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Section 1.0
Introduction
1.0 INTRODUCTION
In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (CEQA Guidelines) Section 15088,
the City of Fontana, as the lead agency, has evaluated the comments received on the Fontana Foothills
Commerce Center EIR (Draft EIR) (State Clearinghouse No. 2020040155).
The Draft EIR for the proposed Fontana Foothills Commerce Center (the Project or Proposed Project) was
distributed to responsible and trustee agencies, interested groups, and organizations. The Draft EIR was
made available for public review and comment for a period of 45 days. The public review period for the
Draft EIR established by the CEQA Guidelines commenced on August 11, 2020 and concluded on
September 25, 2020.
The Final EIR consists of the following components:


Section 1.0 – Introduction



Section 2.0 – Response to Comments



Section 3.0 – Errata



Section 4.0 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Due to its length, the text of the Draft EIR is not included with this document; however, it is included by
reference in this Final EIR. None of the corrections or clarifications to the Draft EIR identified in this
document constitutes “significant new information” pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. As a
result, a recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required.
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Section 2.0
Responses to Comments
2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (CEQA Guidelines) Section 15088,
the City of Fontana, as the lead agency, evaluated the written comments received on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (State Clearinghouse No. 2020040155) for the Fontana Foothills
Commerce Center (the Project or Proposed Project) and has prepared the following responses to the
comments received. This Response to Comments document becomes part of the Final EIR for the Project
in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15132.
A list of public agencies, organizations, and individuals that provided comments on the Draft EIR is
presented below. Individual comments within each communication have been numbered so comments
can be crossed-referenced with responses. Following this list, the text of the communication is reprinted
and followed by the corresponding response.
Table 2.0-1
Comment
Letter
No.

List of Public Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals Commenting on the Draft EIR
Agency, Organization, or Individual

Letter Dated

1

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

September 29, 2020

2

City of Jurupa Valley

Agencies

Organizations
Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance
3
Sierra Club-San Gorgonio Chapter
4

August 25, 2020
September 9, 2020
September 24, 2020

Individuals
5

Kim Bright

September 15, 2020

6

Rayman Martinez

September 15, 2020

7

Mark Velasco

September 15, 2020

8

Veronica T

September 15, 2020

9

Idaima Avila

September 15, 2020

10

Anonymous

September 15, 2020

11

Maria Delgado

September 15, 2020

Late Comment Letters1
Inland Empire Biking Alliance
12

September 29, 2020

1

Although the CEQA Guidelines do not require a Lead Agency to prepare written responses to comments received
after the close of comment period (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15088), the City of Fontana has elected to prepare
written responses to Comment Letter 12 with the intent of conducting a comprehensive and meaningful evaluation
of the proposed project.
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RESPONSE NO. 1
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
September 29, 2020
1-1

This comment includes a copy of the online State Clearinghouse CEQAnet database summary for
the project (SCH No. 2020040155). The summary acknowledges that public review started on
August 11, 2020 and ended on September 25, 2020. During the public review period, no State
agency letters were received by the State Clearinghouse.
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RESPONSE NO. 2
Thomas G. Merrell, AICP
Planning Director
City of Jurupa Valley
August 25, 2020
2-1

The commenter states that the City of Jurupa Valley opposes the proposed project and believes
that the -Fontana Foothills Commerce Center Traffic Impact Analysis (Development Site TIA),
prepared by Urban Crossroads, dated April 23, 2020 incorrectly assigns project truck traffic to and
from the south along Sierra Avenue and along Santa Ana Avenue to the east. Specifically, the
commenter states that Sierra Avenue south of Jurupa Avenue is not a designated truck route in
either the City of Fontana or the City of Jurupa Valley and is posted with a 5-ton weight restriction.
For this reason, the commenter states that trucks are not legally allowed to use those roadways
to access the SR-60 corridor. The commenter also states that the Development Site TIA incorrectly
routes trucks along Santa Ana Avenue in Fontana, which is not a designated truck route. Last, the
commenter states that the project incorrectly assigns 14 percent of the project trucks along Sierra
Avenue to the south and 8 percent of project truck traffic along Santa Ana Avenue to the east.
According to the commenter, this distribution “not only assigns traffic to routes that are not
legally allowed for daily truck traffic, but the incorrect assignment may underestimate the traffic
impacts at other area intersections.”
The City disagrees with the commenter that the Development Site TIA includes incorrect
information and assumptions regarding truck traffic distribution. Although Sierra Avenue south of
Jurupa Avenue and Santa Ana Avenue are not identified as truck routes for the City of Fontana
and the City of Jurupa Valley, these truck distribution patterns were utilized in order to be
consistent with the truck trip distribution patterns utilized for other approved projects within the
City in the immediate vicinity of this project, including a site on Jurupa Avenue and west of Cypress
and the Goodman Commerce Center Project. It should be noted that 14% and 8% of the trucks
results in the following truck trips:


14% = 3 AM peak hour truck trips and 2 PM peak hour truck trips



8% = 2 AM peak hour truck trips and 1 PM peak hour truck trip

In total, there are approximately 4 AM and 4 PM peak hour truck trips. Based on the peak hour
operations analysis for Existing Plus Project (E+P) traffic conditions, it is unlikely that the addition
of 4 AM and PM peak hour truck trips (11 AM and 10 PM PCE-based peak hour trips) would result
in any direct project impacts, as all of the study area intersections are shown to operate at LOS C
or better in the traffic study for E+P traffic conditions (well above the 35.0 second delay threshold
for LOS C). Furthermore, it is unlikely that the addition of these truck trips would result in new
cumulative impacts and the proposed improvements as identified in the Development Site TIA
are anticipated to support the additional 4 AM and PM peak hour truck trips and maintain
acceptable peak hour operations.
However, although the TIA is informative for the analysis, it supports an outdated method of
analysis for traffic impacts under CEQA. On September 27, 2013, Governor Jerry Brown signed
Senate Bill (SB) 743 into law, which initiated a process to change transportation impact analyses
completed in support of CEQA documentation. SB 743 eliminates level of service (LOS) as a basis
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for determining significant transportation impacts under CEQA and provides a new performance
metric, vehicle miles travelled (VMT). The Development Site TIA does not support the VMT
analysis conducted for the project as required by CEQA. Thus, this comment does not identify a
specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically
related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis under CEQA. Therefore, no further response is
warranted. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and
respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)” The City will provide the comments to
the City’s Engineering Department and will consider the information provided by the commenter
during project deliberations.
2-2

The commenter expresses concern regarding the lack of inclusion of traffic conditions within the
City of Jurupa Valley. Specifically, the commenter states that it is unlikely that only 1 percent of
passenger car traffic would use Sierra Avenue. The peak hour operations analysis conducted for
the Development Site TIA uses passenger car equivalent (PCE), resulting in 8 AM PCE trips and 10
PM PCE trips. This is well below the City of Fontana’s 50 peak hour trip criteria for establishing
study area intersections and to determine whether a full traffic impact analysis is needed per
Jurupa Valley’s latest traffic study guidelines. Given that the project would not meet the 50-peak
hour trip threshold, development of the project is not anticipated to adversely impact traffic
conditions within the City of Jurupa Valley. As such, the City affirms that the Development Site TIA
sufficiently analyzes the proposed project’s traffic impacts affecting both the City of Jurupa Valley
and City of Fontana.

2-3

The commenter states that the project and the City should ensure that project truck traffic will
not contribute to existing congestion nor ignore weight restrictions for Sierra Avenue south of
Jurupa Avenue. The commenter also states that the intersection at Sierra Avenue and Jurupa
Avenue should at a minimum should be marked with signage indicating trucks over 5 tons must
turn the appropriate direction to stay on the designated truck routes within the City of Fontana.
Refer to Response to Comment 2-1.
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RESPONSE NO. 3
Board of Directors
Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance
September 9, 2020
3-1

This introductory comment requests to be added to the public interest list regarding any
subsequent environmental documents, public notices, public hearings, and notices of
determination for the proposed project. As such, the Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance
has been incorporated into the City’s public interest list for the proposed project and will be
notified of any subsequent environmental documents, public notices, public hearings, and notices
of determination for the project, as requested. No further response is required.

3-2

This comment includes a general summary of the proposed project and does not identify a specific
concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to
the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted.

3-3

The commenter opines that the project description “must be revised include a grading plan to
support the conclusion that the project will not require import or export of soil/material” since
there is no mechanism for public verification that the project’s earthwork activities would be
balanced. The project’s Grading Plan, including anticipated soils import/export information,
discloses that earthwork would be balanced and its incorporation into the Project Description is
not necessary for the City of Fontana to make an environmentally informed decision on the
project. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15147 states that placement of highly technical and specialized
analysis and data in the body of an EIR should be avoided.) The Project Description’s statement
that earthwork would be balanced is further supported on page 5 of the Geotechnical
Investigation, Two Proposed Commercial/Industrial Buildings NEC Jurupa Avenue and Juniper
Avenue, Fontana, California (Geotechnical Investigation), prepared by Southern California
Geotechnical, Inc., dated April 22, 2020, which states that although the project’s preliminary
grading plans were not available at the time of Geotechnical Investigation, the proposed buildings
are not expected to incorporate any significant below-grade construction such as basements or
crawl spaces. No changes are necessary nor required in this regard.
The commenter also states that the Project Description is “misleading to the public and
decisionmakers” since the Walkable Mixed-Use Downtown and Corridors (WMXU-1) land use
designation is described as “land use designation allows for medium- to high-density residential
uses, retail and services, office, entertainment, education and civic uses, with a maximum 2.0 floor
area ratio,” implying that overall floor area ratio (FAR) for the development site is 2.0. According
to the commenter, the General Plan does not disclose a maximum FAR for residential uses within
the WMXU-1 designation. It should be noted that pursuant to SB 330 the development site’s
dwelling unit potential is calculated based on the site’s land use designation and zoning that was
in effect as of January 1, 2018. On January 1, 2018, the development site was designated and
zoned Residential Planned Community (R-PC) (3.0 - 6.4 dwelling units/acre) and General
Commercial (C-2) (0.1 - 1.0 FAR). The land use designation and zoning for all parcels within the
development site were amended to R-PC/WMXU-1 and RPC, respectively, as part of the City of
Fontana General Plan Update 2015-2035 (General Plan), which was adopted by the City Council
on November 13, 2018. As a result, the City affirms that the dwelling unit potential of the
development site and upzone site are correctly calculated based on the land use designations and
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zoning ordinances in effect on January 1, 2018. This clarification has been made to page 3.0-1 of
the Draft EIR and is reflected below and in Section 3.0, Errata, of the Final EIR.
Page 3.0-1, Section 3.1, Overview

Pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 330, also known as the Housing Crisis Act of 2019, which was
signed into law on October 9, 2019, a local agency is prohibited from disapproving, or
conditionally approving in a manner that renders infeasible, a housing development project
for very low-, low-, or moderate-income households or an emergency shelter unless the
local agency makes specified written findings based on a preponderance of the evidence in
the record. Further, Government Code Section 66300(b)(1)(A) stipulates that agencies shall
not “chang[e] the general plan land use designation, specific plan land use designation, or
zoning…to a less intensive use… below what was allowed under the land use designation
and zoning ordinances in effect on January 1, 2018.” For purposes of Government Code
Section 66300(b)(1)(A), a “less intensive use” includes, but is not limited to, reductions to
height, density, or floor area ratio, new or increased open space or lot size requirements, or
new or increased setback requirements, minimum frontage requirements, or maximum lot
coverage limitations, or any changes that would lessen the intensity of potential housing
development. Pursuant to SB 330, replacement capacity for any displaced residential units
must be provided at the time of project approval based upon the land use designations and
zoning ordinances in effect on January 1, 2018. Thus, the project also includes a residential
upzone (upzone site) located at the southwest quadrant of Merrill Avenue and Catawba
Avenue to replace the displaced dwelling unit potential at the proposed warehouse
development site.
This change provides a minor update, correction, or clarification and does not represent
“significant new information” as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.
3-4

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not accurately or adequately describe the project,
meaning “the whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical
change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the
environment,” and specifically, that the Draft EIR maintains throughout that there are no
construction plans to develop the residential replacement site, yet still provides relevant technical
analysis for each required section. The Draft EIR complies with CEQA in that the project
description is described to the extent that the information was available.
According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15146, analysis of construction projects (i.e. the
development site) which is considered at a project-level will necessarily be more detailed in the
specific effects of the project, whereas analysis of non-construction projects (the upzone site)
which is considered programmatically should focus on the secondary effects that can be expected
and the analysis need not be as detailed. Consequently, including detailed analysis of the upzone
site at this time would only be speculative, a practice which CEQA discourages (see CEQA
Guidelines Section 15145) because it does not provide reliable information regarding
environmental impacts to the public and decision-makers.
The commenter also states that since the upzone site would be a future residential infill
construction project, it would be exempt from future CEQA review pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
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Section 15183. CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 mandates that projects which are consistent with
the development density established by existing zoning, community plan, or general plan policies
for which an EIR was certified shall not require additional environmental review, except as might
be necessary to examine whether there are project-specific significant effects which are peculiar
to the project or its site. However, even if the City considers the use of CEQA Guideline Section
15183 when considering any future residential infill construction projects, CEQA establishes
several eligibility criteria to qualify for streamlining procedures as an infill project. Specifically,
CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.3 states that an infill project must:
1) Be located in an urban area on a site that either has been previously developed or that
adjoins existing qualified urban uses on at least seventy-five percent of the site’s
perimeter. For the purpose of this subdivision “adjoin” means the infill project is
immediately adjacent to qualified urban uses, or is only separated from such uses by an
improved public right-of-way;
2) Satisfy the performance standards provided in Appendix M; and
3) Be consistent with the general use designation, density, building intensity, and applicable
policies specified for the project area in either a sustainable communities strategy or an
alternative planning strategy, except as provided in subdivisions (b)(3)(A) or (b)(3)(B)
below.
A. Only where an infill project is proposed within the boundaries of a metropolitan
planning organization for which a sustainable communities strategy or an alternative
planning strategy will be, but is not yet, in effect, a residential infill project must have
a density of at least 20 units per acre, and a retail or commercial infill project must
have a floor area ratio of at least 0.75.
B. Where an infill project is proposed outside of the boundaries of a metropolitan
planning organization, the infill project must meet the definition of a small walkable
community project in subdivision (f)(5).
CEQA Guidelines Appendix M includes several performance standards for infill projects, including
standards related to renewable energy, solid and water remediation, vehicle miles travelled,
proximity to major transit stops or high-quality transit corridors, and low-income housing. As a
result, the City of Fontana affirms that future infill project would be subject to environmental
review under CEQA, including, if appropriate, environmental review in compliance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15183.3.
The commenter further states that the Draft EIR must be revised to comply with CEQA Guidelines
Section 15165 by preparing a Program EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168. The Draft
EIR currently functions as a Program EIR in that it has examined the “later activity” (i.e. upzone
site development) to the extent possible using all available information and without speculation,
considering that there currently are no reasonably foreseeable plans to sell or develop the
properties associated with the upzone site; as such, the Draft EIR has determined that an
additional environmental document must be prepared at the time of development, pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), as is stated throughout the Draft EIR.
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3-5

