.00 — — —
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1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

No measures selected

2. Emissions Summary

2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

unmit. 8.18 111 7.50 71.8 0.14 0.24 4.42 4.66 0.24 0.79 1.03 362 16,718 17,080 37.1 0.53 1,345 19,511

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

unmit. 6.60 9.63 7.91 54.1 0.13 0.23 4.42 4.65 0.22 0.79 1.01 362 15,784 16,146 37.1 0.55 1,284 18,523

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily
(Max)

Unmit. 5.62 8.73 6.35 45.7 0.10 0.21 3.18 3.40 0.21 0.57 0.78 362 12,544 12,906 37.0 0.43 1,302 15,261

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
(Max)

Unmit. 1.03 1.59 1.16 8.33 0.02 0.04 0.58 0.62 0.04 0.10 0.14 59.9 2,077 2,137 6.12 0.07 216 2,527

2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)
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Mobile
Area
Energy
Water
Waste
Refrig.
Total

Dalily,
Winter
(Max)

Mobile
Area
Energy
Water
Waste
Refrig.
Total

Average
Daily

Mobile
Area
Energy
Water
Waste
Refrig.
Total
Annual
Mobile

Area

6.73
1.25
0.20

8.18

6.39

0.20

6.60

4.56
0.86
0.20

5.62

0.83
0.16

6.20
4.82
0.10

111

5.86
3.67
0.10

9.63

4.17
4.46
0.10

8.73

0.76
0.81

5.58
0.06
1.86

7.50

6.05

1.86

7.91

4.44
0.04
1.86

6.35

0.81
0.01

63.2
7.03
1.56

71.8

52.6

1.56

54.1

39.3
4.81
1.56

45.7

7.17

0.88

0.13
< 0.005
0.01

0.14

0.12

0.01

0.13

0.09
<0.005
0.01

0.10

0.02
< 0.005

0.09
0.01
0.14

0.24

0.09

0.14

0.23

0.06
0.01

0.14

0.21

0.01
< 0.005

4.42

4.42

4.42

4.42

3.18

3.18

0.58

4.51
0.01
0.14

4.66

451

0.14

4.65

3.25
0.01

0.14

3.40

0.59
< 0.005
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0.08
0.01
0.14

0.24

0.08

0.14

0.22

0.06
0.01

0.14

0.21

0.01

< 0.005
8/30

0.79

0.79

0.57

0.57

0.10

0.87
0.01
0.14

1.03

0.87

0.14

1.01

0.63
0.01

0.14

0.78

0.11
< 0.005

29.2
333

362

29.2
333

362

29.2
333

362

12,895
28.9
3,695
98.9
0.00

16,718

11,990

3,695
98.9
0.00

15,784

8,730
19.8
3,695
98.9
0.00

12,544

1,445
3.28

12,895
28.9
3,695
128
333

17,080

11,990

3,695
128
333

16,146

8,730
19.8
3,695
128
333

12,906

1,445
3.28

0.51
< 0.005
0.34
3.00
33.3

37.1

0.53

0.34
3.00
33.3

37.1

0.38
<0.005
0.34
3.00
33.3

37.0

0.06
< 0.005

0.43
< 0.005
0.02
0.07
0.00

0.53

0.46

0.02
0.07
0.00

0.55

0.33
< 0.005
0.02
0.07
0.00

0.43

0.06
< 0.005

62.6

1,282
1,345

1.62

1,282
1,284

19.4

1,282
1,302

3.22

13,099
29.8
3,710
225
1,165
1,282
19,511

12,142

3,710
225
1,165
1,282
18,523

8,859
20.4
3,710
225
1,165
1,282
15,261
1,467
3.37
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Energy 0.04 0.02 0.34 0.29 <0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03 — 612 612 0.06 <0.005 — 614
Water — — — — — — — — — — — 4.83 16.4 21.2 0.50 0.01 — 37.2
Waste  — — — — — — — — — — — 55.1 0.00 55.1 5,51 0.00 — 193
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 212 212
Total 1.03 1.59 1.16 8.33 0.02 0.04 0.58 0.62 0.04 0.10 0.14 59.9 2,077 2,137 6.12 0.07 216 2,527

4. Operations Emissions Details

4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land Use
4.1.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Automob 6.45 5.96 3.33 60.9 0.11 0.05 3.93 3.98 0.05 0.67 0.72 — 11,398 11,398 0.49 0.32 48.5 11,554
ile

Care

Center

User 0.28 0.24 2.25 2.28 0.01 0.03 0.50 0.53 0.03 0.12 0.15 — 1,497 1,497 0.02 0.11 14.1 1,545
Defined
Retail

Total 6.73 6.20 5.58 63.2 0.13 0.09 4.42 4.51 0.08 0.79 0.87 — 12,895 12,895 051 0.43 62.6 13,099

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter

(Max)

Automob 6.12 5.62 3.69 50.3 0.10 0.05 3.93 3.98 0.05 0.67 0.72 — 10,493 10,493 0.52 0.34 1.26 10,610
ile

Care

Center
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User 0.28 0.24 2.36 2.26 0.01 0.03 0.50 0.53 0.03 0.12 0.15 — 1,497 1,497 0.02 0.11 0.37 1,532
Defined

Retail

Total 6.39 5.86 6.05 52.6 0.12 0.09 4.42 4.51 0.08 0.79 0.87 — 11,990 11,990 0.53 0.46 1.62 12,142
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Automob 0.80 0.73 0.50 6.88 0.01 0.01 0.52 0.52 0.01 0.09 0.09 — 1,268 1,268 0.06 0.04 2.50 1,284
ile

Care

Center

User 0.04 0.03 0.31 0.30 <0.005 <0.005 0.06 0.07 <0.005 0.02 0.02 — 178 178 <0.005 0.01 0.72 183
Defined

Retail

Total 0.83 0.76 0.81 7.17 0.02 0.01 0.58 0.59 0.01 0.10 0.11 — 1,445 1,445 0.06 0.06 3.22 1,467
4.2. Energy

4.2.1. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Automob — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,473 1,473 0.14 0.02 — 1,482
ile

Care

Center

User — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Retail

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,473 1,473 0.14 0.02 — 1,482

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)
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Automob —
Care
Center

User —
Defined
Retail

Total —
Annual —
Automob —
ile

Care

Center

User —
Defined
Retail

Total —
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— — — — — — — — — — — 1,473 1473 014

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00

— — — — — — — — — — — 1,473 1,473  0.14

— — — — — — — — — — — 244 244 0.02
— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00
— — — — — — — — — — — 244 244 0.02

4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Automob 0.20
ile

Care

Center

User 0.00
Defined
Retail

Total 0.20

0.10 1.86 1.56 0.01 0.14 — 0.14 0.14 — 0.14 — 2,222 2,222 0.20

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.10 1.86 1.56 0.01 0.14 — 0.14 0.14 — 0.14 — 2,222 2,222 0.20
11/30

0.02

0.00

0.02

<0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

1,482

0.00

1,482

245

0.00

245

2,229

0.00

2,229
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Automob 0.20 0.10 1.86 1.56 0.01 0.14 — 0.14 0.14 — 0.14 — 2,222 2,222 0.20 <0.005 — 2,229
ile

Care

Center

User 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Retail

Total 0.20 0.10 1.86 1.56 0.01 0.14 — 0.14 0.14 — 0.14 — 2,222 2,222 0.20 <0.005 — 2,229
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Automob 0.04 0.02 0.34 0.29 <0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03 — 368 368 0.03 <0.005 — 369
ile

Care

Center

User 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Retail

Total 0.04 0.02 0.34 0.29 <0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03 — 368 368 0.03 <0.005 — 369

4.3. Area Emissions by Source
4.3.2. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

coune (106 [ron[nox Jco ooz |owioe oo [owior[swzse |owes [pwzsr Jecos |vacos corr o4 |nzoIn Jeoze |

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Consum — 3.46 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
er
Products
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Architect — 0.21 — — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _
ural
Coatings

Landsca 1.25 1.15 0.06 7.03 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 28.9 28.9 <0.005 <0.0056 — 29.8
pe

Equipme

nt

Total 1.25 4.82 0.06 7.03 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 28.9 28.9 <0.005 <0.005 — 29.8

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Consum — 3.46 — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
er
Products

Architect — 0.21 — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
ural
Coatings

Total — 3.67 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Consum — 0.63 — — — — — — — — —_ — _ — _ _ _ _
er
Products

Architect — 0.04 — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
ural
Coatings

Landsca 0.16 0.14 0.01 0.88 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 3.28 3.28 <0.005 <0.005 — 3.37

pe
Equipme
nt

Total 0.16 0.81 0.01 0.88 <0.005 <0.0056 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 3.28 3.28 <0.005 <0.005 — 3.37

4.4. Water Emissions by Land Use

4.4.2. Unmitigated
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Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Automob — — — — — — — — — — — 29.2 98.9 128 3.00 0.07 — 225
ile

Care

Center

User — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Retail

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 29.2 98.9 128 3.00 0.07 — 225

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Winter
(Max)

Automob — — — — — — — — — — — 29.2 98.9 128 3.00 0.07 — 225
ile

Care

Center

User — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Retail

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 29.2 98.9 128 3.00 0.07 — 225
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Automob — — — — — — — — — — — 4.83 16.4 21.2 0.50 0.01 — 37.2
ile

Care

Center

User — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Retail

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 4.83 16.4 21.2 0.50 0.01 — 37.2
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4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use
4.5.2. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Automob — — — — — — — — — — — 333 0.00 333 33.3 0.00 — 1,165
ile

Care

Center

User — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Retail

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 333 0.00 333 33.3 0.00 — 1,165

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Automob — — — — — — — — — — — 333 0.00 333 33.3 0.00 — 1,165
ile

Care

Center

User — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Retail

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 333 0.00 333 33.3 0.00 — 1,165
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Automob — — — — — — — — — — — 55.1 0.00 55.1 5.51 0.00 — 193
ile

Care

Center

15/30 Item B - 257 of 2383



15364 - Woodruff Way Logistics Center (Existing) Detailed Report, 3/29/2023

User — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined

Retail

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 55.1 0.00 55.1 5.51 0.00 — 193

4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use
4.6.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Automob — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,282 1,282
ile

Care

Center

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,282 1,282

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter

(Max)

Automob — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,282 1,282
ile

Care

Center

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,282 1,282
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _
Automob — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 212 212
ile

Care

Center

Total — — — — J— J— —_ —_ — — — — —_ —_ — — 212 212
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4.7. Offroad Emissions By Equipment Type
4.7.1. Unmitigated
Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Equipme | TOG ROG IN[@) (0{0) SO2 PM10E |PM10D |(PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BCO2 NBCO2 |CO2T CH4 N20 CO2e
nt
Type

Dalily, —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.8. Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type
4.8.1. Unmitigated
Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Equipme | TOG ROG IN[@) (0{0) S0O2 PM10E |PM10D |(PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BCO2 NBCO2 |CO2T CH4 N20 CO2e
nt
Type

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)
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Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type

4.9.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Equipme | TOG ROG IN[@)% (e{0) SO2 PM10E |PM10D |(PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BCO2 NBCO2 |CO2T CH4 N20 CO2e
nt
Type

Dalily,
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type
4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

n

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)
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Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — —_ _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — . — — _ _ _
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Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _

Sequest — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _
ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

Remove — — — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _
d

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _ — — _ _ _

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Winter
(Max)

Avoided — — —_ — — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _ _ _
Subtotal — — —_ — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _ _ _ _

Sequest — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _

Remove — — — — — — — — — — —_ — _ _ _ _ _ _
d

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _
Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _ _ _
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _ — — _ _ _

Sequest — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — - — _ _ _ _ _

Remove — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
d

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _
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5. Activity Data

5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Trips/Weekday Trips/Saturday Trips/Sunday Trips/Year VMT/Weekday VMT/Saturday VMT/Sunday VMT/Year