The commenter states that Mitigation Measure AQ-1 (confirmation on the project site plans that
cold storage and facilities for Transport Refrigeration Units (TRUs) are not proposed under the
project) represents deferred mitigation in violation of CEQA and that the project construction
plans will not be circulated or available for public review and comment through this measure,
which is implementation of the project without CEQA review. As stated on Draft EIR page 3.0-35
and Draft EIR Exhibit 3.0-9, the project does not propose and is not designed for cold storage uses.
The Draft EIR properly analyzes the project as proposed. However, because the lack of cold
storage in the project is an important feature to the City, the Draft EIR includes a mitigation
measure specifically requiring the City to confirm that the project is designed consistent with its
description in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR also clarifies that if there is a proposal for cold storage
in the future, that proposal would be treated as an entitlement amendment, which would be a
new discretionary approval triggering the need for further review under CEQA. The City will
impose a condition of approval confirming that the project is entitled for cold storage uses, and
that the addition of cold storage to the project would trigger additional CEQA review as an
amendment would be required to the project’s entitlements should new cold storage uses be
proposed, to ensure such uses are analyzed in compliance with applicable laws and regulations;
refer to Draft EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-1. Thus, the City of Fontana affirms that the Draft EIR
fully discloses and evaluates the project as proposed and that Mitigation Measure AQ-1 does not
represent deferred mitigation in violation of CEQA.

3-6

The commenter states that the CalEEMod output sheets included in the Fontana Foothills
Commerce Center Air Quality Impact Analysis (Air Quality Analysis), prepared by Urban
Crossroads, dated May 4, 2020, do not accurately model the proposed project because the
analysis models 404 parking spaces while a total of 489 parking spaces are proposed (including
truck stalls). The project includes 337 passenger vehicle parking spaces and 152 trailer parking
spaces. The analysis modeled a 404-space parking lot as an estimate and the remaining parking
spaces and driveways were modeled as “Other Asphalt Surfaces” land use in CalEEMod. Although
the model assumption does not exactly match the project’s proposed number of parking spaces,
the modeled parking lot and other asphalt surfaces in total represented the accurate paving area
and the associated emissions. The number of parking spaces discrepancy slightly underestimated
emissions from parking stalls striping paint. However, based on the CalEEMod User’s Guide
Appendix E: Technical Source Documentation, only six percent of total parking lot square footage
area is painted. Therefore, the emissions difference due to reduced number of parking spaces is
negligible and no changes were made.
The commenter also states that the operations analysis only models an accurate number of
vehicle trips and vehicle miles travelled (VMT) in accordance with the Traffic Analysis for
weekdays because the CalEEMod analysis reduces Saturday and Sunday trips and VMT without
explanation or supporting evidence that weekend trips will actually be less than weekday trips.
Trip characteristics are based on information provided in Fontana Foothills Commerce Center
Traffic Impact Analysis (Development Site TIA), prepared by Urban Crossroads, dated April 23,
2020. Trips generated by the project’s proposed land uses have been estimated based on trip
generation rates for weekday and weekend (Saturday and Sunday) conditions collected by the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition, 2017. The
following trip generation and VMT assumptions were used:


The trip generation assumptions from the ITE Trip Generation Manual include the
following: Without Cold Storage Warehouses: AM Peak Hour: 69.2% passenger cars and
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30.8% trucks; PM Peak Hour: 78.3% passenger cars and 21.7% trucks; Weekday Daily:
67.8% passenger cars and 32.2% trucks. These truck percentages were then further
broken down by axle type per the following South Coast Air Quality Management
District’s (SCAQMD) recommended truck mix, for high-cube warehouse uses: Without
Cold Storage: 2-Axle = 16.7%; 3-Axle = 20.7%; 4+-Axle = 62.6%.


The VMT assumptions from the Fontana Foothills Commerce Center VMT Analysis include
the following: Project VMT has been calculated using the most current version of SBTAM.
Adjustments in socio-economic data (SED) (i.e., employment) have been made to the
appropriate traffic analysis zone (TAZ) within the SBTAM model to reflect the Project’s
proposed land uses (i.e., warehouse). Using an employment density factor of one
employee per 1,195 square feet, a total of 631 employees was used. Adjustments to
employment for the Project’s TAZ were made to both the SBTAM base year model (2012)
and the cumulative year model (2040). Project-generated total and home-based work
(HBW) VMT was then calculated for both the base year model (2012) and cumulative year
model (2040) and linear interpolation was used to determine the Project’s baseline (2019)
Total and HBW VMT. The Total and HBW VMT is then normalized by dividing by the
number of Project employees. As shown in Table 2, the Project baseline (2019) Total VMT
per service population (SP) is 37.96 and HBW VMT per employee is 19.66.

It should be noted that the weekday and weekend rates published by ITE are different and account
for lower trips that would occur during the weekend conditions. The DEIR and underlying technical
emissions calculations utilize ITE trip rates for land use code 154 (High-Cube Transload Short Term
Without Cold Storage) for the weekday and weekend condition. The trip rate for weekday
conditions is 1.4 trips per 1,000 square feet of space, the trip rate for Saturday is 0.94 trips per
1,000 square feet, and the trip rate for Sunday is 0.87 trips per thousand square feet. Use of ITE
trip generation rates is appropriate and based on substantial evidence since the ITE trip
generation rates are based on surveyed data at similar facilities. For analytical purposes the
CalEEMod passenger car and truck runs utilize the same fleet mix for weekday and weekend
conditions.
The commenter states that the CalEEMod output sheets indicate that a vendor and worker trip
length is 6.90 miles and 14.70 miles, respectively, for all phases of construction. The commenter
states that the EIR does not provide information regarding where the construction materials are
coming from or if they are all coming from the same location during all phases. The City believes
that it would be unreasonable for the Air Quality Study to provide detailed information on
material supply and worker trip length since it is unknown at this time. The Air Quality Study relies
on CalEEMod to quantify emissions from vendor and worker related trips during construction.
CalEEMod uses operational trip length defaults for construction vendor and worker trips, which
are based on surveyed data by various air districts. Specifically, construction vendor trip length of
6.90 miles is the same as operational Commercial to Nonwork trip length and construction worker
trip length of 14.70 miles is the same as operational Home to Work trip length for SCAQMD. Since
the majority of materials are anticipated to come from local vendors and majority of workers are
anticipated to commute from local areas, the CalEEMod trip length defaults are the most
reasonable assumptions.
The City affirms the assumptions and findings of the Air Quality Analysis, no revisions to the Air
Quality Analysis nor the Draft EIR are required.
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3-7

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not provide a “worst-case scenario” analysis of
construction equipment emitting pollutants for a construction scenario of 11 hours per day, 5
days per week and 9 hours on Saturday, stating that it is legal for construction to occur for much
longer hours (11 hours per day permitted while 8 hours per day analyzed) and an additional day
(6 days per week permitted while 5 days per week analyzed) than modeled in the Air Quality
Analysis. The commenter states that the Draft EIR must be revised with Air Quality modeling to
account for these legally possible longer construction days and increased number of construction
days, and if shorter hours of construction are proposed, this must be included as an enforceable
mitigation measure with field verification by an enforcement entity of the lead agency (CEQA §
21081.6 (b)).
While the commenter is correct that regarding the allowable construction hours allowed by the
Municipal Code, the identified construction equipment would not be used during every hour of
the day. Rather, the Air Quality Analysis, consistent with industry standards and typical
construction practices, assumes that each piece of equipment listed would operate up to 8 total
hours per day, or approximately two-thirds of the period during which construction activities are
allowed under the City’s Municipal Code. For example, during grading operations, it can be
reasonably inferred that water trucks would not operate continuously over a 11-hour period but
would instead be used as necessary to minimize fugitive dust. In fact, most pieces of equipment
likely would operate for fewer hours per day than indicated in Draft EIR. With respect to weekends
the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) thresholds of significance are based
on daily emissions; thus, air quality effects during weekends would be the same as during the
normal work week. Accordingly, the City finds that the assumptions used in the Air Quality
Analysis and the Draft EIR properly disclose a reasonable evaluation of the project’s potential air
quality impacts.

3-8

The commenter states that the EIR does not address environmental justice issues in reviewing
potential impacts, including cumulative impacts from the proposed project. The commenter
states that CalEnviroScreen 3.0, CALEPA’s screening tool that ranks each census tract for pollution
and socioeconomic vulnerability ranked the proposed Project’s census tract worse than 75
percent of the rest of the state overall. The commenter states that the surrounding community,
including sensitive receptors, has higher pollution rates on every indicator measured by
CalEnviroScreen. The City is aware of the commenter’s description of the CalEnviroScreen and
understands the designations that would be applied to the census tract that the project occurs in.
Project construction and operations emissions are below the daily maximum thresholds
established by SCAQMD for criteria pollutants (volatile organic compounds [VOC], nitrogen
dioxide [NOX], carbon monoxide [CO], sulfur dioxide [SOX], particulate matter [PM10], and PM2.5).
The Fontana Foothills Commerce Center Mobile Source Health Risk Assessment (Health Risk
Assessment) was prepared for the project by Urban Crossroads on May 4, 2020 to further analyze
the potential for impacts to sensitive receptors in the project area (i.e., residences and schools).
The results of the Health Risk Assessment indicate that the maximum risk estimate associated
with the proposed project is 5.86 in one million, which is substantially less than the applicable
threshold of 10 in one million. Therefore, construction and operation of the project is not
expected to adversely impact the public in the surrounding area. In addition, CEQA does not
include any requirement to analyze environmental justice. (CEQA Guidelines section 15131(a),
15382) (a project’s social effects “shall not be considered a significant effect on the
environment.”) Here, where there is no substantial evidence of a significant indirect physical
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impact to the environment related to the project’s social effects – and, in fact, no social effects
have been documented – no further environmental analysis is required.
3-9

The commenter expresses concern that the Health Risk Assessment does not use the appropriate
fraction of time at home (FAH). The Health Risk Assessment prepared for the project correctly
employs the use of the time at home factors (FAH) identified by OEHHA’s 2015 California Health
Risk Assessment Guidelines. More specifically, the commenter opines that the Health Risk
Assessment was not modeled in accordance with SCAQMD’s Permit Application Package “N”. It
should be noted that the Permit Application Package “N” are in fact based on the 2015 OEHHA
guidelines used in the Health Risk Assessment. The 2015 OEHHA guidelines include the algorithms,
recommended exposure variates, cancer and noncancer health values, and the air modeling
protocols needed to perform an HRA, which is the basis for HRA and appropriate for the project.
The SCAQMD’s Permit Application Package “N” is the guidance for new source permit
applications. The project would not introduce new TACs emission sources or apply for new source
permit, therefore, the SCAQMD’s Permit Application Package “N” does not apply.
The primary purpose of a Health Risk Assessment is to determine long-term health risks, such as
cancer risks over, for example, a 30-year residency or 70-year lifetime. As discussed in the DEIR,
construction of the project would cease upon completion of each respective phase and not last
30-years. Exposure to construction emissions during the 12 months of construction would not
create long-term health effects to adjacent sensitive receptors. Additionally, the City follows
SCAQMD guidance for air quality analysis. SCAQMD’s Health Risk Assessment procedures
recommend evaluating risk from extended exposures measured across several years and not for
short term construction exposures or for infrequent operational exposure to diesel truck
deliveries or trash hauling.

3-10

The commenter states that the timing and number of biological resource field investigations were
not conducted in accordance with the California Department of Fish and Game’s 2012 Staff Report
on Burrowing Owl Mitigation, and that a revised EIR must be prepared which includes focused
burrow and burrowing owl surveys. The information and analysis included in Draft EIR Section 4.3,
Biological Resources, rely on the Results of a Habitat Suitability Evaluation, ±33-acre Site, City of
Fontana, San Bernardino County, California (Habitat Suitability Evaluation), prepared by Ecological
Sciences, Inc., dated April 15, 2020. As stated in the Habitat Suitability Evaluation, the
development site has a moderate potential to support burrowing owl based on the presence of
California ground squirrel burrows. However, no direct observations or burrowing owl sign
(feathers, pellets, fecal material, prey remains, etc.) were recorded during the Habitat Suitability
Evaluation survey and none of the potential burrows inspected during the survey were
determined to be currently occupied or recently used by burrowing owl based on the lack of
observations and absence of sign around burrow entrances; refer to page 13 of the Habitat
Suitability Evaluation included in Draft EIR Appendix C. Nonetheless, the Draft EIR assumes that
burrowing owl may occur on-site and therefore focused burrowing owl surveys are required
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 prior to construction activities pursuant to the 2012 Staff Report on
Burrowing Owl Mitigation requirements; refer to Draft EIR page 4.3-13. No revisions to the Draft
EIR are necessary nor required in this regard.