Automobile Care 1,468 23.1 9.22 384,415 14,723 3,869,280
Center
User Defined Retail  75.0 1.13 0.49 19,644 1,148 17.3 7.42 300,560

5.10. Operational Area Sources
5.10.1. Hearths
5.10.1.1. Unmitigated

5.10.2. Architectural Coatings

Residential Interior Area Coated (sq ft) |Residential Exterior Area Coated (sq ft) | Non-Residential Interior Area Coated Non-Residential Exterior Area Coated |Parking Area Coated (sq ft)
(sq ft) (sq ft)

242,538 80,846

5.10.3. Landscape Equipment

Snow Days day/yr 0.00

Summer Days day/yr 250

5.11. Operational Energy Consumption
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5.11.1. Unmitigated

Electricity (kWh/yr) and CO2 and CH4 and N20 and Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)

Automobile Care Center 1,542,173 0.0330 0.0040 6,934,341
User Defined Retail 0.00 349 0.0330 0.0040 0.00

5.12. Operational Water and Wastewater Consumption

5.12.1. Unmitigated

Automobile Care Center 15,212,162 0.00

User Defined Retail 0.00 0.00

5.13. Operational Waste Generation

5.13.1. Unmitigated

Automobile Care Center 618 0.00

User Defined Retail 0.00 0.00

5.14. Operational Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Equipment

5.14.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Equipment Type Refrigerant Quantity (kg) Operations Leak Rate |Service Leak Rate

Automobile Care Center Other commercial A/IC~ R-410A 2,088 < 0.005 4.00 4.00 18.0
and heat pumps
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Automobile Care Center Supermarket User Defined 150 26.5 16.5 16.5 18.0
refrigeration and
condensing units

5.15. Operational Off-Road Equipment

5.15.1. Unmitigated

Equipment Type Fuel Type Number per Day Hours Per Day Load Factor

5.16. Stationary Sources

5.16.1. Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps

Equipment Type Fuel Type Number per Day Hours per Day Load Factor

5.16.2. Process Boilers

Equipment Type Fuel Type Boiler Rating (MMBtu/hr) Daily Heat Input (MMBtu/day) Annual Heat Input (MMBtu/yr)

5.17. User Defined

Equipment Type Fuel Type

5.18. Vegetation
5.18.1. Land Use Change

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Vegetation Land Use Type Vegetation Soil Type Initial Acres

23/30 Item B - 265 of 2383




15364 - Woodruff Way Logistics Center (Existing) Detailed Report, 3/29/2023

5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

5.18.2. Sequestration

5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

6. Climate Risk Detailed Report

6.1. Climate Risk Summary

Cal-Adapt midcentury 2040-2059 average projections for four hazards are reported below for your project location. These are under Representation Concentration Pathway (RCP) 8.5 which assumes GHG
emissions will continue to rise strongly through 2050 and then plateau around 2100.

Temperature and Extreme Heat 20.2 annual days of extreme heat

Extreme Precipitation 3.05 annual days with precipitation above 20 mm
Sea Level Rise 0.00 meters of inundation depth

Wildfire 4.39

annual hectares burned

Temperature and Extreme Heat data are for grid cell in which your project are located. The projection is based on the 98th historical percentile of daily maximum/minimum temperatures from observed
historical data (32 climate model ensemble from Cal-Adapt, 2040-2059 average under RCP 8.5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

Extreme Precipitation data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The threshold of 20 mm is equivalent to about ¥ an inch of rain, which would be light to moderate rainfall if received over a full
day or heavy rain if received over a period of 2 to 4 hours. Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

Sea Level Rise data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from Radke et al. (2017), as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040-2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider different
increments of sea level rise coupled with extreme storm events. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential inundation depth for the grid cell. The four simulations make

different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of different rainfall and temperature
possibilities (MIROCS). Each grid cell is 50 meters (m) by 50 m, or about 164 feet (ft) by 164 ft.
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Wildfire data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from UC Davis, as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040—2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider historical data of climate,
vegetation, population density, and large (> 400 ha) fire history. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential wildfire probabilities for the grid cell. The four simulations make

different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of different rainfall and temperature
possibilities (MIROCS). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

6.2. Initial Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A

N/A
Sea Level Rise 1 0 0 N/A
Wildfire 1 0 0 N/A
Flooding N/A N/A N/A N/A
Drought N/A N/A N/A N/A
Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A
Air Quality Degradation 0 0 0 N/A

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the greatest
exposure.

The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest ability to adapt.

The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores do not include implementation of climate risk reduction measures.

6.3. Adjusted Climate Risk Scores

Temperature and Extreme Heat

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Sea Level Rise 1 1 1 2
Wildfire 1 1 1 2
Flooding N/A N/A N/A N/A
Drought N/A N/A N/A N/A
Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A
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The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the greatest

exposure.

The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the

greatest ability to adapt.

The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores include implementation of climate risk reduction measures.

6.4. Climate Risk Reduction Measures

7. Health and Equity Details

7.1. CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Scores

The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.

Exposure Indicators
AQ-Ozone

AQ-PM

AQ-DPM

Drinking Water

Lead Risk Housing
Pesticides

Toxic Releases

Traffic

Effect Indicators
CleanUp Sites
Groundwater

Haz Waste Facilities/Generators
Impaired Water Bodies

Solid Waste

911
95.7
96.6
93.3
8.61
0.00
78.9

89.1

0.00
30.9
78.8
0.00
70.4
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Sensitive Population

Asthma

Cardio-vascular

Low Birth Weights
Socioeconomic Factor Indicators
Education

Housing

Linguistic

Poverty

Unemployment

7.2. Healthy Places Index Scores

The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

Economic

Above Poverty
Employed

Median HI

Education

Bachelor's or higher
High school enroliment
Preschool enrollment
Transportation

Auto Access

Active commuting
Social

2-parent households
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47.3
67.3
57.1

40.5
32.3
18.1
23.9
53.9

76.78686

63.51854228
68.57436161
44.59129988
3.977928911
15.60374695
88.68215065
10.11163865

11.86962659

27130
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Voting

Neighborhood

Alcohol availability

Park access

Retail density

Supermarket access

Tree canopy

Housing

Homeownership

Housing habitability

Low-inc homeowner severe housing cost burden
Low-inc renter severe housing cost burden
Uncrowded housing

Health Outcomes

Insured adults

Arthritis

Asthma ER Admissions

High Blood Pressure

Cancer (excluding skin)

Asthma

Coronary Heart Disease

Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease
Diagnosed Diabetes

Life Expectancy at Birth

Cognitively Disabled

Physically Disabled

Heart Attack ER Admissions
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50.91749006
69.3314513
61.63223406
69.31861927
2.399589375
29.69331451
78.81432054
80.20017965
88.74631079
37.86731682
60.77248813
67.2783267
74.6

54.3

79.9

68.9

49.0

85.5

74.0

64.3

52.5

87.2

77.4

10.4
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Mental Health Not Good 50.5
Chronic Kidney Disease 79.8
Obesity 43.5
Pedestrian Injuries 99.0
Physical Health Not Good 58.2
Stroke 80.6

Health Risk Behaviors —

Binge Drinking 19.3
Current Smoker 53.5
No Leisure Time for Physical Activity 61.3

Climate Change Exposures —

Wildfire Risk 0.0

SLR Inundation Area 0.0

Children 325
Elderly 84.2
English Speaking 91.4
Foreign-born 35.9
Outdoor Workers 45.5

Climate Change Adaptive Capacity —

Impervious Surface Cover 76.5
Traffic Density 89.2
Traffic Access 46.3

Other Indices —
Hardship 44.0
Other Decision Support —

2016 Voting 74.5
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7.3. Overall Health & Equity Scores

CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Score for Project Location (a) 65.0
Healthy Places Index Score for Project Location (b) 42.0
Project Located in a Designated Disadvantaged Community (Senate Bill 535) Yes
Project Located in a Low-Income Community (Assembly Bill 1550) No
Project Located in a Community Air Protection Program Community (Assembly Bill 617) No

a: The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.
b: The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

7.4. Health & Equity Measures

No Health & Equity Measures selected.
7.5. Evaluation Scorecard

Health & Equity Evaluation Scorecard not completed.

7.6. Health & Equity Custom Measures

No Health & Equity Custom Measures created.

8. User Changes to Default Data

Land Use Taken from client data
Operations: Vehicle Data Trip characteristics taken from Trip Generation Assessment
Operations: Fleet Mix Passenger Car Mix estimated based on CalEEMod default fleet mix and the ratio of the vehicle

classes (LDA, LDT1, LDT2, MDV, MCY).
Truck Fleet Mix based on 2, 3 and 4 axle trucks

Operations: Architectural Coatings SCAQMD Rule 1113

Operations: Refrigerants As of 1 January 2022, new commercial refrigeration equipment may not use refrigerants with a GWP
of 150 or greater. Further, R-404A (the CalEEMod default) is unacceptable for new supermarket and
cold storage systems as of 1 January 2019 and 2023, respectively.
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Project Name 15364 Woodruff Logistics TOP 2050

Lead Agency —

Land Use Scale Project/site

Analysis Level for Defaults County

Windspeed (m/s) 2.80

Precipitation (days) 20.8

Location 1350 S Woodruff Way, Ontario, CA 91761, USA
County San Bernardino-South Coast
City Ontario

Air District South Coast AQMD

Air Basin South Coast

TAZ 5284

EDFzZ 10

Electric Utility Southern California Edison
Gas Utility Southern California Gas

1.2. Land Use Types

Land Use Subtype Size Unit Lot Acreage Building Area (sq ft) Landscape Area (sq |Special Landscape |Population Description
Area (sq ft)
0.00

Unrefrigerated 1000sqft 398,901
Warehouse-No Ralil

User Defined 399 User Defined Unit 0.00 0.00 0.00 — — —
Industrial
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1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

No measures selected

2. Emissions Summary

2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

unmit. 14.5 21.8 19.5 158 0.36 0.43 10.7 111 0.42 1.92 2.34 379 40,594 40,973 404 2.48 547 43,269

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

unmit. 10.9 18.5 20.6 114 0.34 0.41 10.7 111 0.39 1.92 231 379 38,391 38,770 405 2.52 410 40,943

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily
(Max)

Unmit. 11.5 19.2 18.4 114 0.29 0.39 9.17 9.56 0.38 1.65 2.03 379 34,012 34,391 40.2 2.25 459 36,526

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
(Max)

Unmit. 2.10 3.50 3.35 20.8 0.05 0.07 1.67 1.75 0.07 0.30 0.37 62.7 5,631 5,694 6.66 0.37 76.0 6,047

2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)
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Mobile
Area
Energy
Water
Waste
Refrig.
Total

Dalily,
Winter
(Max)