3-11

The commenter states that the flawed CalEEMod vehicle trips and VMT operational modeling
presents unduly low greenhouse gas emissions because the reduced weekend trips for passenger
cars and trucks results in significantly lower mobile source emissions of CO2, which directly
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contributes to total CO2e. The commenter states that the CalEEMod operational vehicle trip
modeling must be revised to include 716 daily passenger car trips (weekday and weekends) and
342 daily truck trips (weekday and weekends) in order to adequately and accurately analyze the
project’s significant greenhouse gas emissions impacts. Refer to Response to Comment 3-6.
3-12

The commenter again states that the proposed project development density is miscalculated,
violating the requirements of Senate Bill 330 (SB 330). The commenter suggests that the correct
density calculations yield a total of 266 replacement dwelling units, stating that the figure of 165
replacement units used in the Draft EIR is not enough to accommodate the project site’s capacity.
Pursuant to SB 330 requirements, the upzone site was selected to offset the proposed project’s
lost dwelling unit potential of and “upzone” 13.76 acres of land located at the southwest corner
of Merrill Avenue and Catawba Avenue from R-1, which permits up to 5 dwelling units per acre
(du per acre), to Medium Density Residential (R-2), which permits up to 12 du per acre; refer to
Draft EIR Exhibit 3.0-4. The upzone site has an existing development potential of 68 units. Applying
the R-2 designation on the 13.76-acre site would accommodate the future development of 165
units, thereby increasing the site’s development potential by 97 units.
It should be noted that Draft EIR Section 3.0, Project Description, incorrectly states that the
proposed project would displace 155 residential units on the development site. This figure was
recalculated using the development site’s land use designation and zoning that was in effect as of
January 1, 2018 (R-PC and C-2); refer to Response to Comment 3-3. This error has been revised,
as the project would only displace 85 units. Thus, displacement of planned residential units would
be less than identified in the Draft EIR. This change has been made to page 3.0-35 of the Draft EIR
and is reflected below and in Section 3.0, Errata, of the Final EIR.
Page 3.0-35, Section 3.4.2, Upzone Site

3.4.2 Upzone Site
Pursuant to SB 330 requirements, the upzone site was selected to offset the proposed
project’s lost dwelling unit potential of 85 155 units and “upzone” 13.76 acres of land
located at the southwest corner of Merrill Avenue and Catawba Avenue from R-1, which
permits up to 5 du per acre, to Medium Density Residential (R-2), which permits up to 12
du per acre; refer to Exhibit 3.0-4. Applying the R-2 designation on the 13.76-acre site
would accommodate an additional 97 dwelling units, for a total future development of 165
units, resulting in no net loss of the residential capacity for the City with the rezoning of the
development site.
The Errata noted above for Section 3.0 are global Errata and apply to the entirety of the Draft EIR.
These clarifications or modifications are based upon applicable updated information that was not
available at the time of the Draft EIR publication. These changes provide a minor update,
correction, or clarification and do not represent “significant new information” as defined in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5.
3-13

The commenter restates concerns regarding the maximum FAR for the WMXU-1 land use
designation; refer to Response to Comment 3-3.
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3-14

The commenter states that Draft EIR Table 4.10-1, Project Consistency with the General Plan, is
erroneous, citing for example, that the table shows that the project is consistent with Goal 1,
Policy 3 of the Building a Healthier Fontana Element (Chapter 6 of the General Plan) to improve
air quality and actively discourage development that may exacerbate asthma rates, even though
the project would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts. Goal 1, Policy 3 of
Building a Healthier Fontana reads “Support local and regional initiatives to improve air quality in
order to reduce asthma while actively discouraging development that may exacerbate asthma
rates.” It should be noted that implementation of the project would not impede the City of
Fontana from supporting local and regional initiatives to improve air quality in order to reduce
asthma. However, as concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.2, project operational-source NO X emissions
would exceed applicable SCAQMD regional thresholds. The human health and welfare impacts of
NOX include aggravated lung and heart problems; refer to Draft EIR Table 4.2-1, Criteria Air
Pollutants Summary of Common Sources and Effects. Thus, Draft EIR Impact 4.10-1 (Conflict with
a Land Use Plan, Policy, or Regulation) and Table 4.10-1 have been revised to explain that project
implementation would not support the City’s goal of actively discouraging development that may
exaggerate asthma rates.
Page 4.10-6, Impact 4.10-1 (Conflict with a Land Use Plan, Policy, or Regulation)

Project consistency with applicable General Plan goals and policies is detailed in
Table 4.10-1: Project Consistency with the General Plan. Although the General Plan
contains numerous goals and policies beyond those discussed in Table 4.10-1, those goals
and policies are not intended to “avoid or mitigate an environmental effect” and therefore
are not analyzed. As analyzed, although the project would result in significant and
unavoidable impacts related to NOX emissions, the project would be generally consistent
with all applicable General Plan goals and policies, and a less than significant impact would
occur in this regard.
Page 4.10-7, Table 4.10-1, Project Consistency with the General Plan
Building a Healthier Fontana
Goal 1 The average lifespan in Fontana consistently ranks within the top ten of all Southern
California cities.
Partially Consistent. Implementation of the project
would not impede the City of Fontana from supporting
local and regional initiatives to improve air quality in
order to reduce asthma. However, as concluded in
Section 4.2, project operational‐source NOX emissions
would exceed applicable SCAQMD regional thresholds.
Policy 3 Support local and regional initiatives to
The human health and welfare impacts of NOX include
improve air quality in order to reduce asthma
aggravated lung and heart problems; refer to Table 4.21, Criteria Air Pollutants Summary of Common Sources
while actively discouraging development that
and Effects. The project would be partially inconsistent
may exacerbate asthma rates.
with Building a Healthier Fontana, Goal 1, Policy 3, in
this regard.
Consistent. Incorporation of Mitigation Measure AQ-2
will ensure that, during the site preparation phase, offroad diesel construction equipment greater than 150
horsepower shall comply with Environmental Protection
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Agency/California Air Resources Board Tier 3
emissions standards and shall ensure that all
construction equipment is tuned and maintained in
accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications.
Refer to Section 4.2, Air Quality, for more information.

Page 4.10-16, Impact 4.10-2 (Cumulative Impacts), Paragraph 2

As discussed above, although the project would result in significant and unavoidable
impacts related to NOX emissions, the proposed project would result in less than significant
impacts concerning potential to conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect (including the City’s
General Plan, SWIP Specific Plan, Municipal Code, and 2016 RTP/SCS). Thus, the project
would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts in this regard.
General Plan consistency cannot be determined by identifying isolated General Plan policies.
Perfect conformity with each and every General Plan policy is an impossible and inappropriate
task given the wide range of competing interests that a general plan attempts to promote.
Because the various policies promoted by a general plan attempt to balance a range of competing
interests, the governmental decisionmaker must be allowed to weigh and balance a General
Plan’s policies when applying them, and it has broad discretion to construe its policies in light of
the plan’s purposes. Indeed, as a matter of law, strict consistency with each and every general
plan policy is not required when reviewing a project for consistency with a general plan. See
Families Unafraid to Uphold Rural Etc. County v. Board of Supervisors, 62 Cal.App.4th 1332, 1336
(1998). Consequently, a proposed project is consistent with a general plan if it is in overall
harmony with the plan, furthers one or more plan policies and does not conflict with mandatory
plan policies. These changes to the Draft EIR provide a minor update, correction, or clarification
and do not represent “significant new information” as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5.
3-15

The commenter states that Draft EIR Table 4.10-1 is erroneous based on the project’s
inconsistency with Goal 2, Policy 2 of the Community Mobility and Circulation Element (Chapter
9 of the General Plan). Goal 2, Policy 2 of the Community Mobility and Circulation Element reads
“Support designated truck routes that avoid negative impacts on residential and commercial areas
while accommodating the efficient movement of trucks.” According to the commenter, this
finding is erroneous as the Project Description states that “main truck access would be available
on Juniper Avenue, with a secondary access on Jurupa Avenue.” The commenter notes that
Juniper Avenue is not a designated truck route but will operate as the main truck access point for
the site, which is not consistent with the listed policy. The City of Fontana is aware that Juniper
Avenue is not a designated truck route; refer to Development Site TIA Exhibit 3-3, City of Fontana
Existing Truck Routes. As shown on Development Site TIA Exhibit 4-2, Project (Truck) Trip
Distribution, Juniper Avenue would be utilized for private ingress/egress into the development
site from Jurupa Avenue and would not be utilized as a truck route. The project would not conflict
with Goal 2, Policy 2 of the Community Mobility and Circulation Element in this regard.
In addition, the commenter states that the project also directly conflicts with Goal 4 of the
Sustainability and Resilience Element (Chapter 12 of the General Plan) since it will result in
significant and unavoidable greenhouse gas emissions. Goal 4 of the Sustainability and Resilience
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Element states “Fontana meets the greenhouse gas reduction goals for 2030 and subsequent
goals set by the State.” Goal 4 was not included in Draft EIR Table 4.10-1 since there are no General
Plan policies pertaining to Goal 4 which relate to the proposed project. The only policy identified
for Goal 4 reads “Continue to collaborate with SBCTA on greenhouse gas inventories and climate
action planning.” The project would not impede the City of Fontana from collaborating with SBCTA
on greenhouse gas inventories and climate action planning. Thus, no revisions to Draft EIR Table
4.10-1 are necessary nor required in this regard.
3-16

The commenter states that Draft EIR Table 4.10-1 is misleading in that it concludes the project is
“consistent with the Goals, Policies, and Actions of the General Plan by expanding the boundaries
of the SWIP without fully analyzing the project in accordance with all related Goals, Policies, and
Actions.” The Draft EIR’s conclusion that the project would be consistent with Goal 5, Policy 1 of
the Land Use Element (Chapter 15 of the General Plan) is not misleading. As stated on Draft EIR
page 4.10-13, the project would be incorporated into the Southwest Industrial Park and expand
its boundaries, thus promoting its growth and capacity to handle the industrial and logistical
needs along the I-10 corridor. The project involves development of a light industrial warehouse
facility and does not propose heavy industrial uses; refer to Draft EIR Section 3.4.1, Development
Site. Thus, the project would not conflict with Land Use Element Goal 5, Policy 2, which aims to
“maintain but do not expand existing heavy industrial land use areas in proximity to one another”
and Land Use Element Action B, Policy 2, which states to “direct new industrial development to
SWIP in order to build out this area designated for industrial development.”
The commenters assertion that “the analysis throughout the Land Use and Planning section
excludes any statement that identifies the conflict between the existing land use designations and
the proposed project” is unsupported. The Draft EIR evaluates the existing land use and planning
setting and the project’s consistency with applicable goals and policies, identifies and analyzes
environmental impacts, and requires measures to reduce or avoid adverse impacts anticipated
from implementation of the project, as applicable. As concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.10, the
proposed project would result in less than significant impacts concerning potential to conflict with
any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect (including the City’s General Plan, SWIP Specific Plan, Municipal Code, and
2016 RTP/SCS).

3-17

The commenter states that Draft EIR Table 4.10-2, Project Consistency with 2016 RTP/SCS Goals,
is “erroneous and misleading to decision makers” based on its conclusion that the project is
consistent with Goal 2, Goal 4, and Goal 5 of the 2016 RTP/SCS. Specifically, the commenter argues
that the project is inconsistent with Goal 2 since the project would result in significant and
unavoidable transportation impacts. As concluded in Draft EIR Table 4.10-2, as an individual
warehouse development, the project is limited in its ability to maximize mobility and access for
people and goods in the SCAG region. Nonetheless, the project would not create substantial traffic
impediments and would improve the accessibility of goods to the surrounding area. No
information is provided by the commenter to substantiate why the project is inconsistent with
Goal 4 and Goal 5 of the 2016 RTP/SCS. As stated in Draft EIR Table 4.10-2, the project would have
no adverse effect on planning or maintenance efforts of the regional transportation system nor
would the project conflict with the City of Fontana’s General Plan Community Mobility and
Circulation Element, which meets the goal to maximize productivity. Thus, the project would be
consistent with Goal 4 and Goal 5 of the 2016 RTP/SCS.
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3-18

The commenter disagrees that the project is consistent with Goal 3 of the 2016 RTP/SCS ensure
travel safety and reliability for all people and goods in the region “even though main truck access
for the project site will be taken from Juniper Avenue, which is not a truck route, and may result
in substantial safety hazards to motorists or pedestrians;” refer to Response to Comment 3-15.
As concluded in Draft EIR Table 4.10-2, as an individual warehouse development, the project is
limited in its ability to ensure travel safety and reliability for people and goods in the SCAG region.
There are no components of the project that would result in substantial safety hazards to
motorists of pedestrians. As noted in Draft EIR Section 4.13, the site adjacent roadways, site
access improvements, and truck access proposed for the development site would not
substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible uses. The project
would comply with Goal 3 of the 2016 RTP/SCS in this regard.
The commenter also disagrees that the project is consistent with Goal 6 of the 2016 RTP/SCS to
protect the environment and health for our residents by improving air quality and encouraging
active transportation because the project would result in significant and unavoidable air quality
and greenhouse gas impacts. As concluded in Draft EIR Table 4.10-2, while the project itself, as a
warehouse facility development and associated upzoning, would not improve air quality, it would
not prevent SCAG from implementing actions that would improve air quality within the region.
Mitigation measures are specified to reduce the project’s air quality impacts to the maximum
extent possible, and the project would incorporate various measures related to building design,
landscaping, and energy systems to promote the efficient use of energy. Additionally, the project
would construct frontage improvements, including sidewalks, which would encourage walking in
the project area. The project would comply with Goal 6 of the 2016 RTP/SCS in this regard.