Mobile
Area
Energy
Water
Waste
Refrig.
Total

Average
Daily

Mobile
Area
Energy
Water
Waste
Refrig.
Total
Annual
Mobile

Area

11.2
3.08
0.22

14.5

10.7

0.22

10.9

9.17
2.11
0.22

11.5

1.67
0.39

9.33
12.4
0.11

21.8

8.87
9.55
0.11

18.5

7.58
115
0.11

19.2

1.38
2.10

17.3
0.15
2.04

19.5

18.5

2.04

20.6

16.2
0.10

2.04

18.4

2.96
0.02

139
17.3
1.71

158

112

1.71

114

100
11.9

1.71

114

18.3
2.17

0.35
< 0.005
0.01

0.36

0.32

0.01

0.34

0.28
<0.005
0.01

0.29

0.05
< 0.005

0.25
0.02
0.15

0.43

0.25

0.15

0.41

0.22
0.02
0.15

0.39

0.04
< 0.005

10.7

10.7

9.17

9.17

1.67

10.9
0.02
0.15

111

10.9

0.15

111

9.39
0.02
0.15

9.56

171

< 0.005

0.24
0.03
0.15

0.42

0.24

0.15

0.39

0.21
0.02
0.15

0.38

0.04

< 0.005
8/31

1.92

1.92

1.65

1.65

0.30
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2.16
0.03
0.15

2.34

2.16

0.15

231

1.85
0.02
0.15

2.03

0.34
< 0.005

177
202

379

177
202

379

177
202

379

35,732
71.3
4,190
600
0.00

40,594

33,602

4,190
600
0.00

38,391

29,173
48.9
4,190
600
0.00

34,012

4,830
8.09

35,732
71.3
4,190
77
202

40,973

33,602

4,190
77
202

38,770

29,173
48.9
4,190
77
202

34,391

4,830
8.09

1.67
< 0.005
0.38
18.2
20.2

40.4

1.70

0.38
18.2
20.2

40.5

1.46
< 0.005
0.38
18.2
20.2

40.2

0.24
< 0.005

2.01
0.01
0.02
0.44
0.00

2.48

2.06

0.02
0.44
0.00

2.52

1.78
<0.005
0.02
0.44

0.00

2.25

0.30
< 0.005

141

407
547

3.65

407
410

52.3

407

459

8.66

36,513
73.4
4,207
1,361
707
407
43,269

34,261

4,207
1,361
707
407
40,943

29,793
50.3
4,207
1,361
707
407
36,526
4,933
8.33
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Energy 0.04 0.02 0.37 0.31 <0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03 — 694 694 0.06 <0.005 — 697
Water — — — — — — — — — — — 29.3 99.3 129 3.01 0.07 — 225
Waste  — — — — — — — — — — — 335 0.00 335 3.34 0.00 — 117
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 67.3 67.3
Total 2.10 3.50 3.35 20.8 0.05 0.07 1.67 1.75 0.07 0.30 0.37 62.7 5,631 5,694 6.66 0.37 76.0 6,047

4. Operations Emissions Details

4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land Use

4.1.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Unrefrige 10.1 9.08 6.81 133 0.26 0.12 9.25 9.36 0.11 1.58 1.69 — 26,546 26,546  0.89 0.64 114 26,872
rated

Warehou
se-No
Rail

User 1.06 0.25 10.5 5.93 0.08 0.14 1.42 1.56 0.13 0.34 0.47 — 9,187 9,187 0.78 1.37 26.8 9,641
Defined

Industrial

Total 11.2 9.33 17.3 139 0.35 0.25 10.7 10.9 0.24 1.92 2.16 — 35,732 35,732 1.67 2.01 141 36,513

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — - — _
Winter
(Max)
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Unrefrige 9.66 8.63 7.60 106 0.24 0.12 9.25 9.36 0.11 1.58 1.69 — 24,413 24,413 0.92 0.69 2.96 24,644
rated

Warehou

se-No

Ralil

User 1.05 0.24 10.9 5.93 0.08 0.14 1.42 1.56 0.13 0.34 0.47 — 9,188 9,188 0.78 1.37 0.69 9,617
Defined
Industrial

Total 10.7 8.87 18.5 112 0.32 0.25 10.7 10.9 0.24 1.92 2.16 — 33,602 33,602 1.70 2.06 3.65 34,261
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Unrefrige 1.51 1.35 1.23 17.4 0.04 0.02 1.45 1.47 0.02 0.25 0.26 — 3,521 3,521 0.13 0.10 7.01 3,561
rated

Warehou

se-No

Ralil

User 0.16 0.04 1.73 0.93 0.01 0.02 0.22 0.25 0.02 0.05 0.07 — 1,309 1,309 0.11 0.20 1.65 1,371
Defined
Industrial

Total 1.67 1.38 2.96 18.3 0.05 0.04 1.67 1.71 0.04 0.30 0.34 — 4,830 4,830 0.24 0.30 8.66 4,933

4.2. Energy
4.2.1. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

.
Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Unrefrige — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,760 1,760 0.17 0.02 — 1,770
rated

Warehou

se-No

Rail
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User — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Industrial

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,760 1,760 0.17 0.02 — 1,770

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Winter
(Max)

Unrefrige — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,760 1,760 0.17 0.02 — 1,770
rated

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Defined
Industrial

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,760 1,760 0.17 0.02 — 1,770
Annual — — —_ — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _ _ _ _

Unrefrige — — — — — — — — — — — — 291 291 0.03 <0.005 — 293
rated

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Defined
Industrial

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 291 291 0.03 <0.005 — 293

4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)
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Unrefrige 0.22 0.11 2.04 1.71 0.01 0.15 — 0.15 0.15 — 0.15 — 2,430 2,430 0.22 <0.006 — 2,437
Warehouse-No
Rail

User 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Industrial

Total 0.22 0.11 2.04 1.71 0.01 0.15 — 0.15 0.15 — 0.15 —_ 2,430 2,430 0.22 <0.005 — 2,437

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Winter
(Max)

Unrefrige 0.22 0.11 2.04 1.71 0.01 0.15 — 0.15 0.15 — 0.15 — 2,430 2,430 0.22 <0.005 — 2,437
rated

Warehou

se-No

Rail

User 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined

Industrial

Total 0.22 0.11 2.04 1.71 0.01 0.15 — 0.15 0.15 — 0.15 — 2,430 2,430 0.22 <0.005 — 2,437
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

Unrefrige 0.04 0.02 0.37 0.31 <0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03 — 402 402 0.04 <0.005 — 403
rated

Warehou

se-No

Rail

User 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Defined
Industrial

Total 0.04 0.02 0.37 0.31 <0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03 — 402 402 0.04 <0.005 — 403

4.3. Area Emissions by Source
4.3.2. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Consum
er
Products

Architect
ural
Coatings

Landsca
pe
Equipme
nt

Total

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Consum
er
Products

Architect
ural
Coatings

Total
Annual

Consum
er
Products

Architect
ural
Coatings

Landsca
pe
Equipme
nt
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3.08

3.08

0.39

8.54

1.01

2.84

12.4

8.54

1.01

9.55

1.56

0.18

0.36

0.15

0.15

0.02

17.3

17.3

2.17

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.02

0.02

< 0.005

0.02

0.02

< 0.005

0.03

0.03

< 0.005

13/31

0.03

0.03

< 0.005

71.3

71.3

8.09

71.3

713

8.09

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.01 — 73.4
0.01 — 73.4
<0.005 — 8.33
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0.39
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2.10 0.02 2.17 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 8.09 8.09 <0.005

4.4. Water Emissions by Land Use

4.4.2. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Unrefrige
rated
Warehou
se-No
Ralil

User
Defined
Industrial

Total

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Unrefrige
rated
Warehou
se-No
Rail

User
Defined
Industrial

Total

Annual

— — — — — — — — — — 177 600 77 18.2

— — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

— — — — — — — — — — 177 600 77 18.2
— — — — — — — — — — 177 600 7 18.2
— — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
— — — — — — — — — — 177 600 77 18.2

14/31

<0.005

0.44

0.00

0.44

0.44

0.00

0.44

8.33

1,361

0.00

1,361

1,361

0.00

1,361

Item B - 287 of 2383



15364 Woodruff Logistics TOP 2050 Detailed Report, 3/30/2023

Unrefrige — — — — — — — — — — — 29.3 99.3 129 3.01 0.07 — 225
rated

User — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined

Industrial

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 29.3 99.3 129 3.01 0.07 — 225

4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use
4.5.2. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Unrefrige — — — — — — — — — — — 202 0.00 202 20.2 0.00 — 707
rated

Warehou

se-No

Rail

User — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Industrial

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 202 0.00 202 20.2 0.00 — 707

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Winter
(Max)

Unrefrige — — — — — — — — — — — 202 0.00 202 20.2 0.00 — 707
rated

Warehou

se-No

Rail
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User — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Industrial

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 202 0.00 202 20.2 0.00 — 707
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _

Unrefrige — — — — — — — — — — — 335 0.00 335 3.34 0.00 — 117
rated

Warehou

se-No

Rail

User — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Industrial

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 335 0.00 335 3.34 0.00 — 117

4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use
4.6.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Unrefrige — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 407 407
rated

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 407 407

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)
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Unrefrige — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 407 407
rated

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 407 407
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Unrefrige — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 67.3 67.3
rated

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 67.3 67.3

4.7. Offroad Emissions By Equipment Type
4.7.1. Unmitigated
Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Equipme | TOG ROG IN[@)% (0{0) SO2 PM10E |PM10D |(PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BCO2 NBCO2 |CO2T
nt
Type

Daily, — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.8. Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type
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4.8.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Equipme | TOG ROG IN[@)% (e{0) SO2 PM10E |PM10D |(PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BCO2 NBCO2 |CO2T CH4 N20 CO2e
nt
Type

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type
4.9.1. Unmitigated
Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Equipme | TOG ROG IN[@) (0{0) S0O2 PM10E |PM10D |[PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BCO2 NBCO2 |CO2T CH4 N20 CO2e
nt
Type

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type

4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

n

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — —
Annual  — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)
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Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — —_ _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — . — — _ _ _
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _

Sequest — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _
ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _ — — _ _ _

Remove — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
d

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Avoided — — —_ — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _ _ _ _
Subtotal — — —_ — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _ _ _ _

Sequest — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _

Remove — — — — — — — — — — —_ — _ _ _ _ _ _
d

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _
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Annual — — — — — — — — — —_ _ — _ _ _ _ _ _
Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — . — — _ _ _
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — _ — — _ _ _ _

Sequest — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _
ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _ — — _ _ _

Remove — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
d

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _

5. Activity Data

5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Trips/Weekday Trips/Saturday Trips/Sunday Trips/Year VMT/Weekday VMT/Saturday VMT/Sunday VMT/Year

Unrefrigerated 1,844 1,890 592,910 33,799 4,782 34,642 10,867,554
Warehouse-No Rail

User Defined 102 14.4 105 32,822 3,066 431 3,137 985,321
Industrial

5.10. Operational Area Sources
5.10.1. Hearths
5.10.1.1. Unmitigated

5.10.2. Architectural Coatings
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Residential Interior Area Coated (sq ft) | Residential Exterior Area Coated (sq ft) | Non-Residential Interior Area Coated Non-Residential Exterior Area Coated [Parking Area Coated (sq ft)
(sq ft) (sq ft)

598,352 199,451

5.10.3. Landscape Equipment

Snow Days day/yr 0.00

Summer Days day/yr 250

5.11. Operational Energy Consumption
5.11.1. Unmitigated

Electricity (kWh/yr) and CO2 and CH4 and N20 and Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No 1,842,405 0.0330 0.0040 7,583,379
Rail
User Defined Industrial 0.00 349 0.0330 0.0040 0.00

5.12. Operational Water and Wastewater Consumption

5.12.1. Unmitigated

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 92,245,856 0.00

User Defined Industrial 0.00 0.00

5.13. Operational Waste Generation

5.13.1. Unmitigated

22/31 Item B - 295 of 2383



15364 Woodruff Logistics TOP 2050 Detailed Report, 3/30/2023

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 375 0.00
User Defined Industrial 0.00 0.00

5.14. Operational Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Equipment

5.14.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Equipment Type Refrigerant _ Quantity (kg) Operations Leak Rate |Service Leak Rate

Unrefrigerated Cold storage User Defined 7.50 7.50 7.50 25.0
Warehouse-No Rail

5.15. Operational Off-Road Equipment

5.15.1. Unmitigated

5.16. Stationary Sources

5.16.1. Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps

Equipment Type Fuel Type Number per Day Hours per Day Load Factor

5.16.2. Process Boilers

Equipment Type Fuel Type Boiler Rating (MMBtu/hr) Daily Heat Input (MMBtu/day) Annual Heat Input (MMBtu/yr)

5.17. User Defined

Equipment Type Fuel Type
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5.18. Vegetation
5.18.1. Land Use Change

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Vegetation Land Use Type Vegetation Soil Type Initial Acres

5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

5.18.2. Sequestration

5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

6. Climate Risk Detailed Report

6.1. Climate Risk Summary

Cal-Adapt midcentury 2040-2059 average projections for four hazards are reported below for your project location. These are under Representation Concentration Pathway (RCP) 8.5 which assumes GHG
emissions will continue to rise strongly through 2050 and then plateau around 2100.

Temperature and Extreme Heat 20.2 annual days of extreme heat
Extreme Precipitation 3.05 annual days with precipitation above 20 mm
Sea Level Rise 0.00

meters of inundation depth
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Wildfire 4.39 annual hectares burned

Temperature and Extreme Heat data are for grid cell in which your project are located. The projection is based on the 98th historical percentile of daily maximum/minimum temperatures from observed
historical data (32 climate model ensemble from Cal-Adapt, 2040-2059 average under RCP 8.5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

Extreme Precipitation data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The threshold of 20 mm is equivalent to about % an inch of rain, which would be light to moderate rainfall if received over a full
day or heavy rain if received over a period of 2 to 4 hours. Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

Sea Level Rise data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from Radke et al. (2017), as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040-2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider different
increments of sea level rise coupled with extreme storm events. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential inundation depth for the grid cell. The four simulations make
different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of different rainfall and temperature
possibilities (MIROCS). Each grid cell is 50 meters (m) by 50 m, or about 164 feet (ft) by 164 ft.

Wildfire data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from UC Davis, as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040—-2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider historical data of climate,
vegetation, population density, and large (> 400 ha) fire history. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential wildfire probabilities for the grid cell. The four simulations make
different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of different rainfall and temperature
possibilities (MIROCS). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

6.2. Initial Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Sea Level Rise 1 0 0 N/A
Wildfire 1 0 0 N/A
Flooding N/A N/A N/A N/A
Drought N/A N/A N/A N/A
Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A
Air Quality Degradation 0 0 0 N/A

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the greatest
exposure.

The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest ability to adapt.

The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores do not include implementation of climate risk reduction measures.

6.3. Adjusted Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat
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Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Sea Level Rise 1 1 1 2
Wildfire 1 1 1 2
Flooding N/A N/A N/A N/A
Drought N/A N/A N/A N/A
Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A
Air Quality Degradation 1 1 1 2

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the greatest
exposure.

The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest ability to adapt.

The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores include implementation of climate risk reduction measures.

6.4. Climate Risk Reduction Measures

7. Health and Equity Details

7.1. CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Scores

The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.

Exposure Indicators —

AQ-Ozone 91.1
AQ-PM 95.7
AQ-DPM 96.6
Drinking Water 93.3
Lead Risk Housing 8.61
Pesticides 0.00
Toxic Releases 78.9
Traffic 89.1

26/31 Item B - 299 of 2383



Effect Indicators

CleanUp Sites

Groundwater

Haz Waste Facilities/Generators
Impaired Water Bodies

Solid Waste

Sensitive Population

Asthma

Cardio-vascular

Low Birth Weights
Socioeconomic Factor Indicators
Education

Housing

Linguistic

Poverty

Unemployment

7.2. Healthy Places Index Scores

0.00
30.9
78.8
0.00
70.4

47.3
67.3
57.1

40.5
32.3
18.1
23.9
53.9
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The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

Economic

Above Poverty
Employed

Median HI
Education
Bachelor's or higher

High school enrollment

76.78686

63.51854228
68.57436161
44.59129988

3.977928911

27/31
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Preschool enrollment
Transportation

Auto Access

Active commuting
Social

2-parent households
Voting

Neighborhood

Alcohol availability
Park access

Retail density
Supermarket access
Tree canopy

Housing
Homeownership
Housing habitability
Low-inc homeowner severe housing cost burden
Low-inc renter severe housing cost burden
Uncrowded housing
Health Outcomes
Insured adults

Arthritis

Asthma ER Admissions
High Blood Pressure
Cancer (excluding skin)
Asthma

Coronary Heart Disease

15.60374695
88.68215065
10.11163865
11.86962659
50.91749006
69.3314513
61.63223406
69.31861927
2.399589375
29.69331451
78.81432054
80.20017965
88.74631079
37.86731682
60.77248813
67.2783267
74.6

54.3

79.9

68.9

49.0

85.5

281/31
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Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease

Diagnosed Diabetes

Life Expectancy at Birth
Cognitively Disabled
Physically Disabled

Heart Attack ER Admissions
Mental Health Not Good
Chronic Kidney Disease
Obesity

Pedestrian Injuries

Physical Health Not Good
Stroke

Health Risk Behaviors
Binge Drinking

Current Smoker

No Leisure Time for Physical Activity
Climate Change Exposures
Wildfire Risk

SLR Inundation Area
Children

Elderly

English Speaking
Foreign-born

Outdoor Workers

Climate Change Adaptive Capacity
Impervious Surface Cover

Traffic Density

74.0
64.3
52.5
87.2
77.4
10.4
50.5
79.8
43.5
99.0
58.2
80.6

19.3
53.5

61.3

0.0
0.0
32.5
84.2
91.4
35.9

45.5

76.5

89.2
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Traffic Access 46.3
Other Indices —
Hardship 44.0
Other Decision Support —
2016 Voting 74.5

7.3. Overall Health & Equity Scores

CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Score for Project Location (a) 65.0
Healthy Places Index Score for Project Location (b) 42.0
Project Located in a Designated Disadvantaged Community (Senate Bill 535) Yes
Project Located in a Low-Income Community (Assembly Bill 1550) No
Project Located in a Community Air Protection Program Community (Assembly Bill 617) No

a: The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.
b: The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

7.4. Health & Equity Measures

No Health & Equity Measures selected.
7.5. Evaluation Scorecard

Health & Equity Evaluation Scorecard not completed.

7.6. Health & Equity Custom Measures

No Health & Equity Custom Measures created.

8. User Changes to Default Data

Operations: Vehicle Data Trip Characteristics based on information provided in the Traffic Analysis
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Operations: Fleet Mix Passenger Car Mix estimated based on CalEEMod default fleet mix and the ratio of the vehicle
classes (LDA, LDT1, LDT2, MDV, MCY). Truck Fleet Mix based on 2, 3 and 4 axle trucks

Operations: Refrigerants Per 17 CCR 95371, new refrigeration equipment containing >50 Ibs of refrigerant in new facilities is
prohibited from utilizing refrigerants with a GWP of 150 or greater as of 1 Jan 2022.
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. . Archaeology/History/Paleontology/Biolo,
BFSA Environmental Services gymtory ymiofosy
A

Perennial Company

February 23,2023

Tracy Chu

T&B Planning, Inc.

3200 El Camino Real, Suite 100
Irvine, California 92602

RE: Cultural Resources Records Search Results for the Woodruff Logistics Center Project,
Ontario, California

Dear Ms. Chu:

An archaeological records search has been completed for the Woodruff Logistics Center
Project located at 1350 and 1375 South Woodruff Way, in the city of Ontario, San
Bernardino County, California. The project includes the proposed construction of an
industrial structure within Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 238-221-22 and 238-201-41. As part
of the environmental review process, BFSA Environmental Services, a Perennial Company
(BFSA), reviewed the results of the records search from the South Central Coastal Information
Center at California State University, Fullerton. The records search, which was completed
on January 18, 2023, encompassed an area of one mile surrounding the project.

Based upon the records search results, one resource has been recorded within one mile of
the project, which is not within the project boundaries. The resource is a historic railroad.

The records search results also indicate that 18 previous studies have been conducted
within one mile of the project, one of which overlaps the entire subject property (Smith and Lerch
1981). This study was conducted in 1981 for the construction of the proposed Ontario Industrial
Park. It found no cultural resources in the study area. One study is directly adjacent to the subject
property (Davis 1988). Conducted in 1988 in anticipation of development, the survey found no
cultural resources.

BFSA requested a review of the Sacred Lands Files (SLF) by the Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC) on January 16, 2023, to determine if any recorded Native American sacred
sites or locations of religious or ceremonial importance are present within one mile of the project.
The NAHC SLF search did not indicate the presence of sacred sites or locations of religious or
ceremonial importance within the search radius. This request is not part of any Assembly Bill 52
Native American consultation.

14010 Poway Road, Suite A, Poway, California 92064, Phone 858-484-0915
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BFSA Environmental Services, a Perennial Company — Page 2

The full results of the completed records search are attached to this letter report
(Attachments A and B). Please contact us should you have any questions or require additional
studies for this project.

Regards,

Lol SaSZ
Brian F. Smith
BFS:es

Attachments:

Attachment A — Archaeological Records Search Results
Attachment B — NAHC Sacred Lands File Search Results
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The Woodruff Logistics Center Project

ATTACHMENT A

Archaeological Records Search Results
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BFSA Environmental Services, a Perennial Company

CALIFORNIA HISTORICAL RESOURCES INFORMATION SYSTEMS

RECORDS SEARCH
Company: BFSA Environmental Services, a Perennial Company
Processed By: Emily T. Soong
Date Processed: January 18, 2023
Project Identification: = Woodruff Logistics Center
Information Center: South Central Coastal Information Center
Search Radius: 1 Mile Buffer

Historical Resources:

Trinomial and Primary site maps have been reviewed. All sites within the project
boundaries and the specified radius of the project area have been plotted. Copies of the
site record forms have been reviewed for all recorded sites.

There is one resources located within a mile radius of the current project area, which is
not located within the subject property.

Previous Survey Report Boundaries:

Project boundary maps have been reviewed. National Archaeological Database (NADB)
citations for reports within the project boundaries and within the specified radius of the
project area have been reviewed.

There are 18 reports within a mile radius of the current project area, one of which
overlaps with the property (SB-01180) and is one directly adjacent to the property (SB-
02194).
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Resource List

Primary No.  Trinomial Other IDs Type Age Attribute codes Recorded by Reports
P-36-010330 CA-SBR-010330H Resource Name - Union Pacific Structure, Historic AHO7; HP39 1999 (S. Ashkar, Jones & Stokes SB-04335, SB-
Railroad; Object Associates, Inc.); 05495, SB-05614,
Other - Southern Pacific Railroad; 2002 (Goodwin, R., LSA Associates, SB-06291, SB-
Other - West Line Basin Inc.); 06720, SB-07451,
Alignment; 2008 (Harper, C.D., SWCA); SB-07666, SB-07955
Other - Union Pacific Railroad 2010 (Tibbet, C., LSA Associates,
Crossing at Anderson Street; Inc.);
Other - 19-186112 2012 (Paul, Daniel D., ICF

International)

Page 1 of 1 SBAIC 1/17/2023 2:13:17 PM
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Prepared by:

Prepared for:

CULTURAL RESOURCES ASSESSMENT
OF THE
ONTARIO INDUSTRIAL PARK,

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

San Bernardino County Museum Association
Dr. Gerald A. Smith, Executive Director
Michael K. Lerch, Archaeologist-Curator
2024 Orange Tree Lane

Redlands, California 92373

The SWA Group
580 Broadway, Suite 200
Laguna Beach, California 92651

Ontario Industrial Partners

1303 Avocado Avenue, Suite 220
Newport Beach, California 92660

September 1981
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SB-01180

INTRODUCTION

Purpose:

This report is a cultural resources assessment for the proposed Ontario
Industrial Park, which will be located in the City of Ontario, San Bernardino
County, California. The report was prepared by the San Bernardino County
Museum Association at the request of Jean Gath of the SWA Group and William
A. Budge of Ontario Industrial Partners, in order to comply with federal,
state, and local laws and ordinances requiring environmental assessments
of projects which might cause an adverse impact to the existing environment.
This assessment deals specifically with potential impacts to cultural resources
by the proposed project.

The study was conducted in order to locate and evaluate any archaeclogical
or historical sites which might be impacted by the Ontario Industrial Park,
and to make recommendations to mitigate any such impacts, should they be
found to exist. The assessment included a records check for previously
recorded archaeological sites in the area, a review of pertinent archaeological,
ethnographic, and historic literature, and a field reconnaissance of the project
site.