3-19

The commenter generally disagrees with the EIR’s conclusion that implementation of the
proposed project would not conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, including the General Plan, SWIP
Specific Plan, Municipal Code, and 2016 RTP/SCS because the project would result in significant
and unavoidable impacts to air quality, greenhouse gas, and transportation and is inconsistent
with the General Plan and 2016 RTP/SCS. Refer to Responses to Comments 3-12 through 3-18.

3-20

The commenter states that the Draft EIR is erroneous because it excludes from analysis the
potentially significant impacts on all transportation facilities that will provide access to the project
site during operations. For example, truck routes serving the site on Citrus Avenue, Slover Avenue,
and Sierra Avenue are not analyzed. In addition, the commenter states that the Draft EIR does not
provide any information regarding analysis of freeway mainline segments or freeway
merge/diverge interchanges, noting that the Interstate 215 (I-215) and Interstate 15 (I-15) provide
direct access to the project site from the Southern California Logistics Airport.
It should be noted that the development site proposes a total of four (4) project driveways in
addition to seven (7) off-site intersections rather than the six [6] off-site intersections as noted by
the commenter. Although the State Route 60 (SR-60), Interstate 10 (I-10), I-15, and I-215 provide
access to the project site, the project is anticipated to contribute less than 50 PCE peak hour trips
to these facilities based on the project’s trip generation and trip distribution patterns. Caltrans
recognizes that a project’s contribution to the State Highway facilities dissipates with distance
from the project site. The study area was selected based on the City’s 50 peak hour trip criteria
(50 passenger car equivalent trips, not 50 actual vehicle trips to be conservative).
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In addition, the Development Site TIA evaluates the intersection of Citrus Avenue at Jurupa
Avenue and Sierra Avenue at Santa Ana Avenue and Jurupa Avenue. Although Citrus Avenue,
Slover Avenue, and Sierra Avenue are designated City truck routes, only intersections where the
project is anticipated to contribute 50 peak hour trips were evaluated. The Development Site TIA
assumed 33 percent of trucks going northbound on Citrus Avenue, 27 percent going westbound
on Jurupa Avenue, 26 percent going northbound on Sierra Avenue, and 14 percent going
southbound on Sierra Avenue. Therefore, the Development Site TIA fulfills the City’s requirements
for analysis of traffic impacts and no revisions to the Draft EIR are warranted.
3-21

The commenter disagrees with the Draft EIR’s analysis of population and housing, stating that the
proposed project “is not consistent with the RTP/SCS because it changes the General Plan land
use, resulting in the project’s 631 employees exceeding the RTP/SCS projection.” The projectrelated increase of 631 employees would be minimal in comparison to the increase anticipated in
the SCAG growth forecast, and any associated population growth within the City would be within
the levels of growth already forecast by the City. For analysis purposes, it is conservatively
assumed that 100 percent of the project’s new employees would relocate to the City of Fontana.
Based on 631 new employees and tenants relocating to the City and an average household size of
4.04, project implementation would result in a potential population increase of approximately
2,550 persons.2 The potential population growth generated by the project would increase the
City’s estimated 2020 population from 213,000 persons to 215,550 persons, an increase of
approximately 1.2 percent. It should be noted that this analysis is extremely conservative, as it is
anticipated that the project would provide jobs to local City residents, helping to fill the local
employment need.
As concluded in Draft EIR Population and Housing Impact a), according to the SCAG Demographics
& Growth Forecast (an appendix to the 2016 RTP/SCS),3 the number of jobs in Fontana is
anticipated to grow from 47,000 in 2012 to 70,800 in 2040, and it is estimated that in 2040
Fontana will have a population of approximately 280,900. SCAG’s regional growth projections are
based upon long-range development assumptions (i.e., General Plans) of the relevant jurisdiction.
The project’s (worst-case) anticipated population increase (2,500 persons) would represent less
than one percent of the 2040 population anticipated for the City. The project would not exceed
SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS 2040 population anticipated in this regard.
The commenter also states that the Draft EIR “does not present a cumulative analysis either
regarding other employment generating projects that required a GPA, such as Goodman Logistics
Center III adjacent to the proposed project site,” and argues that the Draft EIR must be revised to
include a finding of significance for impacts to population and housing. The effects determined
not to be significant are not required to be included in the primary analysis sections of the Draft
EIR. An EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s incremental effect is
cumulatively considerable, as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15065 (a)(3). 4 Based on the

2

California Department of Finance Demographic Research Unit, Report E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for
Cities, Counties, and the State, January 1, 2011-2020, with 2010 Benchmark, May 1, 2020.
3
Southern California Association of Governments, 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities
Strategy,
2016,
Demographics
&
Growth
Forecast,
http://scagrtpscs.net/Pages/FINAL2016RTPSCS.aspx.
4
“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of an individual project are significant when
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects.
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project’s less than significant impacts to population and housing, project implementation would
not result in cumulatively considerable impacts when viewed in connection with the Goodman
Logistics Center III project.
3-22

The commenter disagrees with the Draft EIR’s conclusion that the project would not induce
growth since the entitlements (GPA, Zone Change, Specific Plan Amendment) required to
implement the proposed project are “commonly undertaken on a regular basis by many
jurisdictions”; refer to Draft EIR Section 7.0, Growth Inducing Impacts. The commenter states that
the Draft EIR does not provide a CEQA exemption for this reasoning or evidence that these
changes will not actually set precedence and induce growth. As stated in Draft EIR Section 7.1.4,
Establishment of a Precedent Setting Actions, the proposed project includes a General Plan
Amendment to change the existing land use designation of the development site from
Residential–Planned Community (R-PC)/Walkable Mixed-Use Downtown and Corridors (WMXU1) to General Industrial (I-G), a Specific Plan Amendment to expand the boundary of the
Southwest Industrial Park Specific Plan Land Use Plan to include the development site, and a Zone
Change to change the zoning designation of all parcels within the development site from R-PC and
FBC–Transitional to Specific Plan (Southwest Industrial Park) (refer to Section 3.0, Project
Description, of the Draft EIR, for detailed information regarding the proposed General Plan
Amendment). Project implementation would also require a General Plan Amendment to amend
the existing land use designation for all parcels within the upzone site from R-SF to Medium
Density Residential (R-M) and a Zone Change from R-1 to R-2 to offset the potential loss of housing
units resulting from the change is designation of the development site, in compliance with the
requirements of SB 330. These actions are not considered to be precedent setting actions (defined
as any act, decision, or case that serves as a guide or justification for subsequent situations), as
they are commonly undertaken on a regular basis by many jurisdictions and relate specifically to
the development site and upzone site, respectively. Further, as elaborated in Response to
Comment 3-21, the project would not induce substantial population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other infrastructure. No changes are necessary nor required in this
regard.

3-23

The commenter disagrees that the “Alternatives” section of the Draft EIR evaluates a reasonable
range of alternatives because only two alternatives beyond the required No Project alternative
are analyzed, stating that the Draft EIR does not include an alternative that meets the project
objectives and also eliminates all of the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts. In
compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), Draft EIR Section 8.0, Alternatives, presents
two alternatives to the proposed project which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives
of the project and would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.
There is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other
than the rule of reason. Because the primary purpose of an EIR is to mitigate or avoid significant
environmental effects, the alternatives discussion is focused on alternatives to the project that
are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if
those alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or
would be costlier. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b)) Of the alternatives that fit the above
criteria, the EIR need examine in detail only those alternatives that the Lead Agency determines
could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project. CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6(f). An EIR need not present alternatives that are incompatible with the project’s
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fundamental purpose. No set number of alternatives is necessary to constitute a legally adequate
range of alternatives. The scope will vary from case to case depending on the nature of the project
and the Lead Agency has discretion to determine how many alternatives constitute a reasonable
range. Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 566.
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c), one additional alternative was
considered but was not carried forward for additional analysis since they would not accomplish
most of the basic objectives of the project and was considered infeasible; refer to Draft EIR Section
8.3, Alternatives Considered But Rejected. As noted in Draft EIR Section 8.3, the “Alternative Site”
Alternative was rejected from consideration due to the large size of the proposed project, and the
fact that there are limited sites within the City that could accommodate the warehouse facility,
specifically large enough sites that are also located near major transportation corridors (e.g.,
Interstate 10). A project site that is located away from major transportation corridors could result
in greater localized impacts due to truck traffic traveling on neighborhood and local streets.
Further, the “Alternative Site” Alternative may not achieve Objective 3 (Revitalize vacant and
underutilized lands that are appropriate for infill development), Objective 4 (Entitle a warehouse
use adjacent to existing infrastructure and available public services and existing facilities), and
Objective 5 (Develop a warehouse facility consistent with the Southwest Industrial Park Specific
Plan) depending on where the alternative site is located within Fontana. Similar to the proposed
project, an alternative site for the warehouse facility may also require upzoning another site
within the City to offset potential loss in residential development pursuant to SB 330. Alternatives
that cannot achieve a project’s underlying purpose do not need to be analyzed in an EIR. This, this
alternative was rejected from further consideration.
3-24

The commenter concludes the comment letter stating that an amended EIR must be prepared for
the proposed project and recirculated for public review, and requesting to be added to the public
interest list regarding any subsequent environmental documents, public notices, public hearings,
and notices of determination for this project. The commenter has been added to the City’s public
interest list for the proposed project, as requested. Refer to Responses to Comments 3-1 through
3-23 above.
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RESPONSE NO. 4
Abigail Smith
Sierra Club-San Gorgonio Chapter
September 24, 2020
4-1

This comment includes a general summary of the proposed project and states that the Draft EIR
“contains flaws and omissions, and must be revised, and further mitigation and alternatives
adopted.” Responses to specific comments are provided below.

4-2

This comment states that the project should be designed to include more buffering between the
industrial and adjacent residences, citing the California Air Resources Board (CARB)
recommendation that warehouse land uses should not be located within 1,000 feet of residential
uses or areas designated for residential development. The commenter is correct in stating that
the nearest sensitive receptor is an existing residential home which is located approximately 15
feet east of the project site; see Draft EIR page 4.2-2. As concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.2, Air
Quality, construction and operational activities associated with the development site would result
in less than significant localized air quality impacts with implementation of Mitigation Measure
AQ-2. Mitigation Measure AQ-2 would require Tier 3 construction equipment during the site
preparation phase of construction. The proposed project would not result in carbon monoxide
(CO) hot spots nor would operations of the operations of the projects diesel truck trips would not
cause a significant cancer or noncancer health risk impact to the nearby residential, worker, and
school child sensitive receptors; refer to Draft EIR page 4.2-25. Thus, the project would not expose
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations and impacts would be less than
significant with mitigation incorporated. It should be noted that the project has been designed to
be located as far from existing residences as allowed for by project site characteristics. As shown
on Draft EIR Exhibit 3.0-9, Conceptual Site Plan, the proposed buildings would be set back from
residential uses to the east with a 30-foot wide fire lane. Thus, the project is not required to
adhere to any additional buffer zone requirements.
The commenter continues by stating that the “proposed warehouses, with their influx of trucks,
is simply incompatible with the surrounding residential community for various reasons including
air quality.” The proposed warehouse facility would be sited near the existing Southwest
Industrial Park, a major logistical hub in the City and County. As discussed previously, the project
would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations and impacts would
be less than significant with incorporation of Mitigation Measure AQ-2. Thus, the City affirms that
the development site would not bring irreversible adverse changes to the surrounding
community.

4-3

The commenter states that the project description is faulty, requesting that the Draft EIR is revised
to specifically identify cold storage proposed during project operations. As stated on Draft EIR
page 3.0-35 and Draft EIR Exhibit 3.0-9, the development site does not propose and is not
designed for cold storage uses and it is not reasonably foreseeable that cold storage would be
constructed. However, future tenants of the proposed project are unknown at the time of this
writing and therefore future tenants may apply to amend the project entitlements to include cold
storage. Consequently, including detailed analysis of cold storage uses at this time would be
considered speculative, which CEQA discourages (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15145). The Draft
EIR includes a mitigation measure specifically stating that in the event that such use is proposed,
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an amendment would be required to the project’s entitlements to ensure such uses are analyzed
in compliance with applicable laws and regulations; refer to Draft EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-1.
In addition, as suggested by the commenter, and to avoid any confusion, the City will add a
condition to the project entitlements clarifying that the current entitlements do not allow cold
storage. Thus, the City of Fontana affirms that the Draft EIR fully discloses and evaluates the
project as proposed.
4-4

The commenter states that the air quality analysis is flawed. The Draft EIR and underlying
technical appendices correctly evaluate the mobile-related operational emissions, which are
based on substantial evidence. The trip lengths utilized for calculating emissions are based on the
regional travel demand model San Bernardino Transportation Analysis Model (SBTAM). SBTAM
calculates the average trip length for trucks to be 36 miles for the high-cube transload and shortterm warehouse use. The trip length for all other vehicles (passenger cars, small trucks,
motorcycles, etc.) was calculated to be 14 miles for both uses.
The use of a travel demand model is supported by substantial evidence since the information
contained in the model is specific to the region and for the land use type being proposed.
Furthermore, the use of travel demand models is also a recommended practice that is being
promoted by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) in their updated CEQA
guidelines with respect to Senate Bill 743 (SB 743). Specifically, the latest technical advisory
documentation published by OPR (December 2018; refer to pages 30 to 31) explicitly states that:
“…agencies can use travel demand models or survey data to estimate existing trip lengths
and input those into sketch models such as CalEEMod to achieve more accurate results.
Whenever possible, agencies should input localized trip lengths into a sketch model to
tailor the analysis to the project location.”
The procedure described by OPR in their SB 743 technical advisory is precisely the method that
has been used to calculate trip lengths and consequently VMT for the project.