No cultural resources were found to exist within the project site boundaries,
and no adverse impacts to cultural resources are anticipated due to the proposed

project.

Project:

The proposed Ontario Industrial Park involves the development of approxi-
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SB-01180

mately 1,500 acres of land east of Ontario International Airport as an
industrial park which will be served by both rail and air freight. The
existing land use of vineyard agriculture will be replaced by an intensive
development for industrial use which will include approximately 10-12
miles of new street comstruction, three taxiways connected with the airport,
and up to two miles of rail spurs connected with both Southern Pacific
and Union Pacific Railroads.

It is presumed that all existing features within the project site
will be disturbed by the proposed project, and that any cultural resources

which might be present would be subject to an adverse impact.

Project Site:

The project site 1is located in southwestern San Bernardino County in
the City of Ontario. It is directly east of the Ontario Intermational
Airport, and located between the Southern Pacific Railroad Mainline on the
north and the Union Pacific Mainline on the south. Thus it comprises an
ideal location for such a facility as is proposed, due to the proximity of
existing well developed transportation networks. Interstates 10 and 15 are
located adjacent to the northern and eastern boundaries of the project site.

The subject property is situated in Sections 25 and 36, TlS, R7W,
and Sections 30 and 31, T1S, R6W, SBBM, as shown on the Guasti 7.5' USGS
topographic quadrangle (see Map 2). Elevations range from 860 to 960 feet
above sea level. The topography is relatively level, consisting of a sandy
alluvial plain which is derived from the San Gabriel Mountains to the north

and locally known as the Cucamonga Flood Plain. The principal run-off
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in the flood plain is carried by Cucamonga, Deer, and Day Creeks, the last
of which runs along the eastern boundary of the subject property. All
three creeks have had flood control work done on them and now flow through
channels with man-made levees on their banks.

Vegetation on the project site is currently composed of vineyard agri-
culture, but would have originally consisted of species belonging to the
Valley Grassland and Coastal Sage Scrub Plant Communities. It would have

been dominated by perennial bunch-grasses, sagebrush (Artemisia califormica),

sages (Salvia sp.), and buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum)(Munz 1974).
Historic references by Juan Bautista de Anza and Pedro Font, his priest and
diarist, in 1776, indicated that "both men were struck by the sight of the
'rolling grassland' which extended with increasing richness (from their
campsite at Jurupa, now Riverside) westward to the site of Los Angeles"
Clarke 1979:44,45).

There are no springs or other sources of natural water located on the
project site. The closest water source to the study area is the Santa Ana
River, which runs southwest approximately 6 miles south.

See Map 3 for the proposed project development plans and for location

of non-project land within the study area.

Scope of Study:
This assessment is based on a detailed inventory of all prehistoric
cultural resources and historic cultural resources believed to be fifty

years of age or older.
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CULTURAL BACKGROUND

Archaeological evidence from prehistoric village sites such as those
in Cucamonga, Rialto, Colton, and Yucaipa indicate that the San Bernardino
Valley has witnessed at least two periods of prehistory. The oldest com-—
ponents of these sites contain artifacts usually attributed to the
Milling Stone Horizon, a period which is thought to have begun at least
4,500 years ago (Wallace 1955:221) and possible as early as 8,500 years
ago (Meighan 1978:236). Locally, it is reported to span the period from
about 3,000 B.C. to A.D. 1,000 (Kowta 1969:90). Evidence for earlier
cultural activity in the study area is lacking, possibly for geological
reasons (older sites could be buried under the alluvium), although there is
ample evidence in the coastal areas of southern California that an Early
Hunting Stage was present at least 10,000 years ago (Meighan 1978:238).

The earlier prehistoric period known from the study area, the Milling
Stone Horizon, is defined by artifacts such as manos and metates (milling
stones) in large numbers, crude percussion flaked stone tools which are
mostly choppers and scraper planes, and the enigmatic cog-stones and dis-
coidals. There is a definite paucity of projectile points in the assemblages
from the sites of this age, indicating that the people subsisted primarily
on plant foods, probably mush made from ground plant seeds. Hunting appears
to have played a secondary rolé in subsistance.

The more recent period in local prehistoric cultural development is
termed variously the "Late Prehistoric Cultures'" (Wallace 1955:223) or the
'""Regional Specialization Stage'" (Meighan 1978:236). This period encompasses

approximately the past 1,000 to 2,000 years, and represents the culture of
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populations ancestral to the historic Shoshonean groups which lived in the
study area at the time of European contact. The Late Prehistoric Period
is characterized by the introduction of brownware pottery and smaller pro-
jectile points used for arrow tips. Other artifacts found in sites of this
late period include bone awls, stone drills and perforators, steatite cooking
stones and arrow-shaft straighteners, and various types of charm stones and
crystals. Vegetal food processing tools such as manos and metates, and
mortars and pestles also continue to be present in archaeological assemblages
from this recent period of prehistory.

The study area was near the boundary between two ethnographic groups
of southern California Shoshoneans, the Gabrielino and the Serrano. Both
have been placed in the vicinity of the study area by ethnographers working
in the region. The village of Cucamonga, located 4 miles northwest of the
project site, has been identified as the westernmost settlement of the
Serrano (Kroeber 1925:615). Other scholars have attributed it to the
Gabrielino, noted its linguistic affinity with that language, and one
study has concluded that the site was originally inhabited by the Serrano,
with the Gabrielino being brought into the area due to mission activity
(Weaver and Garcia 1977). The Santa Ana River as far east as Jurupa (River-
side) was part of Gabrielino territory without question. It would appear
that the project site was a resource area which was utilized by both groups.

Despite the lack of water which would preclude a major habitation site
being found on the project site, it could well have been used as a collecting
area for plant seeds such as chia and buckwheat, and for hunting small game.

Known habitation sites are located along the Santa Ana River to the south,
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and along the base of the San Gabriel Mountains to the north. The area
immediately surrounding the project site, however, does not contain any
known archaeological sites, leading to the conclusion that it was not
heavily used but rather functioned as a marginal resource area for the
populations of the nearby prehistoric settlements.

Historic mention of the study area began as early as 1774, when
Anza passed through the area on his way from Sonora to Mission San Gabriel,
which had been established three years earlier. In 1810, the mission
established a stock ranch in San Bernardino, followed by an Asistencia in
1819. The road from San Gabriel to San Bernardino passed very near to the
project site, and may have crossed the northeastern corner of it (Black
1975:vi)

Following the breaking up of the mission in 1834, the area was parceled
out in the form of land grants by the Mexican governor in the 1840's. The
project site was surrounded by Cucamonga Rancho to the north and Rancho
Santa Ana del Chino and Jurupa Rancho to the south. It does not appear to
have been included within the official boundaries of any of these but was
undoubtedly used as a grazing area for stock from all three. The ranchos
were not fenced, and yearly roundups and branding sessions were necessary
to separate the stock (Beattie and Beattie 1951).

Vineyard agriculture in the study area has a long history. The Brookside
Winery near the northwest corner of the project site was established by
Secondo Guasti, a native of Italy. The business was founded in 1832, and is
one of theoldest in California (Archer 1974). Guasti was originally the train

depot called Cucamonga, the Post Office name Guasti was established in 1910.
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METHODS OF DATA COLLECTION USED IN THIS STUDY

Prior to the field portion of this assessment, a records check of the
California Archaeological Site Survey files maintained at the San Bernardino
County Museum was conducted. No archaeological sites were found to be pre-~
viously recorded on the project site, nor were any listed within a three
mile radius of the project site. No sites listed in the National Register
of Historic Places are in the vicinity of the project site. A review of
archaeologic, ethnographic, and historic literature did not indicate the
presence of any cultural resources on the project site.

On-site field reconnaisance of the project site was accomplished
during the last week of August 1981. The project site was surveyed by
Dr. Gerald A. Smith, Michael K. Lerch, and William Jenson following
parallel transects spaced approximately 30 meters apart. Transects were
aligned with rows in the vineyards, which enabled uniform spacing and even
coverage of the project area. Ground visibility was excellent and field
conditions were conducive to identify any cultural resources which might

have been present.

RESULTS OF THE SURVEY

The results of a records check, literature search, and intensive field
survey of the Ontario Industrial Park property were that no cultural resources
were located within the project boundaries. No subsurface testing was attempted;
however, in view of the negative results of the rest of the investigation, it

is unlikely that any subsurface cultural deposits exist on the project.
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ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND RECOMMENDATION FOR MITIGATION

The results of this study do not indicate that any cultural resources
are present on the project site, and thus no adverse impacts to any
cultural resources due to the proposed project are anticipated. The
surrounding area is also highly disturbed and not known to contain any
cultural resources, so no secondary impacts are expected.

No recommendations for further archaeological investigation are made
at this time. However, in the event that cultural resources are encountered
during the course of construction activities, it is recommended that a

qualified archaeologist be consulted.
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APPENDIX

Maps 1, 2, 3: Project Vicinity, Project Location, Project Site.
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Noom (o631 ¢ X <$B-02194,
% DAMES &- MOORE A PROFESSIONAL LIMITED PARTNERSHIP

60 DECLARATION DRIVE, SUITE B, CHICO, CALIFORNIA 95926, (916) 893-9675

RECEIVED

DEC 051990

ARDINO
Lester A. Ross, Center Coordinator CSC,)\SIN:BTEQR?AUSEUMS

Archzological Information Center
San Bernardino County Museum
2024 Orange Tree Lane

Redlands, California 92374

Dear Dr. Ross

This is in reply to your information request concerning the Amanson Properti@ investigations. The
proposed purchase of the property was not completed and all of the initial work was not
completed. An intensive pedestrian survey was carried out and a very brief writeup of the work
was prepared. A copy of this information is included. Also included is a xerox copy of the
pertinent portion of the Guasti 7.5° quad. The project area is hatched. One hundred percent of the
project area was surveyed. No cultural resources were identified.

Sincerely

DT

~  Gene P. Davis
Staff Archzologist

OFFICES WORLDWIDE
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Cultural Resource Investigation
Archival Research and Record Search

For prehistoric cultural resources, the principal sources of data were the National Register of
Historic Places and the Regional office of the California Archaeological Inventory held at the San
Bernardino County Museum. Historic maps examined included late 1800's General Land Office Plat
maps of the area, the 1894 Cucamonga 15' United States Geologic Service quad map, the County of
San Bernardino Survey Office Record of Survey for June 1920, and an area map from the 1940's.
No structures or other cultural resources were indicated on these maps. The 1976 Scott study of
Irrigation water systems in the Santa Ana river basin indicated no irrigation ditches, canals, or
other facilities on the property during the years 1810 through 1968.

Three cultural resource surveys (Elfend 1978, Leonard 1978, and Smith 1981) have been

accomplished for properties near or adjacent to the project area. No cultural resources were
identified by these projects.

Results of Research and Record Search

No sites listed in the National Register of Historic places are on or near the property. Results of
the record check indicate that there are no recorded historic or prehistoric sites on or adjacent to
the project area.

Field Reconnaissance

A complete pedestrian survey of the project area was accomplished in September 1988 by a team
of three professional archaeologists under the direction of Gene Davis of Dames & Moore. Parallel
transects spaced 20 meters apart were used. Surface visibility and field conditions were excellent.
The northern half of the project area had recently been used as sheep pasturage, denuding some
parts of the parcel of vegetation. Also in the central portion of the site there were eroded remnants
of two approximately ten meter diameter by one meter deep excavations. No signs of cultural
resources were found in or around these depressions.

Results of Field Reconnaissance

The results of the field survey of the property at I-15 and Jurupa Street indicate that no surface
cultural resources are located within the project boundaries. Subsurface testing was not conducted,
but it is not likely that subsurface cultural resources exist on the property.