4-5

The commenter states the 14-mile assumption for passenger vehicles is unsupported. Refer to
Response to Comment 4-4.

4-6

The commenter states the air quality analysis improperly assumes the project will operated as an
unrefrigerated warehouse. Refer to Response to Comment 4-3.

4-7

The commenter states that the project must be conditioned to prohibit the import or export of
soil based on the Air Quality Analysis’s assumption that no construction haul trips would occur
during the project’s grading site preparation phase. The project’s earthwork activities are
expected to be balanced and no import or export of soils would be required; refer to Draft EIR
page 3-30. This assumption is utilized throughout the Draft EIR and is supported on page 5 of the
Geotechnical Investigation, Two Proposed Commercial/Industrial Buildings NEC Jurupa Avenue
and Juniper Avenue, Fontana, California (Geotechnical Investigation), prepared by Southern
California Geotechnical, Inc., dated April 22, 2020, which states that although the project’s
preliminary grading plans were not available at the time of Geotechnical Investigation, the
proposed buildings are not expected to incorporate any significant below-grade construction such
as basements or crawl spaces. A condition prohibiting the import or export of soil is not necessary
nor required in this regard.
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4-8

The commenter states that the assumptions of the air quality and traffic study in regard to truck
distribution must be made conditions of the project, noting concerns that greater air quality,
noise, and traffic impacts would occur if more trucks utilize Jurupa Avenue than the percentage
assumed in the Draft EIR. The methodology for the project’s trip distribution is elaborated in
Section 4.2, Project Trip Distribution, of the Development Site TIA. As stated, trip distribution is
the process of identifying the probable destinations, directions, or traffic routes that will be
utilized by project traffic. The potential interaction between the planned land uses and
surrounding regional access routes are considered, to identify the route where the project traffic
would distribute. The trip distribution pattern of passenger cars is heavily influenced by the
geographical location of the site, the location of surrounding uses, and the proximity to the
regional freeway system. The trip distribution pattern for truck traffic is also influenced by the
local truck routes approved by the City and other surrounding agencies. Given these differences,
separate trip distributions were generated for both passenger cars and truck trips. Development
Site TIA Exhibit 4-1, Project (Passenger Car) Trip Distribution, shows the trip distributions patterns
for heavy trucks. Development Site TIA Exhibit 4-2, Project (Trucks) Trip Distribution, shows the
passenger car trip distribution patterns for the project.
As elaborated in Section 4.4, Project Trip Assignment, of the Development Site TIA, the assignment
of traffic from the project to the adjoining roadway system is based upon the project trip
generation, trip distribution, and the arterial highway and local street system improvements that
would be in place by the time of initial occupancy of the project. Based on the identified project
traffic generation and trip distribution patterns, project average daily traffic and AM and PM peak
hour traffic volumes are shown on Development Site TIA Exhibit 4-3, Project Only Traffic Volumes
(In PCE). Accordingly, the project’s average daily truck traffic has been modelled appropriately.
However, conditioning the project in regards to truck distribution is not required to avoid
significant impacts. Different vehicle types have different air pollutants and GHG emission rates,
and the CalEEMod modeling incorporated the overall project trip breakdown by vehicle types as
identified in the Development Site TIA. Truck distribution on local roadways does not affect the
air pollutants and GHG emissions because emissions were modeled at regional level only
considering project overall trip distribution.

4-9

The commenter states the project must be conditioned to prohibit any truck traffic on Juniper
Avenue north of Santa Ana Avenue and any other residential roadways north of the project site
that are not City-designated truck routes. As shown on Development Site TIA Exhibit 4-3, truck
traffic is not anticipated to impact Juniper Avenue north of Santa Anita Avenue nor is it anticipated
to impact residential roadways north of the project site. Truck traffic is not expected to deviate
from what has been analyzed. Thus, conditioning the project to prohibit truck traffic on these
roadways is not necessary nor required.

4-10

The commenter states that mitigation measures should be required to reduce the project's
significant air quality impacts, and recommends the project incorporate mitigation measures
establishing fleet efficiency requirements for tenant vehicle fleets. The project is being built to
specification and the future tenant(s) of the project are unknown at the time of this writing.
Accordingly, it is unknown if the ultimate tenant will operate its own fleet. Moreover, most
warehouse operators have no control over the trucks entering and exiting their facilities.
Consequently, it is infeasible to require the use of trucks with particular emission profiles (e.g.,
zero-emission [ZE], near-zero-emission [NZE], or 2010 or beyond model year trucks) during
project operations as tenants of the facility may not own vehicle fleets, and thus do not have
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control over the specifications of the trucks utilizing the facility. It is therefore not possible to limit
the trucks entering the project site.
Truck emissions primarily are regulated via Federal and State engine emissions standards. In
addition, there are a number of in-progress rulemakings that, if adopted, would result in the
incorporation of ZE and NZE trucks into the fleets likely to visit the project. Those rulemakings
include: (1) the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Warehouse Indirect
Source Rule (ISR); (2) CARB Advanced Clean Trucks Rule; and (3) Medium and Heavy-Duty ZE Fleet
Regulation.
The proposed Warehouse ISR would require warehouse operators to earn and surrender to the
SCAQMD Warehouse Actions and Investments to Reduce Emissions (WAIRE) Points on an annual
basis. The number of WAIRE Points an operator must surrender annually (WAIRE Point
Compliance Obligation, aka the "WPCO") would be tied to the warehouse's Class 4 to 8 truck trips
as a proxy for the warehouse's direct and indirect emissions. WAIRE Points would be generated
for taking actions to reduce or mitigate air emissions. In lieu of generating and surrendering
WAIRE points, warehouse operators would have to pay a Mitigation Fee to SCAQMD (amount to
be determined), which SCAQMD would use to fund actions similar to those eligible to generate
WAIRE Points.
The proposed CARB Advanced Clean Trucks Rule has two primary components:


ZE Truck Sales: Manufacturers who certify Class 2B-8 chassis or complete vehicles with
combustion engines would be required to sell ZE trucks as an increasing percentage of
their annual California sales from 2024 to 2030. By 2030, ZE truck/chassis sales would
need to be 50% of class 4 - 8 straight trucks sales and 15% of all other truck sales. Based
on the currently proposed rule language at this time, manufacturer compliance is
demonstrated by surrendering ZE and NZE credits to offset accumulated deficits. ZE and
NZE credits may be generated starting in 2021, and deficits will be incurred starting with
MY 2024.



Company and Fleet Reporting: Large employers including retailers, manufacturers,
brokers and others would be required to report information about shipments and shuttle
services. Fleet owners, with 100 or more trucks, would be required to report about their
existing fleet operations. This information would help identify future strategies to ensure
that fleets purchase available ZE trucks and place them in service where suitable to meet
their needs. Regulated entities must begin reporting by April 1, 2021 for facility operation
in 2020 or any fleet of vehicles as it was comprised as of January 1, 2021.

CARB also recently initiated work on a Medium and Heavy-Duty ZE Fleet Regulation that would
achieve a ZE truck and bus fleet by 2045 everywhere feasible and significantly earlier for certain
market segments such as last mile delivery and drayage applications. The initial focus of the
regulation reportedly would be on larger fleets with vehicles that are suitable for early
electrification and large entities that hire them. CARB staff are exploring different regulatory
frameworks like fleet purchase requirements (e.g., requiring larger entities to hire fleets that use
ZE trucks) and establishing ZE zones where only fleets with zero-emission trucks could operate.
CARB Staff are seeking feedback on specific truck applications, market segments, and timelines
where truck electrification can be achieved.
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4-11

The commenter states that the project should include installation of electric vehicle supply
equipment (EVSE)/electric vehicle (EV) charging stations. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.7,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the project would comply with CALGreen Nonresidential Mandatory
Measure 5.106.5.3, Electric Vehicle (EV) Charging, and incorporate EV charging spaces on-site.

4-12

The commenter suggests additional mitigation measures to be incorporated into the project.
Specifically, the commenter suggests providing funding for installation of air filtration units in
nearby homes. It should be noted that air filters are used to mitigate the health impact of
particulate matters. The project would not exceed significance thresholds for particulate matter
(PM10 or PM2.5) during project construction and operation, and impacts would be less than
significant. Therefore, this mitigation measure is not necessary.
The commenter also suggests limiting truck idling to no more than three minutes. However, a 5minute idling time limitation is the current anti-idling regulation in the state of California
according to the California Air Resources Board’s requirements for diesel vehicles. Further, there
is no substantial evidence to support that reducing idling time limits from 5 minutes to 3 minutes
would result in a significant reduction in emissions. As such, the project is not required to
implement a diesel vehicle idling time limit of less than 5 minutes.
The commenter also suggests limiting the use of transport refrigeration units (TRUs) to a period
of no more than 3 minutes if cold storage is utilized at the project site and requiring TRUs plugging
in at the project site. Mitigation Measure AQ-1 requires that the project final design site plan
would not include cold storage and facilities for TRUs, and that if it is determined that the
proposed project would require TRUs or cold storage in the future, an amendment would be
required to the project’s entitlements to ensure such uses are analyzed in compliance with
applicable laws and regulations, including CEQA. Therefore, the suggested mitigation measures
are not necessary.
The commenter also suggests requiring 2010 model year engines for tenant vehicle fleets. See
Response to Comment 4-10 above.
The commenter also suggests including conduit for the installation of electrical hookups at loading
dock spaces. The electrical hookups would be used by TRUs. However, as discussed above,
Mitigation Measure AQ-1 prohibits the inclusion of TRUs by the project and TRUs are not
proposed by the project. Therefore, installing electrical hookups at loading dock spaces is not
necessary.
The mitigation measures recommended in the Air Quality Analysis (Appendix B to the Draft EIR)
are not included in the EIR because they are either regulatory requirements. Specifically,
proposed Air Quality Analysis mitigation measures AQ-2, AQ-3, and AQ-5 are regulatory
requirements. In response to this comment, the City will require proposed Mitigation Measures
AQ-4 and AQ-6 through AQ-8 be added as EIR Mitigation Measures AQ-3 through AQ-6. However,
there is no way to quantify the reductions from these mitigation measures with certainty, so the
conclusions in the Draft EIR would remain unchanged. The operational emissions discussion on
page 4.2-16 of the Draft EIR has been updated for clarification purposes and is reflected below,
and in Section 3.0, Errata, of the Final EIR.

City of Fontana – Planning Division
Fontana Foothills Commerce Center

Page | 2.0-77

Final EIR
Page 4.2-16, Operational Emissions Summary

The project’s long-term operational emissions estimates were calculated using the
CalEEMod model; refer to Appendix B. This model predicts ROG, NOX, CO, SOX, PM10,
and PM2.5 emissions from area, energy, mobile traffic, and on-site equipment sources
associated with the proposed land uses. Table 4.2-7: Development Site Summary of
Peak Operational Emissions presents the anticipated operational source emissions for
the project. CalEEMod utilizes summer and winter EMFAC 2017 emission factors in order
to derive vehicle emissions associated with project operational activities, which vary by
season. As such, operational activities for summer and winter scenarios are presented in
Table 4.2-7. As shown in Table 4.2-7, the project would exceed the numerical thresholds
of significance established by the SCAQMD for emissions of NO X. It should be noted that
the majority of the project’s NOX emissions are derived from vehicle usage. The Air Quality
Analysis recommended six mitigation measures (MM AQ-2 through MM AQ-7) that could
potentially reduce operational NOX emissions from vehicle usage. However, proposed
Mitigation Measures AQ-2 and AQ-3 are requirements by California Code of Regulations
and CARB, therefore have been incorporated in the modeling and reflected in Table 4.27, and proposed mitigation measure AQ-5 is required by the California Building Code, Title
24, Part 11. Proposed Mitigation Measures AQ-4 through AQ-7 could reduce NOx
emissions and are therefore required as mitigation measures; however, there is uncertainty
regarding the reductions that these measures would achieve, and therefore they are not
quantified. Since Because the majority of emissions attributing to the exceedance of the
NOx threshold are from trucks that are federally regulated, and neither the project applicant
nor the City have regulatory authority to control tailpipe emissions, no feasible mitigation
measures exist that would reduce these NOx emissions to levels that are less than significant.
As such, impacts would be significant and unavoidable.
Page 4.2-21, Impact 4.2-2 (Violate Air Quality Standards), Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measures

AQ-1

Prior to issuance of building permits, the City Planning Department shall
confirm on the project site plans that cold storage and facilities for
Transport Refrigeration Units (TRUs) are not proposed. If it is determined
that the proposed project would require TRUs or cold storage in the future,
an amendment would be required to the project’s entitlements to ensure
such uses are analyzed in compliance with applicable laws and regulations.

Refer to Mitigation Measure AQ-2 through AQ-6 (see Impact 4.2-3).
Page 4.2-27, Impact 4.2-3 (Expose Sensitive Receptors), Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measures

AQ-2

During the site preparation phase, the construction contractor shall ensure
that off-road diesel construction equipment greater than 150 horsepower
shall comply with Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)/California Air
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Resources Board (CARB) Tier 3 emissions standards and shall ensure that
all construction equipment is tuned and maintained in accordance with the
manufacturer’s specifications.
AQ-3

Prior to the issuance of occupancy permits the project, the project applicant
or their successor in interest shall provide the City of Fontana with an
information packet that will be provided to future building occupants
regarding the grants available from the Carl Moyer Memorial Air Quality
Standards Attainment Program for energy efficiency improvement features
– including truck modernization, retrofits, and/or aerodynamic kits and low
rolling resistance tires – and the resulting benefits to air quality.

AQ-4

Provide Electric Interior Vehicles. All buildings will be designed to provide
infrastructure to support use of electric‐powered forklifts and/or other
interior vehicles.

AQ-5

A Transportation Management Association (TMA) or similar mechanism
shall be established by the project applicant. The TMA shall encourage and
coordinate carpooling. The TMA shall advertise its services to the building
occupants. The TMA shall offer transit incentives to employees and shall
provide shuttle service to and from public transit, should a minimum of five
(5) employees request and use such service from a transit stop at the same
drop‐off and/or pickup time. The TMA shall distribute public
transportation information to its employees. The TMA shall provide
electronic message board space for coordination rides.

AQ-6

Prior to the issuance of occupancy permits for the project, the City of
Fontana shall verify that a sign has been installed at each truck exit driveway
that provides directional information to the City’s truck route. Text on the
sign shall read “To Truck Route” with a directional arrow.

Page 4.2-30, Impact 4.2-5 (Cumulative Impacts), Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measures

Refer to Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 through AQ-6.
Level of Significance After Mitigation

Significant and Unavoidable Impact.
This change provides a minor update, correction, or clarification and does not represent
“significant new information” as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.
4-13

The commenter suggests the project install EV charging stations to address significant air quality
impacts. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the project would
comply with CALGreen Nonresidential Mandatory Measure 5.106.5.3, Electric Vehicle (EV)
Charging, and incorporate EV charging spaces on-site. However, although installing EV charging
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stations would incentivize employees to use EVs, the potential emissions reduction depends on
various factors that the project does not have control over, such as commute distance, price and
rebate of EVs, and availability of EV charger at the employee’s place of residence.. Therefore, as
a conservative analysis, no emission reduction was quantified.
4-14

The commenter suggests the project require all on-site cargo handling equipment be powered by
electricity only. The development site is being built to specification and the future tenant(s) of the
project are unknown at the time of this writing. Accordingly, it is unknown what type(s) of on-site
cargo handling equipment would be required and whether the required equipment would be
available in electricity-powered model.

4-15

The commenter states that the project’s energy impacts are significant and the Draft EIR ignored
feasible mitigation for energy impacts in conflict with CEQA Guidelines Appendix F. The
commenter suggests additional mitigation measures that the project could have included, such
as requiring the project to utilize solar power to advance the policies and goals of Senate Bill (SB)
100 and obtaining LEED certification.
The analysis in the Draft EIR Energy Section strictly followed the requirements of CEQA Guidelines
Appendix F. As discussed in the Draft EIR, electricity, natural gas, and fuel consumption of the
project would constitute extremely small portion of the County’s overall usage. The project would
not cause significant impacts on local or regional energy supplies, energy demands, or energy
resources. The project would also comply with all existing energy standards and transportation
energy use requirements. In addition, the project would meet the local demand on warehouse
and reduce fuel consumption from truck trips, because trucks would otherwise travel to
warehouses further away without the proposed project. According to CEQA Guidelines Appendix
F, these analyses support the less-than-significant conclusion, thus additional mitigation
measures are not required.
Additionally, the commenter’s statement on SB 100 is flawed. The project would utilize electricity
provided by Southern California Edison (SCE) that is subject to SB 100. It should be noted that SB
100 requirements are applicable to investor-owned utilities, electric service providers, and
community choice aggregators. The project is not a utility or electricity provider, thus on-site solar
power generation would not advance the policies and goals of SB 100. SCE’s compliance with SB
100 would ensure the project’s electricity usage consisting of required percentage of renewable
sources.
Moreover, obtaining LEED certification is not necessary, because according to U.S. Green Building
Council, due to the strict requirements under CALGreen Code, projects built to CALGreen Code
are pre-approved for significant streamlining of fundamental LEED requirements.

4-16

The commenter states the City must adopt mitigation to reduce the proposed project’s significant
and unavoidable greenhouse gas emission impacts. Although the commenter is correct in that the
project does not provide mitigation measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, it should be
noted that the mitigation measures suggested by the commenter would have no substantive
reduction on mobile-source emissions due to the fact that the majority of greenhouse gas
emissions are from trucks that will access the project as part of daily operations which would not
be reduced by these measures. However, in Response to Comment 4-12, several of commenter’s
suggested measures would be added to the EIR. For example, the commenter suggests TDM
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measures. MM AQ-7 requires the formation of a Transportation Management Association (TMA)
that encourages and coordinates carpooling, provides public transportation information to
employees, offers transit incentives to employees, and provides shuttle service to and from public
transit if a minimum of five employees request and use such service from a transit stop at the
same drop-off and/or pickup time. The commenter also suggests that the project include EV
charging stations. The project is required to provide 20 EV charging stations, consistent with
CalGreen Section 5.106.5.3.3 requirements.
4-17

The commenter states that the Draft EIR erroneously concludes that the project results in less
than significant land use impacts and must be revised to state that impacts are significant and
appropriate mitigation must be adopted. Specifically, the commenter argues that the project
would be inconsistent with Goal 1, Action J and Goal 2, Policy 2 of the General Plan Community
Mobility and Circulation Element regarding truck routes, since the Draft EIR does not require use
of designated truck routes. Goal 1, Action J of the Community Mobility and Circulation Element
reads “Provide bicycle facilities and sidewalks on new roads when feasible and in a manner
consistent with the context and needs of the area.” The project does not propose new roads and
thus Goal 1, Action J does not apply. Goal 2, Policy 2 of the Community Mobility and Circulation
Element reads “Support designated truck routes that avoid negative impacts on residential and
commercial areas while accommodating the efficient movement of trucks.” As concluded in Draft
EIR Table 4.10-1, Project Consistency with the General Plan, Slover Avenue, Santa Ana Avenue
(west of Citrus Avenue), Jurupa Avenue, Citrus Avenue, and Sierra Avenue are identified as
existing City of Fontana truck routes. As truck traffic would utilize these roadways, the project
would be consistent with Community Mobility and Circulation Chapter, Goal 2, Policy 2. Refer also
to Response to Comment 3-15 for additional information regarding the project’s consistency with
the General Plan Community Mobility and Circulation Chapter. Refer to Response to Comment 49 regarding why conditioning the project to prohibit truck traffic on residential roadways is not
necessary nor required.

4-18

The commenter argues that the project would be inconsistent with Goal 7, Policy 1 of the General
Plan Infrastructure and Green Systems Element and Goal 5, Policy 1 of the General Plan
Sustainability and Resilience Element. 7, Policy 1 of the General Plan Infrastructure and Green
Systems Element reads “Promote renewable energy and distributed energy systems in new
development and retrofits of existing development to work toward becoming a zero net energy
city.” As concluded in Draft EIR Table 4.10-1, adherence to the Title 24 and CALGreen
requirements would ensure conformance with the State’s goal of promoting energy, water, and
lighting efficiency, and the City’s goal to purse sustainability and resilience and incorporation of
distributed energy systems on individual development projects is not required by the General Plan
policy. Additionally, the project would also comply with the Energy Independence and Security
Act of 2007, Federal vehicle standards, and California’s Low Carbon Fuel Standard, as discussed in
Draft EIR Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, which regulate fuel efficiencies for vehicles,
including trucks. The project would not prohibit the City from achieving its goal of becoming an
energy efficient community and would not conflict with the City’s policy to promote renewable
energy and distributed energy systems in new development to work toward becoming a zero net
energy City in this regard.
Goal 5, Policy 1 of the General Plan Sustainability and Resilience Element reads “Promote energyefficient development in Fontana.” As concluded in Table 4.10-1, the project would comply with
Title 24 standards would ensure the project incorporates energy-efficient windows, insulation,
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lighting, and ventilation systems, as well as water-efficient fixtures and electric vehicles charging
infrastructure. Adherence to the Public Utilities Commission’s energy requirements would ensure
conformance with the State’s goal of promoting energy and lighting efficiency. The project would
not prohibit the City from achieving its goal of becoming a leader in energy-efficient energy
development and retrofits and would not conflict with the City’s policy to promote energyefficient development in this regard. No changes are necessary nor required in this regard.
4-19

The commenter states potential mitigation for land use, greenhouse gas, and energy impacts.
Refer to Response to Comment 4-15 through 4-18.

4-20

The commenter states the project is not consistent with General Plan Land Use Element Goal 5
(High-quality job-producing industrial uses are concentrated in a few locations where there is easy
access to regional transportation routes), including Action A (Extend industrial land uses along I10 as shown in the Future Land Use Map) and Action B (Direct new industrial development to
SWIP in order to build out this area designated for industrial development). As concluded in Draft
EIR Table 4.10-1, Slover Avenue, Santa Ana Avenue (west of Citrus Avenue), Jurupa Avenue, Citrus
Avenue, and Sierra Avenue are identified as existing City of Fontana truck routes. As truck traffic
would utilize these roadways, the project would be consistent with General Plan Land Use
Element Goal 5. The proposed warehouse facility would be sited near the existing Southwest
Industrial Park (SWIP), a major logistical hub in the City and County. As part of the proposed
project, the development site is to be incorporated into the Slover East Industrial District (District)
of the SWIP. Thus, the project would not “carve out” Specific Plan zoning for an area intended to
be residential. This District is intended to provide opportunities for light and heavy manufacturing
activities that are supported by trucking routes and the existing rail spur. In addition, this District
intended to promote the continued use and expansion of existing industrial, distribution and
logistics-based warehousing developments, and strategically located service commercial facilities.
The project would be consistent with General Plan Land Use Element Goal 5 in this regard.

4-21

The commenter’s statement that the project is inconsistent with CARB’s AB 32 Scoping Plan is
incorrect, as Draft EIR Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, adequately demonstrates
consistency with the AB 32 Scoping Plan requirements. The Draft EIR and Fontana Foothills
Commerce Center Greenhouse Gas Analysis (Greenhouse Gas Analysis), prepared by Urban
Crossroads, dated May 4, 2020, provide a robust AB 32 Scoping Plan Consistency Analysis and
correctly concludes that the project is consistent with the AB 32 Scoping Plan goals and policies.
Nevertheless, because the project exceeds the applicable numeric threshold for GHG significance,
the impact with respect to consistency analysis was found to be significant and unavoidable. The
City does not ignore its obligation to demonstrate consistency with the 2030 and 2050
greenhouse gas reduction goals. No changes are necessary nor required in this regard.

4-22

The commenter’s claim that the project would be inconsistent with the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS in
that it does not satisfy the “Land Use Actions and Strategies” with respect to providing “Electric
Vehicle Supply Equipment in public parking lots” is unfounded. According to the commenter, the
project must be conditioned to provide electric vehicle charging stations in parking lots for
passenger vehicles and the appropriate infrastructure for charging of electric trucks. As stated on
Draft EIR page 4.5-8, in accordance with the 2019 Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards
and 2019 CALGreen Code, the project would include the following:
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Charging stations for electric vehicles available for employees and guests (2019 CalGreen
Code Chapter 5 Section 5.106.5 Designated parking for clean air vehicles)



Electric vehicle parking spots (2019 CalGreen Code Chapter 5 Section 5.106.5 Designated
parking for clean air vehicles)

There are no 2019 Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards and 2019 CALGreen code which
require electric vehicle parking and charging stations for electric trucks. Thus, the City of Fontana
affirms that adherence to the 2019 Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards and 2019
CALGreen Code would ensure the project is consistent with the “Land Use Actions and Strategies”
for electric vehicle supply equipment identified in the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS in this regard. Further,
as concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.5, Energy, project fuel consumption associated with vehicle
trips generated by the proposed project would not be considered inefficient, wasteful, or
unnecessary in comparison to other similar developments in the region (CEQA Appendix F Criterion 2).
The commenter also claims that the project is inconsistent with policies aimed at promoting
bicycle use to the extent that no bicycle paths are provided, but does not reference the bicyclerelated policies in question. As stated in Draft EIR Section 5.0, Effects Found Not To Be Significant,
the proposed project does not include recreational facilities or require the expansion of
recreational facilities (i.e., bicycle paths), because the type of project being proposed would not
result in an increased demand for recreational facilities. Further, as concluded in Draft EIR Section
4.13, Transportation, development of the warehousing facility would not interfere with the
development of the future proposed Class IV bikeway along the Jurupa Avenue right-of-way or
hinder existing pedestrian facilities in the vicinity of the development site; refer to Draft EIR page
4.13-10.
The commenter argues that the project is inconsistent with the action to “explore and implement
innovative strategies and projects that enhance mobility and air quality…” where it does not, for
instance, “increase accessibility to transit via non-auto modes.” As an individual warehousing
development, the project is limited in its ability to enhance mobility and air quality. However, the
project would not reduce safe and convenient access to transit, bicycle facilities, or walkways to
the surrounding neighborhood; see Draft EIR Table 4.10-1 and Draft EIR Section 4.13.
The commenter is correct in that the project does not propose development of a transit stop or
access to a shuttle service for employees. However, the project would develop the development
site with an employment-generating land use that would provide local job opportunities to
existing and future residents of the City that would be accessible by existing transit and active
transportation; refer to Draft EIR Table 4.10-2, Project Consistency with 2016 RTP/SCS Goals. As
elaborated in Draft EIR Section 4.13, Omnitrans has an extensive network of bus routes
throughout the City and surrounding region. The nearest bus stop is located on Jurupa Avenue at
the southwest corner of the development site. Additional bus stops are also located further along
Jurupa Avenue to the east and west and along Sierra Avenue. The proposed development would
not alter any bus stop locations or frequency of Omnitrans’ bus services.
The commenter’s claim that the project is inconsistent with Transportation Demand Management
Actions and Strategies to “incentivize active transportation commuting or ride share modes” is
incorrect. As an individual warehousing development, the project is limited in its ability to
incentivize active transportation commuting or ride share modes. However, the project would not
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reduce safe and convenient access to transit, bicycle facilities, or walkways to the surrounding
neighborhood; see Draft EIR Table 4.10-1 and Draft EIR Section 4.13.
4-23

The commenter states that the Draft EIR’s conclusion that the project is the type of land use
development that is encouraged by the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS to reduce VMT and expand multimodal transportation options is unsupported and claims that the project fails to propose feasible
measures that would decrease vehicle usage. As concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.7, projects are
considered consistent with the provisions and general policies of applicable City and regional land
use plans and regulations, such as SCAG’s RTP/SCS, if they are compatible with the general intent
of the plans and would not preclude the attainment of their primary goals. As shown in Table 4.79, Project Consistency with the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS, the proposed project would be consistent
with the Actions and Strategies set forth in the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS since it would not impair the
responsible parties from implementing relevant Actions or Strategies. The project would provide
bicycle parking spaces and EV charging spaces for employees. Therefore, the project would serve
to reduce vehicle trips and thus VMT, thereby contributing to a reduction in air pollution and
greenhouse gas emissions.