Recommendations

Results of the record search, archival research, and the field reconnaissance do not indicate the
presence of any cultural resources. Thus, cultural resources are not expected to constrain
development of the property. No recommendation for additional archaeological investigation is
made at this time. If cultural resources are encountered during project development a qualified
archaeologist should be consulted.
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Report List

Woodruff Logistics Center

Report No.  Other IDs Year Author(s) Title Affiliation Resources
SB-00613 NADB-R - 1060613; 1978 ULTRASYSTEMS, INC. DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ULTRASYSTEMS, INC.
Voided - 78-3.2 REPORT: MILLIKEN SANITARY LANDFILL
SB-00644 NADB-R - 1060644, 1978 LEONARD lil, N. ARCHAEOLOGICAL EVALUATION OF THE SAN BERNARDINO
Voided - 78-5.4 NELSON PROPOSED FONTANA INTERCEPTOR COUNTY MUSEUM
ASSOCIATION
SB-01180 NADB-R - 1061180; 1981 SMITH, GERALD A. and CULTURAL RESOURCES ASSESSMENT SAN BERNARDINO
Voided - 81-9.1 MICHAEL K. LERCH OF THE ONTARIO INDUSTRIAL PARK, SAN COUNTY MUSEUM
BERNARDINO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION
SB-02194 NADB-R - 1062194; 1988 DAVIS, GENE P. AMANSON PROPERTIES: CULTURAL DAMES & MOORE
Voided - 88-9.4 RESOURCE INVESTIGATION
SB-02795 NADB-R - 1062795 1991 HAMPSON, R. PAUL, CULTURAL RESOURCE INVESTIGATION:  GREENWOOD & 36-002910, 36-004252, 36-004253,
JAMES J. SCHMIDT, CAJON PIPELINE PROJECT ASSOCIATES 36-004255, 36-004268, 36-004271,
AND JUNE A. SCHMIDT 36-004272, 36-004411, 36-004418,
36-005361, 36-005362, 36-005568,
36-006793, 36-007076, 36-007077,
36-007078, 36-007079, 36-007080,
36-007081, 36-007082, 36-007084,
36-007085, 36-007086, 36-007087,
36-007088, 36-007089, 36-007090,
36-007091, 36-007092, 36-007093,
36-007094, 36-007095, 36-007096
SB-02796 NADB-R - 1062796 1993 MCKENNA, JEANETTE  CULTURAL RESOURCES MCKENNA ET AL 36-002257, 36-002910, 36-004252,
A. INVESTIGATIONS, SITE INVENTORY AND 36-004253, 36-004255, 36-004268,
EVALUATIONS, THE CAJON PIPELINE 36-004271, 36-004272, 36-004411,
CORRIDOR, LOS ANGELES AND SAN 36-004418, 36-005288, 36-005361,
BERNARDINO COUNTIES 36-005362, 36-005568, 36-006509,
36-006516, 36-006699, 36-006793,
36-006810, 36-006847, 36-007076,
36-007077, 36-007078, 36-007079,
36-007080, 36-007081, 36-007082,
36-007084, 36-007085, 36-007086,
36-007087, 36-007088, 36-007089,
36-007090, 36-007093, 36-007094,
36-007095, 36-007282, 36-007294,
36-007295, 36-007296
SB-03573 NADB-R - 1063573 2001 DUKE, CURT CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT: LSA
CINGULAR WIRELESS FACILITY LA S04-
01, SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY, CA. 5PP
SB-03586 NADB-R - 1063586 2000 LOVE, BRUCE ONTARIO TO COLTON PIPELINE, SAN CRM TECH 36-006859
BERNARDINO COUNTY, CA. 26PP
Page 1 of 3 SBAIC 1/17/2023 2:12:35 PM
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Report List

Woodruff Logistics Center

Report No.

Other IDs

Year

Author(s)

Title

Affiliation

Resources

SB-04153

SB-04266

SB-04669

SB-04672

SB-05420

SB-05740

SB-06513

SB-06516

NADB-R - 1064153

NADB-R - 1064266

NADB-R - 1064669

NADB-R - 1064672

NADB-R - 1065420

NADB-R - 1066513

NADB-R - 1066516

2002

2004

2004

2005

2006

2007

2000

1999

BUDINGER, FRED E.

MCKENNA, JEANETTE
A.

BONNER, WAYNE H.

Bonner, Wayne H. and
Marnie Aislin-Kay

Tang, Bai "Tom", Laurie
Taylor, and Daniel
Ballester

Bonner, Wayne H and
Mamie Aislin-Kay

MCKENNA, JEANETTE
A.

Ashkar, Shahira

PROPOSED WIRELESS DEVICE
MONOPOLE & EQUIPMENT CABINET;
LOWELL SITE, 1155 S. MILIKEN AVE,

ONTARIO, CA. 9PP

CA7124A (DOUBLE DAY) 1455 DOUBLE
DAY AVE, ONTARIO, CA. 11PP

RECORDS SEARCH RESULTS AND SITE

VISIT FOR SPRINT

TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITY
CANDIDATE SB60XC842D (PERMA
INDUSTRIES) 400 SOUTH ROCKEFELLER
AVENUE, ONTARIO, SAN BERNARDINO

COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

Cultural Resource Records Search and Site

Visit Results for Cingular

Telecommunications Facility Candidate
LSANCA 8113E (Nextel Doubleday), 1455 S.
Doubleday Avenue, Ontario, San Bernardino

County, California.

Identification and Evaluation of Historic
Properties: Revisded Wineville Recycled
Water Pipeline in the Cities of Ontario and
Fontana, San Bernardino County, California.

Cultural Resource Records Search Results
and Site Visit for T -Mobile
Telecommunications Facility Candidate
IE24077B (Airport Drive), 4000 Airport Drive,
Ontario, San Bernardino County, California

A PHASE | CULTURAL RESOURCES
INVESTIGATION OF THE GST FIBER
OPTIC ALIGHMENT FROM ONTARIO, SAN
BERNARDINO COUNTY, TO DEL MAR,
SAN DIEGO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

Cultural Resource Inventory Report for
Williams Communications, Inc., Proposed
Fiber Optic System Installation Project, Los
Angeles to Riverside, Los Angeles, Riverside
and San Bernardino Counties.

TETRA TECH, INC

MCKENNA ET AL

CRM Tech

Michael Brandman
Associates

McKENNA er al

36-007426, 36-016417

Page 2 of 3
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Report List

Woodruff Logistics Center

Report No.  Other IDs Year Author(s) Title Affiliation Resources
SB-07147 NADB-R - 1067147 2012 Bonner, Wayne H. and Cultural Resource Records Search and Site Michael Brandman
Sarah A. Williams Visit Results for T-Mobile West, LLC Associates

Candidate IE 24611C (Milliken-Frances),

1805 South Milliken Avenue, Ontario, San

Bernardino County, California.
SB-07196 2012 Wilodarski, Robert J. Record Search Results for the Proposed Cellular, ,Archaeological,

AT&T Wireless Telecommunications Site Resource, Evaluations

LA8113 (Nextel Doubleday) located at 1455

South Doubleday Drive, Ontario, California

91761
Page 3 of 3 SBAIC 1/17/2023 2:12:37 PM
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The Woodruff Logistics Center Project

ATTACHMENT B

NAHC Sacred Lands File Search Results
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BFSA Environmental ASerVices

Perennial Company

Archaeology/History/Paleontology/Biology

January 16, 2023

For: Native American Heritage Commission
915 Capitol Mall, Room 364
Sacramento, California 95814

From: Emily T. Soong
BFSA Environmental Services
14010 Poway Rd. Suite A
Poway, CA 92064

Re: Request for Sacred Lands File and Native American Contact List for the Woodruff Logistics
Center Project, Ontario, San Bernardino County, California.

I would like to request a record search of the Sacred Lands File and a list of appropriate Native
American contacts for the following project: Woodruff Logistics Center Project (Project No. 23-
017). The project is at 1350 and 1375 South Woodruff Way (APNs 0238-221-22 and 0238-201-
41), Ontario, San Bernardino County, California. Specifically, the project is in Section 30,
Township 1 South, Range 6 West, projected, in the USGS Guasti, California topographic
quadrangle. Please find the enclosed map on which the project is delineated.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Emily T. Soong

Associate Archaeologist, Graphics/GIS

Billing: 14010 Poway Road, Suite A, Poway, CA 92064
Phone: 858-484-0915

Email: esoong@bfsa.perennialenv.com

Attachments: USGS 7.5 Guasti, California, topographic maps with project area delineated.
Sacred Lands File request form

14010 Poway Road, Suite A, Poway, California 92064, Phone 858-484-0915
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Sacred Lands File & Native American Contacts List Request
NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915 Capitol Mall, RM 364 * Sacramento, CA 95814 * (916) 653-4082
(916) 657-5390 — Fax * nahc@pacbell.net

Information Below is Required for a Sacred Lands File Search

Project: Woodruff Logistics Center Project (Project No. 23-017)

County: San Bernardino

USGS Quadrangle Name(s): Guasti

Section 30, Township 1 South, Range 6 West, projected
Company/Firm/Agency: BFSA Environmental Services
Contact Person: Emily T. Soong

Street Address: 14010 Poway Road, Suite A

City: Poway Zip: 92064

Phone: 858-484-0915

Fax: 858-679-9896

Email: esoong@bfsa.perennialenv.com

Project Description:

I would like to request a record search of the Sacred Lands File and a list of
appropriate Native American contacts for the following project: Woodruff Logistics
Center Project (Project No. 23-017). The projectis at 1350 and 1375 South Woodruff
Way (APNs 0238-221-22 and 0238-201-41), Ontario, San Bernardino County,
California. Specifically, the project is in Section 30, Township 1 South, Range 6 West,
projected, in the USGS Guasti, California topographic quadrangle. Please find the
enclosed map on which the project is delineated.
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CHAIRPERSON
Laura Miranda
Luiseho

VICE CHAIRPERSON
Reginald Pagaling
Chumash

SECRETARY
Sara Dutschke
Miwok

COMMISSIONER
Isaac Bojorquez
Ohlone-Costanoan

COMMISSIONER
Buffy McQuillen

Yokayo Pomo, Yuki,

Nomlaki

COMMISSIONER
Wayne Nelson
Luiseno

COMMISSIONER
Stanley Rodriguez
Kumeyaay

COMMISSIONER
[Vacant]

COMMISSIONER
[Vacant]

EXECUTIVE SECRETARY
Raymond C.
Hitchcock
Miwok/Nisenan

NAHC HEADQUARTERS
1550 Harbor Boulevard

Suite 100

West Sacramento,
California 95691
(916) 373-3710

nahc@nahc.ca.gov

NAHC.ca.gov

STATE OF CALIFORNIA Gavin Newsom, Governor

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

February 7, 2023

Emily Soong
BFSA Environmental Services

Via Email to: esoong@bfsa.perennialenv.com

Re: Woodruff Logistics Center Project (Project No. 23-017), San Bernardino County

Dear Ms. Soong:

A record search of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands File (SLF)
was completed for the information you have submitted for the above referenced project. The
results were negative. However, the absence of specific site information in the SLF does not
indicate the absence of cultural resources in any project area. Other sources of cultural
resources should also be contacted for information regarding known and recorded sites.

Attached is a list of Native American tribes who may also have knowledge of cultural resources
in the project area. This list should provide a starting place in locating areas of potential
adverse impact within the proposed project area. | suggest you contact all of those indicated;
if they cannot supply information, they might recommend others with specific knowledge. By
contacting all those listed, your organization will be better able to respond to claims of failure fo
consult with the appropriate tribe. If a response has not been received within two weeks of
notification, the Commission requests that you follow-up with a telephone call or email to
ensure that the project information has been received.