4-24

The commenter states that the project construction noise levels at Receiver Location R3 are far
greater than the allowable daytime noise level. However, this comment fails to recognize that the
Fontana Municipal Code Section 18-63(b)(7) limits are as follows:


Construction or repairing of buildings or structures, construction activity between the hours
of 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on weekdays and between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m.
on Saturdays except in the case of urgent necessity.

In effect, the project construction noise levels are therefore considered exempt if activities occur
within the hours specified in the Fontana Municipal Code Section 18-63(b)(7) of 7:00 a.m. to 6:00
p.m. on weekdays and between the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays. However, the
Fontana Foothills Commerce Center Noise Impact Analysis (Noise Impact Analysis), prepared by
Urban Crossroads, dated April 18, 2020, does not rely on this exemption for CEQA purposes.
Rather, the Noise Impact Analysis identifies construction-specific noise level thresholds for a
quantified analysis and evaluation of potential impacts at nearby sensitive receiver locations.
Therefore, the Noise Impact Analysis identified the following construction noise standards:


Project construction noise levels are considered exempt if activities occur within the hours
specified in the Fontana Municipal Code, Section 18-63(7) of 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on
weekdays and between the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays.



If project construction activities occur outside of the hours specified above:
o

and project construction noise levels would exceed the exterior 70 dBA L eq daytime or 65
dBA Leq nighttime noise level standards at adjacent land uses in the City (Fontana
Municipal Code, Chapter 30 Zoning and Development Code, Section 30-543);

o

and the project creates a community noise level increase of greater than 3 dBA Leq.

In addition, the construction noise analysis relies on reference construction noise levels measured
at a uniform distance of 50 feet from the source. However, the noise levels presented on Table
10-2 of the Noise Impact Analysis describe the calculated noise levels at the distances shown on
Exhibit 10-A of the Noise Impact Analysis at all the receiver locations. Distance is measured in a
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straight line from the project site boundary to each receiver location. For example, the
construction noise levels at Receiver Location R3 located 15 feet from the project site boundary
are higher than the reference noise levels measured at 50 feet. The construction noise analysis
shows that the highest construction noise levels will occur when construction activities take place
at the closest point from the edge of primary construction activity to each of the nearby receiver
locations. No changes are necessary nor required in this regard.
4-25

The commenter states that the Noise Impact Analysis does not explain its 20 dBA reduction. The
operational noise analysis focuses on the potential exterior noise levels at each of the nearest
noise-sensitive receiver locations. As shown on Table 9-5 of the Noise Impact Analysis, the projectonly operational noise levels are evaluated against exterior noise level thresholds based on the
City exterior noise level standards at nearby noise-sensitive receiver locations. Table 9-5 of the
Noise Impact Analysis shows that the operational noise levels associated with proposed project
will satisfy the City 70 dBA Leq daytime and 65 dBA Leq nighttime exterior noise level standards at
all nearby receiver locations. Therefore, the exterior operational noise impacts are considered
less than significant at the nearby noise-sensitive receiver locations.
To estimate the interior operational noise levels, footnote 4 identifies an outdoor to indoor noise
attenuation rate of 20 dBA. The interior noise level is the difference between the predicted
exterior noise level at the building façade and the noise reduction of the structure. Typical building
construction will provide a noise reduction of approximately 12 dBA with "windows open" and a
minimum 20 to 25 dBA noise reduction with "windows closed." However, standard construction
practices that comply with the exterior noise levels generally result in acceptable interior noise
levels. Therefore, the interior operational noise impacts are considered less than significant at the
nearby noise-sensitive receiver locations.
Table 9-5 of the Noise Impact Analysis indicates that Receiver Location R3 will experience a
daytime project-related operational noise level of 63.6 dBA Leq and a nighttime noise level of 62.4
dBA Leq. These noise levels represent the combined total of all the project-related noise source
activity that includes loading dock activity, entry gate & truck movements, roof-top air
conditioning units, parking lot vehicle movements and trash enclosure activity. No changes are
necessary nor required in this regard.

4-26

The commenter states that operation noise impacts are significant. The operational noise criteria
presented in Section 4.2 of the Noise Impact Analysis indicates that noise impacts shall be
considered significant if operational (stationary-source) noise levels exceed the exterior 70 dBA
Leq daytime or 65 dBA Leq nighttime noise level standards at adjacent land uses in the City
(Fontana Municipal Code, Chapter 30 Zoning and Development Code, Section 30-543), and the
project creates a community noise level increase of greater than 3 dBA L eq. Since the Noise Impact
Analysis shows in Table 9-5 that the operational noise levels associated with the proposed project
will satisfy the City’s 70 dBA Leq daytime and 65 dBA Leq nighttime exterior noise level standards
at all nearby receiver locations, the community noise level increase is not considered significant.
No changes are necessary nor required in this regard.

4-27

The commenter states that the noise study appears to assume a uniform distance of 50 feet in
calculating operational noise impacts. However, the Noise Impact Analysis does not assume a
uniform distance of 50 feet in calculating operational noise impacts. As discussed in Section 9.2
of the Noise Impact Analysis, reference noise level measurements were collected from similar
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types of activities to represent the noise levels expected with the development of the proposed
project. Table 9-1 of the Noise Impact Analysis provides a summary of the reference noise levels
at the measured distance and at a uniform distance of 50 feet permitting a direct comparison of
the different reference noise level measurements.
The operational noise levels calculations describe the operational noise level impacts with a
combination of noise sources listed on Table 9-1 and shown on Exhibit 9-A of the Noise Impact
Analysis. Using the CadnaA noise prediction model, the noise sources are calculated at each
receiver location as shown on Exhibit 8-A of the Noise Impact Analysis. This considers the spatial
distances from each source to each receiver. Section 9.3 of the Noise Impact Analysis describes
the noise analysis methodology that considers the types of noise sources and calculates the
operational noise levels using the spatially accurate project site plan. The operational noise
analysis was developed using the CadnaA noise prediction model. The model calculates the
distance from each noise source to the noise receiver locations, using the ground absorption,
distance, and barrier/building attenuation inputs to provide a summary of noise level calculations
at each receiver location and the partial noise level contributions by noise source. Appendix 9.1
of the Noise Impact Analysis includes the detailed noise model inputs used to estimate the project
operational noise levels. No changes are necessary nor required in this regard.
4-28

The commenter states the “Reduced Density” Alternative must be adopted since it would
eliminate the project’s significant and unavoidable air quality impacts as well as reduce the
project’s significant greenhouse gas emissions and transportation impacts. It is noted that the
“Reduced Density” Alternative was identified as the environmentally superior alternative to the
proposed project in Draft EIR Section 8.7, Environmentally Superior Alternative. As concluded in
Draft EIR Section 8.7, this alternative would achieve the project objectives to a lesser extent for
Objective 1 (Develop a warehouse facility that stimulates employment and contributes towards
the City’s economic development goals) and Objective 2 (Entitle a warehouse facility that provides
employment and improves local jobs-housing balance). Similarly, the “Reduced Density”
Alternative would not avoid the project’s significant and unavoidable greenhouse gas and
transportation impacts. As a result, although this alternative would achieve all of the project
objectives, it would provide a reduced level of benefit due to the reduced facility size. The City of
Fontana will consider this information during project deliberations.

4-29

The commenter concludes by requesting the City to update the Draft EIR and adopt all feasible
mitigation and project alternatives as discussed above. Refer to Responses to Comment 4-1
through 4-28 above.
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RESPONSE NO. 5
Kim Bright
September 15, 2020
5-1

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an
issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis under CEQA.
Therefore, no further response is warranted. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a
lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)”
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RESPONSE NO. 6
Rayman Martinez
September 15, 2020
6-1

The commenter expresses concern regarding the increased warehouse development as well as
anticipated pollution from trucks traveling in the area. Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR
examines the air quality in the project area, includes a summary of applicable air quality
regulations, and analyzes potential air quality impacts associated with the proposed project. As
concluded in Draft EIR Tables 4.2-5, Development Site Construction-Related Emissions, and Table
4.2-6, Development Site Construction-Related Emissions – With Mitigation, the development site’s
construction emissions would not exceed thresholds for any of the criteria pollutants set by the
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), the air pollution control agency for
Orange County and the urban portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties. As
shown in Table 4.2-7, Development Site Summary of Peak Operational Emissions, the project
would not exceed the numerical thresholds of significance established by the SCAQMD for criteria
pollutants with the exception of emissions of NOX, the majority of which are derived from vehicle
usage. Since neither the project applicant nor the City have regulatory authority to control tailpipe
emissions, no mitigation measures exist that can be practically imposed on the project to reduce
these emissions. However, Mitigation Measures AQ-1 (see page 4.2-22 of the Draft EIR) and AQ2 (see page 4.2-29 of the Draft EIR) would reduce significant impacts to the extent feasible.
An analysis of air emissions impacts to sensitive receptors is also provided in Section 4.2 of the
Draft EIR. Sensitive receptors are defined as facilities or land uses that include members of the
population who are particularly sensitive to the effects of air pollutants, such as children, the
elderly, and people with illnesses. Examples of these sensitive receptors are residences, schools,
hospitals, and day-care centers. As concluded in the discussion for Impact 4.2-3 (Sensitive
Receptors) in Draft EIR Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR, implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-2
would require Tier 3 construction equipment during the site preparation phase of construction;
therefore, construction emissions relative to sensitive receptors in the project area would not
exceed thresholds of significance. As shown in Table 4.2-14, Localized Significance of Operational
Emissions, operational emissions relative to sensitive receptors in the project area would not
exceed thresholds of significance.
In addition, a Fontana Foothills Commerce Center Mobile Source Health Risk Assessment (Health
Risk Assessment), was prepared for the proposed project by Urban Crossroads, and potential
health risk impacts were analyzed in the Draft EIR. As concluded in the discussion for Impact 4.23 (Sensitive Receptors) in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR, the Health Risk Assessment determined
that the development site would not cause a significant human health or cancer risk to adjacent
residences.
Lastly, the park that is referenced in this comment is a separate and unrelated project.
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RESPONSE NO. 7
Mark Velasco
September 15, 2020
7-1

This comment is a statement regarding the number of angry reactions to the proposed project.
This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an
issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis under CEQA.
Therefore, no further response is warranted. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a
lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)”
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RESPONSE NO. 8
Veronica T
September 15, 2020
8-1