If you receive notification of change of addresses and phone numbers from tribes, please notify
me. With your assistance, we can assure that our lists contain current information.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at my email
address: Cameron.vela@nahc.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

C@Wm&m Va,&/

Cameron Vela
Cultural Resources Analyst

Aftachment

Page 1 of 1
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Native American Heritage Commission
Native American Contact List
San Bernardino County
2/7/2023

Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla

Indians

Reid Milanovich, Chairperson

5401 Dinah Shore Drive Cahuilla
Palm Springs, CA, 92264

Phone: (760) 699 - 6800

Fax: (760) 699-6919
laviles@aguacaliente.net

Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla

Indians

Patricia Garcia-Plotkin, Director

5401 Dinah Shore Drive Cahuilla
Palm Springs, CA, 92264

Phone: (760) 699 - 6907

Fax: (760) 699-6924
ACBCI-THPO@aguacaliente.net

Gabrieleno Band of Mission

Indians - Kizh Nation

Andrew Salas, Chairperson

P.O. Box 393 Gabrieleno
Covina, CA, 91723

Phone: (626) 926 - 4131
admin@gabrielenoindians.org

Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel

Band of Mission Indians

Anthony Morales, Chairperson

P.O. Box 693 Gabrieleno
San Gabriel, CA, 91778

Phone: (626) 483 - 3564

Fax: (626) 286-1262
GTTribalcouncil@aol.com

Gabrielino /Tongva Nation

Sandonne Goad, Chairperson

106 1/2 Judge John Aiso St., Gabrielino
#231

Los Angeles, CA, 90012

Phone: (951) 807 - 0479
sgoad@gabrielino-tongva.com

Gabrielino Tongva Indians of

California Tribal Council

Christina Conley, Tribal

Consultant and Administrator

P.O. Box 941078 Gabrielino
Simi Valley, CA, 93094

Phone: (626) 407 - 8761
christina.marsden@alumni.usc.ed

u

Gabrielino Tongva Indians of

California Tribal Council

Robert Dorame, Chairperson

P.O. Box 490 Gabirielino
Bellflower, CA, 90707

Phone: (562) 761 - 6417

Fax: (562) 761-6417

gtongva@gmail.com

Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe

Charles Alvarez,

23454 Vanowen Street Gabirielino
West Hills, CA, 91307

Phone: (310) 403 - 6048
roadkingcharles@aol.com

Juaneno Band of Mission

Indians Acjachemen Nation -

Belardes

Matias Belardes, Chairperson

32161 Avenida Los Amigos Juaneno
San Juan Capisttrano, CA, 92675

Phone: (949) 293 - 8522
kaamalam@gmail.com

Juaneno Band of Mission

Indians Acjachemen Nation -

Belardes

Joyce Perry, Tribal Manager

4955 Paseo Segovia Juaneno
Irvine, CA, 92603

Phone: (949) 293 - 8522
kaamalam@gmail.com

Juaneno Band of Mission

Indians Acjachemen Nation 84A

Heidi Lucero, Chairperson

31411-A La Matanza Street Juaneno
San Juan Capistrano, CA, 92675

Phone: (562) 879 - 2884
hllucero105@gmail.com

This list is current only as of the date of this document. Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of
the Health and Safety Code, Section 5097.94 of the Public Resource Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.

This list is only applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources assessment for the proposed Woodruff Logistics Center Project
(Project No. 23-017), San Bernardino County.

PROJ-2023- 02/07/2023 02:11 PM 1of 2
000548
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Native American Heritage Commission
Native American Contact List
San Bernardino County

Morongo Band of Mission
Indians
Ann Brierty, THPO

2/7/2023

Santa Rosa Band of Cahuilla
Indians
Lovina Redner, Tribal Chair

12700 Pumarra Road Cahuilla P.O. Box 391820 Cahuilla
Banning, CA, 92220 Serrano Anza, CA, 92539
Phone: (951) 755 - 5259 Phone: (951) 659 - 2700
Fax: (951) 572-6004 Fax: (951) 659-2228
abrierty@morongo-nsn.gov Isaul@santarosa-nsn.gov
Morongo Band of Mission Serrano Nation of Mission
Indians Indians
Robert Martin, Chairperson Mark Cochrane, Co-Chairperson
12700 Pumarra Road Cahuilla P. O. Box 343 Serrano
Banning, CA, 92220 Serrano Patton, CA, 92369
Phone: (951) 755 - 5110 Phone: (909) 528 - 9032
Fax: (951) 755-5177 serranonationl@gmail.com
abrierty@morongo-nsn.gov
Serrano Nation of Mission
Quechan Tribe of the Fort Yuma Indians
Reservation Wayne Walker, Co-Chairperson
Jill McCormick, Historic P. O. Box 343 Serrano
Preservation Officer Patton, CA, 92369
P.O. Box 1899 Quechan Phone: (253) 370 - 0167
Yuma, AZ, 85366 serranonationl@gmail.com
Phone: (760) 572 - 2423
historicpreservation@quechantrib Soboba Band of Luiseno
e.com Indians
Joseph Ontiveros, Cultural
Quechan Tribe of the Fort Yuma Resource Department
Reservation P.O. BOX 487 Cahuilla
Manfred Scott, Acting Chairman San Jacinto, CA, 92581 Luiseno
Kw'ts'an Cultural Committee Phone: (951) 663 - 5279
P.O. Box 1899 Quechan Fax: (951) 654-4198
Yuma, AZ, 85366 jontiveros@soboba-nsn.gov
Phone: (928) 750 - 2516
scottmanfred@yahoo.com Soboba Band of Luiseno
Indians
San Manuel Band of Mission Isaiah Vivanco, Chairperson
Indians P. O. Box 487 Cahuilla
Jessica Mauck, Director of San Jacinto, CA, 92581 Luiseno
Cultural Resources Phone: (951) 654 - 5544
26569 Community Center Drive  Serrano Fax: (951) 654-4198

Highland, CA, 92346

Phone: (909) 864 - 8933
Jessica.Mauck@sanmanuel-
nsn.gov

ivivanco@soboba-nsn.gov

This list is current only as of the date of this document. Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of
the Health and Safety Code, Section 5097.94 of the Public Resource Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.

This list is only applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources assessment for the proposed Woodruff Logistics Center Project

(Project No. 23-017), San Bernardino County.
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GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION
PROPOSED INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT
1350 and 1375 South Woodruff Way
Ontario, California
for
Link Logistics Real Estate

—— SOUTHERN
'__ CALIFORNIA
V GEOTECHNICAL

A California Corporation
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Novermber 1 2021 PR SOUTHERN
m I

ovemRer — CALIFORNIA

Link Logistics Real Estate v GEOTECHNICAL

333 Michelson Drive A California Corporation

Suite 725

Irvine, CA 92162

Attention: Ms. Rachel Hickenbottom
Vice President — Development

Project No.: 21G228-1
Subject: Geotechnical Investigation

Proposed Industrial Development

1350 and 1375 South Woodruff Way

Ontario, California
Dear Ms. Hickenbottom:
In accordance with your request, we have conducted a geotechnical investigation at the subject
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Presented below is a brief summary of the conclusions and recommendations of this investigation.
Since this summary is not all inclusive, it should be read in complete context with the entire
report.

Geotechnical Design Considerations

o Artificial fill soils were encountered at all of the boring locations, extending from the ground
surface to depths of 22 to 42+ feet. The existing fill soils are considered to represent
undocumented fill. These soils, in their present condition, are not considered suitable for
support of the foundation loads of the new structure.

e The artificial fill soils are underlain by native alluvial soils. Results of laboratory testing indicate
that the native alluvium possesses favorable consolidation/collapse characteristics. However,
it is anticipated that demolition of the existing structures and associated improvements will
cause disturbance of the upper 3 to 5+ feet of soil. In addition, the upper 5+ of the alluvium
possesses loose to medium dense relative densities.

e Remedial grading will be necessary to remove all of the undocumented fill soils in their
entirety, the upper portion of the near-surface native alluvial soils, and any soils disturbed
during the demolition process, and replace these materials as compacted structural fill soils.

Site Preparation Recommendations

¢ Demolition of the existing improvements will be necessary to facilitate the construction of the
proposed development. Debris resultant from demolition should be disposed of off-site in
accordance with local regulations. Alternatively, concrete and asphalt debris may be
pulverized to a maximum 2-inch particle size, well mixed with the on-site soils, and
incorporated into new structural fills or it may be processed into crushed miscellaneous base.

o Initial site stripping should also include removal of any surficial vegetation from the unpaved
areas of the site. This should include any weeds, grasses, shrubs, and trees. Root systems
associated with the trees should be removed in their entirety, and the resultant excavations
should be backfilled with compacted structural fill soils. These materials should be disposed
of off-site.

e Remedial grading is recommended to be performed within the proposed building areas in
order to remove all of the undocumented fill soils in their entirety, the upper portion of the
near-surface native alluvial soils, and any soils disturbed during the demolition process. The
soils within the proposed building areas should be overexcavated to a depth of 5 feet below
existing grade and to a depth of at least 3 feet below proposed building pad subgrade
elevations. The depth of overexcavation should also be sufficient to remove any existing fill
soils.

e The proposed foundation influence zones should be overexcavated to a depth of at least 3
feet below proposed foundation bearing grade, and to an extent equal to the depth of fill
placed below the foundation bearing grade, whichever is greater.

e Following completion of the overexcavation, the exposed soils should be scarified to a depth
of at least 12 inches and moisture treated to 0 to 4 percent above optimum moisture content.
The subgrade soils should then be recompacted to at least 90 percent of the ASTM D-1557
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maximum dry density. The previously excavated soils may then be replaced as compacted
structural fill.

e The new pavement and flatwork subgrade soils are recommended to be scarified to a depth
of 12+ inches, thoroughly moisture conditioned and recompacted to at least 90 percent of
the ASTM D-1557 maximum dry density.

Foundation Desigh Recommendations

e Conventional shallow foundations, supported in newly placed compacted fill.

e 2,500 Ibs/ft?> maximum allowable soil bearing pressure.

¢ Reinforcement consisting of at least two (2) No. 5 rebars (1 top and 1 bottom) in strip footings.
Additional reinforcement may be necessary for structural considerations.

Building Floor Slab Design Recommendations

¢ Conventional Slab-on-Grade: minimum 6 inches thick.

¢ Modulus of Subgrade Reaction: k = 150 psi/in.

e Reinforcement is not expected to be necessary for geotechnical considerations. The actual
thickness and reinforcement of the floor slab should be determined by the structural engineer.

Pavement Desigh Recommendations
ASPHALT PAVEMENTS (R = 40)

Thickness (inches)

. Parking Auto Drive Truck Traffic
Materials Stalls Lanes

(TI=4.0) | (TI=5.0) | (TI=6.0) | (TI =7.0) (TI = 8.0)

Asphalt Concrete 3 3 3% 4 5

Aggregate Base 3 4 6 7 8

Compacted Subgrade
(90% minimum compaction)

12 12 12 12 12

PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE PAVEMENTS (R = 40)

Thickness (inches)

Automobile :
. Truck Traffic
Materials Parking and
Drive Areas
TI =6.0 TI =7.0 TI =8.0
Mesoy | (M=60) (T =7.0) (T1 =8.0)
PCC 5 5 51> 62
Compacted Subgrade
(95% minimum compaction) 12 12 - 2
Proposed Industrial Development — Ontario, CA
SOUTHERN Project No. 21G228-1
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2.0 SCOPE OF SERVICES

The scope of services performed for this project was in accordance with our Proposal No. 21P427,
dated September 21, 2021. The scope of services included a visual site reconnaissance,
subsurface exploration, field and laboratory testing, and geotechnical engineering analysis to
provide criteria for preparing the design of the building foundations, building floor slabs, and
parking lot pavements along with site preparation recommendations and construction
considerations for the proposed development. The evaluation of the environmental aspects of
this site was beyond the scope of services for this geotechnical investigation.
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3.0 SITE AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.1 Site Conditions

The subject site is located at the address of 1350 and 1375 South Woodruff Way in Ontario,
California. The site is bounded to the north by existing commercial buildings, to the west by South
Rockefeller Avenue, to the south by East Jurupa Street, and to the east by Highway I-15. Woodruff
Way transverses the site in a roughly north to south direction. The general location of the site is
illustrated on the Site Location Map, enclosed as Plate 1 in Appendix A of this report.

The site consists of two irregularly-shaped parcels which total 16.06+ acres in size. As previously
noted, Woodruff Way extends north to south, dividing the site into two (2) parcels, east and west.
The site is presently developed as the Citrus Motors automobile dealership. The eastern parcel is
developed with one building, 158,000+ ft? in size, that includes a Ford dealership, service facility
and body shop. The western parcel is developed with a 14,000+ ft? building that is a Kia
dealership. Both buildings are surrounded by asphaltic concrete pavements, with some areas of
concrete flatwork and landscape planters.

Detailed topographic information was not available at the time of this report. Based on elevations
obtained from Google Earth and visual observations made at the time of the subsurface
investigation, the western parcel slopes downward to the southeast at a gradient of 1+ percent.
The western parcel possesses 2 to 4+ feet maximum topographic relief. The eastern parcel
slopes downward to the southwest at a gradient of less than 1+ percent. The eastern parcel
possesses 5+ feet maximum topographic relief.

3.2 Proposed Development

Two potential site plans depicting the scope of the proposed development were provided by the
client. Site Plan 1 depicts a development comprised of a single building, 352,240 ft? in size,
located in the north-central region of the overall site. This structure would include dock high doors
on most of the south side of the building. Site Plan 2 depicts two (2) buildings, one on each side
of Woodruff Way. Building 1 will be located on the eastern parcel and will be 236,400+ ft? in
size. This building will include dock doors on the eastern side of the structure. Building 2 will be
located on the western parcel and will be 135,870+ ft? in size, with dock doors on the eastern
side of the structure. We expect that the buildings will be surrounded by asphaltic concrete
pavements in the parking and drive areas, Portland cement concrete pavements in the truck court
areas, with isolated areas of concrete flatwork and landscape planters. The proposed
development will require the abandonment of the portion of Woodruff Way which extends across
the project site.

Detailed structural information was not available at the time of this proposal. It is assumed that
the new buildings will be single-story structures of tilt-up concrete construction, typically
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supported on conventional shallow foundations with a concrete slab-on-grade floor. Based on the
assumed construction, maximum column and wall loads are expected to be on the order of 100
kips and 4 to 7 kips per linear foot, respectively.

No significant amounts of below-grade construction, such as basements or crawl spaces, are
expected to be included in the proposed development. Based on the assumed topography, cuts
and fills of 2 to 4+ feet are expected to be necessary to achieve the proposed site grades.
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4.0 SUBSURFACE EXPLORATION

4.1 Scope of Exploration/Sampling Methods

The subsurface exploration conducted for this project consisted of seven (7) borings (identified
as Boring Nos. B-1 through B-7) advanced to depths of 20 to 25+ feet below the existing site
S5grades. All of the borings were logged during drilling by a member of our staff.

The borings were advanced with hollow-stem augers by a conventional truck-mounted drilling
rig. Representative bulk and relatively undisturbed soil samples were taken during drilling.
Relatively undisturbed soil samples were taken with a split barrel “Modified California Sampler”
containing a series of one inch long, 2.416= inch diameter brass rings. This sampling method is
described in ASTM Test Method D-3550. In-situ samples were also taken using a 1.4+ inch inside
diameter split spoon sampler, in general accordance with ASTM D-1586. At all of the boring
locations these samplers are driven into the ground with successive blows of a 140-pound weight
falling 30 inches. The blow counts obtained during driving are recorded for further analysis. Bulk
samples were collected in plastic bags to retain their original moisture content. The relatively
undisturbed ring samples were placed in molded plastic sleeves that were then sealed and
transported to our laboratory.

The approximate locations of the borings are indicated on the Boring Location Plans, included as
Plates 2A and 2B in Appendix A of this report. The Boring Logs, which illustrate the conditions
encountered at the boring locations, as well as the results of some of the laboratory testing, are
included in Appendix B.

4.2 Geotechnical Conditions

Pavements

Asphaltic concrete (AC) pavements were encountered at the ground surface at all of the boring
locations. At these locations, the pavement sections consist of 2 to 4% inches of asphaltic
concrete, underlain by 4 to 6% inches of aggregate base.

Artificial Fill

Artificial fill soils were encountered beneath the existing pavements at all of the boring locations,
extending to depths of 22 to 42+ feet below the existing site grades. The fill soils generally
consist of loose to medium dense silty fine sands, fine sandy silts and fine to medium sands with
varying coarse sand and fine to coarse gravel content. The fill soils possess a disturbed
appearance, resulting in their classification as artificial fill.
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Alluvium

Native alluvium was encountered beneath the artificial fill at all of the boring locations, extending
to at least the maximum explored depth of 25+ feet below existing site grades. The alluvium
consists of loose to medium dense silty fine sands, fine sands, fine to medium sands, and fine
sandy silts, with varying fine to coarse gravel content.

Groundwater

Free water was not encountered during the drilling of any of the borings. Based on the lack of
any water within the borings, and the moisture contents of the recovered soil samples, the static
groundwater table is considered to have existed at a depth in excess of 25+ feet at the time of
the subsurface exploration.

As part of our research, we reviewed readily available groundwater data in order to determine
regional groundwater depths. Recent water level data was obtained from the California
Department of Water Resources website, http://www.water.ca.gov/waterdatalibrary/. The
nearest monitoring well on record is located approximately 2+ mile southwest of the site. Water
level readings within this monitoring well indicate a groundwater level of 277+ feet below the
ground surface in March 2021.
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5.0 LABORATORY TESTING

The soil samples recovered from the subsurface exploration were returned to our laboratory for
further testing to determine selected physical and engineering properties of the soils. The tests
are briefly discussed below. It should be noted that the test results are specific to the actual
samples tested, and variations could be expected at other locations and depths.

Classification

All recovered soil samples were classified using the Unified Soil Classification System (USCS), in
accordance with ASTM D-2488. The field identifications were then supplemented with additional
visual classifications and/or by laboratory testing. The USCS classifications are shown on the
Boring Logs and are periodically referenced throughout this report.

Density and Moisture Content

The density has been determined for selected relatively undisturbed ring samples. These densities
were determined in general accordance with the method presented in ASTM D-2937. The results
are recorded as dry unit weight in pounds per cubic foot. The moisture contents are determined
in accordance with ASTM D-2216, and are expressed as a percentage of the dry weight. These
test results are presented on the Boring Logs.

Consolidation

Selected soil samples were tested to determine their consolidation potential, in accordance with
ASTM D-2435. The testing apparatus is designed to accept either natural or remolded samples in
a one-inch high ring, approximately 2.416 inches in diameter. Each sample is then loaded
incrementally in @ geometric progression and the resulting deflection is recorded at selected time
intervals. Porous stones are in contact with the top and bottom of the sample to permit the
addition or release of pore water. The samples are typically inundated with water at an
intermediate load to determine their potential for collapse or heave. The results of the
consolidation testing are plotted on Plates C-1 through C-12 in Appendix C of this report.

Maximum Dry Density and Optimum Moisture Content

A representative bulk sample has been tested for its maximum dry density and optimum moisture
content. The results have been obtained using the Modified Proctor procedure, per ASTM D-1557
and are presented on Plate C-13 in Appendix C of this report. This test is generally used to
compare the in-situ densities of undisturbed field samples, and for later compaction testing.
Additional testing of other soil types or soil mixes may be necessary at a later date.

Soluble Sulfates

A representative sample of the near-surface soil was submitted to a subcontracted analytical
laboratory for determination of soluble sulfate content. Soluble sulfates are naturally present in
soils, and if the concentration is high enough, can result in degradation of concrete which comes
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into contact with these soils. The results of the soluble sulfate testing are presented below, and
are discussed further in a subsequent section of this report.

Sample Identification Soluble Sulfates (%) Sulfate Classification

B-1 @ 0to 5 feet <0.001 Not Applicable (S0)

Corrosivity Testing

One representative bulk sample of the near-surface soils was submitted to a subcontracted
corrosion engineering laboratory to identify potentially corrosive characteristics with respect to
common construction materials. The corrosivity testing included a determination of the electrical
resistivity, pH, and chloride and nitrate concentrations of the soils, as well as other tests. The
results of some of these tests are presented below.

Sample Identification Saturated Resistivity H Chlorides Nitrates
(ohm-cm) pE (ma/kq) (ma/kq)
B-1 @ 0 to 5 feet 26,800 8.3 2.8 3.0
_— Proposed Industrial Development — Ontario, CA
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6.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the results of our review, field exploration, laboratory testing and geotechnical analysis,
the proposed development is considered feasible from a geotechnical standpoint. The
recommendations contained in this report should be taken into the design, construction, and
grading considerations.

The recommendations are contingent upon all grading and foundation construction activities
being monitored by the geotechnical engineer of record. The recommendations are provided with
the assumption that an adequate program of client consultation, construction monitoring, and
testing will be performed during the final design and construction phases to verify compliance
with these recommendations. Maintaining Southern California Geotechnical, Inc., (SCG) as the
geotechnical consultant from the beginning to the end of the project will provide continuity of
services. The geotechnical engineering firm providing testing and observation services shall
assume the responsibility of Geotechnical Engineer of Record.

The Grading Guide Specifications, included as Appendix D, should be considered part of this
report, and should be incorporated into the project specifications. The contractor and/or owner
of the development should bring to the attention of the geotechnical engineer any conditions that
differ from those stated in this report, or which may be detrimental for the development.

6.1 Seismic Design Considerations

The subject site is located in an area which is subject to strong ground motions due to
earthquakes. The performance of a site-specific seismic hazards analysis was beyond the scope
of this investigation. However, numerous faults capable of producing significant ground motions
are located near the subject site. Due to economic considerations, it is not generally considered
reasonable to design a structure that is not susceptible to earthquake damage. Therefore,
significant damage to structures may be unavoidable during large earthquakes. The proposed
structure should, however, be designed to resist structural collapse and thereby provide
reasonable protection from serious injury, catastrophic property damage and loss of life.

Faulting and Seismicity

Research of available maps indicates that the subject site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zone. Furthermore, SCG did not identify any evidence of faulting during the
geotechnical investigations. Therefore, the possibility of significant fault rupture on the site is
considered to be low.

The potential for other geologic hazards such as seismically induced settlement, lateral spreading,
tsunamis, inundation, seiches, flooding, and subsidence affecting the site is considered low.
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Seismic Design Parameters

The 2019 California Building Code (CBC) provides procedures for earthquake resistant structural
design that include considerations for on-site soil conditions, occupancy, and the configuration of
the structure including the structural system and height. The seismic design parameters
presented below are based on the soil profile and the proximity of known faults with respect to
the subject site.

Based on standards in place at the time of this report, the proposed development is expected to
be designed in accordance with the requirements of the 2019 edition of the California Building
Code (CBC), which was adopted on January 1, 2020.

The 2019 CBC Seismic Design Parameters have been generated using the SEAOC/OSHPD Seismic
Design Maps Tool, a web-based software application available at the website
www.seismicmaps.org. This software application calculates seismic design parameters in
accordance with several building code reference documents, including ASCE 7-16, upon which
the 2019 CBC is based. The application utilizes a database of risk-targeted maximum considered
earthquake (MCER) site accelerations at 0.01-degree intervals for each of the code documents.
The table below was created using data obtained from the application. The output generated
from this program is included as Plate E-1 in Appendix E of this report.

The 2019 CBC requires that a site-specific ground motion study be performed in accordance with
Section 11.4.8 of ASCE 7-16 for Site Class D sites with a mapped S: value greater than 0.2.
However, Section 11.4.8 of ASCE 7-16 also indicates an exception to the requirement for a site-
specific ground motion hazard analysis for certain structures on Site Class D sites. The
commentary for Section 11 of ASCE 7-16 (Page 534 of Section C11 of ASCE 7-16) indicates th