The commenter expresses concern regarding increased warehouse development as well as
anticipated pollution and traffic impacts that would occur as a result of the project. Refer to
Response No. 6 for a discussion regarding the project’s anticipated construction and operational
air quality impacts.
The development site’s potential transportation impacts that may result from construction
and/or operation of the project are evaluated in Draft EIR Section 4.13, Transportation. As
concluded in the discussion for Impact 4.13-1 (Conflict With Applicable Roadway Plans) in Section
4.13 of the Draft EIR, temporary construction-related transportation impacts would be reduced
with implementation of a Construction Traffic Management Plan (TMP), to be established prior
to issuance of any construction or demolition permits; refer to Draft EIR pages 4.13-36 and 4.1337. The TMP would be required to address the following, among others: traffic control of any
street closure, detour, or other disruptions to traffic circulation; identification of construction
vehicle haul routes; limitation of hauling activities to off-peak hours; and utilization of appropriate
traffic control personnel to ensure construction vehicles operate safely along adjacent local
roadways. Implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-1 would ensure construction-related traffic
impacts are reduced to less than significant levels. In addition, operation of the warehousing
facility would not conflict with an adopted program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the
roadway circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities; refer to
Draft EIR page 4.13-10. Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.
With regard to compliance with Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) requirements, the City’s TIA
Guidelines state that a VMT analysis should be conducted for land use projects as deemed
necessary by the City of Fontana Traffic Division and would apply to projects that have the
potential to increase the average VMT per service population (i.e., population plus employment)
compared to the County’s boundary. As concluded in Impact 4.13-3 (Conflict With CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.3, Subdivision (b)), and as shown in Table 4.13-23, the project’s baseline
(2019) Total VMT per service population is 37.96 and home-based work (HBW) VMT per employee
is 19.66. The San Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) provides VMT calculations
for each of its member agencies and for the San Bernardino County region. Based on this
information, the San Bernardino County regionwide Total and HBW VMT per employee for
baseline (2019) conditions is 32.93 and 16.73, respectively. As shown in Table 4.13-24, the
proposed warehouse facility would exceed the 15 percent below the current regional Total VMT
per service population by 35.6 percent and HBW VMT per employee by 38.3 percent. As such,
project development would result in potentially significant impacts in regard to VMT.
Further discussion in Impact 4.13-3 states that transportation demand management (TDM)
strategies have been evaluated for reducing VMT impacts determined to be potentially
significant. The effectiveness of TDM strategies to reduce VMT has been determined based on
Fehr & Peers’ SB 743 Implementation TDM Strategy Assessment, dated February 26, 2019 and
prepared for the Western Riverside Council of Governments. The memo evaluated 50 TDM
measures presented in the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA)
Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures Report, dated 2010, and indicated 41 of the
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measures are applicable at building and site level. The remaining measures are functions of, or
depend on, site location and/or actions by local and regional agencies or funders. Overall,
implementation of TDM Measures 1, 6, and 7 have the potential to reduce the Total VMT per
service population generated by the proposed warehouse facility. The effectiveness of the TDM
measures would be dependent in part on final project designs and occupancies, which are
unknown at this time.
Even under the most favorable circumstances, projects located within a suburban context, such
as the proposed project, could realize a maximum 10 percent reduction in VMT through
implementation of feasible TDM measures. For the proposed project, this could result in
reduction from 37.96 to 34.16 Total VMT per service population and 19.66 to 17.69 HBW VMT
per employee, which would still exceed the regional threshold of 27.99 Total VMT per service
population by 22.04 percent and 14.22 HBW VMT per employee by 24.40 percent.
It is also recognized that as the project area and surrounding communities develop as envisioned
under the City of Fontana and County of San Bernardino General Plans, new residential, office,
retail, and industrial uses would be developed. These actions could collectively alter
transportation patterns, improve the City and region’s jobs/housing ratio, diminish VMT, and
support implementation of new or alternative TDM measures. There are no means, however, to
quantify any VMT reductions that could result. Additionally, the effectiveness of the TDM
strategies that have potential to reduce VMT are also dependent on unknown building tenant(s).
Given the unknown and speculative nature of future development in the surrounding area,
Measure 1 cannot be imposed on the project as a mitigation measure. The applicant would not
be able to ensure at least three of the following land use types: residential, retail, park, open
space, and/or office use, are developed within 0.25 miles of the proposed warehouse facility to
increase diversity of land uses. Similarly, given that the ultimate building tenant(s) of the
warehouse facility are unknown, Measures 6 and 7 cannot be feasibly imposed on the project as
mitigation measures. Certain measures such as telecommuting, carpool/vanpool, and alternative
work schedules may not work for certain types of industrial businesses. For example, some
businesses may require coming into the office to work rather than remote working. Additionally,
the warehouse facility is anticipated to operate 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, which is not
conducive to alternative work schedules, such as staggered starting times, flexible schedules, or
compressed work weeks.
Therefore, no enforceable mitigation measures that can be practically imposed on the project are
available to meaningfully reduce project-level VMT nor is there a way to enforce and quantify any
VMT reductions that could result from TDM measures. The Total VMT per service population and
HBW VMT per employee generated by the proposed warehouse facility would exceed the regional
threshold of 15 percent below existing Total VMT per service population and HBW VMT per
employee. VMT impacts generated by the proposed warehouse facility are considered significant
and unavoidable.
Lastly, the commenter expresses a desire for the construction of more parks. However, this is a
separate and unrelated issue to the proposed project and should be discussed with the City
separately.
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RESPONSE NO. 9
Idaima Avila
September 15, 2020
9-1

The commenter expresses concern regarding trucks that are currently utilizing local roadways in
the vicinity that are not designated truck routes and the concern that the project would add
additional truck traveling throughout the vicinity that may also misuse the local roadway system.
According to Section 3.3, Truck Routes, of the Fontana Foothills Commerce Center Traffic Impact
Analysis (Development Site TIA), prepared by Urban Crossroads, dated April 23, 2020, Slover
Avenue, Santa Ana Avenue (west of Citrus Avenue), Jurupa Avenue, Citrus Avenue, and Sierra
Avenue are study area roadways that are identified as existing City of Fontana truck routes. The
designated truck route maps have been utilized to route truck traffic from the proposed project
throughout the study area. The truck routes have also been utilized for routing truck traffic for
cumulative projects. As such, the use of designated truck routes has been taken into consideration
for the trip distribution analysis of the proposed project.
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RESPONSE NO. 10
Anonymous
September 15, 2020
10-1

The commenter expresses concern regarding the increase in warehouse development in their
area of the city, and specifically, regarding additional pollution and health risks relative to children
and elderly populations that would result with the project. Refer to Response No. 6.
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RESPONSE NO. 11
Maria Delgado
September 15, 2020
11-1

The commenter expresses concern regarding increased warehouse development, and specifically
identifies concerns related to the project’s potential to result in structural damage to neighboring
uses, noise, and air quality. Refer to Response No. 6 for a discussion regarding the project’s
anticipated construction and operational air quality impacts.
An evaluation of the project’s potential to generate excessive groundborne vibration is provided
in Impact 4.11-2 (Groundborne Vibration), of Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise. As concluded on page
4.11-34, operation of the project would not include or require equipment, facilities, or activities
that would result in perceptible groundborne vibration. Heavy duty trucks would travel to and
from the project site on surrounding roadways. According to the Federal Transportation Authority
(FTA), it is unusual for vibration from sources such as buses and trucks to be perceptible, even in
locations close to major roads. Most perceptible indoor vibration is caused by sources within
buildings such as operation of mechanical equipment, movement of people, or slamming of doors.
Typical outdoor sources of vibration waves that propagate through the ground and create
perceptible ground-borne vibration in nearby buildings include construction equipment, steelwheeled trains, and traffic on rough roads. If the roadway is fairly smooth, the vibration from
rubber-tired traffic is rarely perceptible5. As such, it can be reasonably inferred that the operations
of the project would not create perceptible vibration impacts to the nearest sensitive receptors.
A less than significant impact would occur in this regard.
The project would not potentially generate a substantial temporary or permanent increase in
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; refer to Draft EIR Impact 4.111 (Exceed Standards). Noise impact from short-term construction activities would be less than
significant following compliance with the City’s allowable construction hours specified under City
of Fontana Municipal Code Section 18-63(7). In addition, project-related traffic and operational
noise would be less than significant; refer to Draft EIR Impact 4.11-1 (Exceed Standards).

5

Federal Transit Authority. 2018. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual.
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RESPONSE NO. 12
Marven E. Norman, Executive Director
Inland Empire Biking Alliance
September 29, 2020
12-1

This comment provides a general introduction. Responses to specific comments are provided
below.

12-2

The commenter states that the project would be out of compliance with the City’s Active
Transportation Plan based on its conclusion that a “Class IV facility should not be completed as
part of the project even though Impact 4.13-3 indicates that the project would need to construct
other roadway improvements adjacent to the site.” As stated in Draft EIR Section 5.0, Effects
Found Not To Be Significant, the proposed project does not include recreational facilities or
require the expansion of recreational facilities (i.e., bicycle paths), because the type of project
being proposed (i.e., light industrial facility) would not result in an increased demand for
recreational facilities. As stated in Appendix D, Funding Sources, of the Fontana ATP, a variety of
options exist to further plan, design, and construct bicycle transportation projects, including
funding from Federal, State, regional, local, and private sources. Since the project would not result
in increased demands for recreational facilities and bicycle transportation projects that would be
implemented based on Appendix D of the Fontana ATP, the project Applicant would not be
responsible for implementation of recommended improvements identified in the Fontana ATP in
this regardmitigation measures that can be imposed on the project that can meaningfully reduce
project-level VMT nor is there a way to enforce and quantify VMT reductions that could result
from TDM measures. Refer also to Response to Comment 12-5.
The project does not conflict with the Fontana ATP; refer to Response to Comment 12-2. As
concluded in Response to Comment 12-4, the proposed project would not create “a situation that
would increase hazards by design.”
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3.0 ERRATA
Changes to the Draft EIR are noted below. A double underline indicates additions to the text; strikethrough
indicates deletions to the text. Changes have been analyzed and responded to in Section 2.0, Response to
Comments, of this Final EIR. The changes to the Draft EIR do not affect the overall conclusions of the
environmental document. Changes are listed by page and, where appropriate, by paragraph.
These errata address the technical comments on the Draft EIR, which circulated from August 11, 2020 and
through September 25, 2020. These clarifications and modifications are not considered to result in any
new or substantially greater significant impacts as compared to those identified in the Draft EIR. Any
changes referenced to mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR text also apply to Draft EIR Section
1.0, Executive Summary, of the Draft EIR. All mitigation measure modifications have been reflected in
Section 4.0, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of this Final EIR.

GLOBAL EDITS
Global errata apply to the entirety of the Draft EIR. These clarifications or modifications are not considered
significant new information and would not result in new or substantially greater significant impacts as
compared to those analyzed in the Draft EIR.

APPENDIX EDITS
The project’s Water Supply Assessment has been updated based on a review by the Fontana Water
Company and thus Appendix J, Water Supply Assessment, of the Draft EIR has been replaced with the
following finalized document:


Kimley Horn Associates, Water Supply Assessment for the Fontana Foothills Industrial Project,
September 2020.

SECTION 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The Errata noted below for Section 3.0 are global Errata and apply to the entirety of the Draft EIR. These
clarifications or modifications are based upon applicable updated information that was not available at
the time of the Draft EIR publication. These Errata are not considered significant new information and
would not result in new or substantially greater significant impacts as compared to those identified in the
Draft EIR.

PAGE 3.0-1, SECTION 3.1, OVERVIEW
Pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 330, also known as the Housing Crisis Act of 2019, which was signed into
law on October 9, 2019, a local agency is prohibited from disapproving, or conditionally approving in
a manner that renders infeasible, a housing development project for very low-, low-, or moderateincome households or an emergency shelter unless the local agency makes specified written findings
based on a preponderance of the evidence in the record. Further, Government Code Section
66300(b)(1)(A) stipulates that agencies shall not “chang[e] the general plan land use designation,
City of Fontana – Planning Division
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specific plan land use designation, or zoning…to a less intensive use… below what was allowed under
the land use designation and zoning ordinances in effect on January 1, 2018.” For purposes of
Government Code Section 66300(b)(1)(A), a “less intensive use” includes, but is not limited to,
reductions to height, density, or floor area ratio, new or increased open space or lot size requirements,
or new or increased setback requirements, minimum frontage requirements, or maximum lot coverage
limitations, or any changes that would lessen the intensity of potential housing development. Pursuant
to SB 330, replacement capacity for any displaced residential units must be provided at the time of
project approval based upon the land use designations and zoning ordinances in effect on January 1,
2018. Thus, the project also includes a residential upzone (upzone site) located at the southwest
quadrant of Merrill Avenue and Catawba Avenue to replace the displaced dwelling unit potential at
the proposed warehouse development site.

PAGE 3.0-35, SECTION 3.4.2, UPZONE SITE
3.4.2 Upzone Site
Pursuant to SB 330 requirements, the upzone site was selected to offset the proposed project’s lost
dwelling unit potential of 85 155 units and “upzone” 13.76 acres of land located at the southwest
corner of Merrill Avenue and Catawba Avenue from R-1, which permits up to 5 du per acre, to
Medium Density Residential (R-2), which permits up to 12 du per acre; refer to Exhibit 3.0-4.
Applying the R-2 designation on the 13.76-acre site would accommodate an additional 97 dwelling
units, for a total future development of 165 units, resulting in no net loss of the residential capacity
for the City with the rezoning of the development site.

SECTION 4.2, AIR QUALITY
PAGE 4.2-16, OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS SUMMARY
The project’s long-term operational emissions estimates were calculated using the CalEEMod model;
refer to Appendix B. This model predicts ROG, NOX, CO, SOX, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions from
area, energy, mobile traffic, and on-site equipment sources associated with the proposed land uses.
Table 4.2-7: Development Site Summary of Peak Operational Emissions presents the
anticipated operational source emissions for the project. CalEEMod utilizes summer and winter
EMFAC 2017 emission factors in order to derive vehicle emissions associated with project operational
activities, which vary by season. As such, operational activities for summer and winter scenarios are
presented in Table 4.2-7. As shown in Table 4.2-7, the project would exceed the numerical
thresholds of significance established by the SCAQMD for emissions of NO X. It should be noted that
the majority of the project’s NOX emissions are derived from vehicle usage. The Air Quality Analysis
recommended six mitigation measures (MM AQ-2 through MM AQ-7) that could potentially reduce
operational NOX emissions from vehicle usage. However, proposed Mitigation Measures AQ-2 and
AQ-3 are requirements by California Code of Regulations and CARB, therefore have been
incorporated in the modeling and reflected in Table 4.2-7, and proposed mitigation measure AQ-5 is
required by the California Building Code, Title 24, Part 11. Proposed Mitigation Measures AQ-4
through AQ-7 could reduce NOx emissions and are therefore required as mitigation measures;
however, there is uncertainty regarding the reductions that these measures would achieve, and
therefore they are not quantified. Since Because the majority of emissions attributing to the exceedance
of the NOx threshold are from trucks that are federally regulated, and neither the project applicant
nor the City have regulatory authority to control tailpipe emissions, no feasible mitigation measures
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exist that would reduce these NOx emissions to levels that are less than significant. As such, impacts
would be significant and unavoidable.

PAGE 4.2-21, IMPACT 4.2-2 (VIOLATE AIR QUALITY STANDARDS), MITIGATION
MEASURES
Mitigation Measures

AQ-1

Prior to issuance of building permits, the City Planning Department shall confirm on
the project site plans that cold storage and facilities for Transport Refrigeration Units
(TRUs) are not proposed. If it is determined that the proposed project would require
TRUs or cold storage in the future, an amendment would be required to the project’s
entitlements to ensure such uses are analyzed in compliance with applicable laws and
regulations.

Refer to Mitigation Measure AQ-2 through AQ-6 (see Impact 4.2-3).

PAGE 4.2-27, IMPACT 4.2-3 (EXPOSE SENSITIVE RECEPTORS), MITIGATION MEASURES
Mitigation Measures

AQ-2

During the site preparation phase, the construction contractor shall ensure that offroad diesel construction equipment greater than 150 horsepower shall comply with
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)/California Air Resources Board (CARB)
Tier 3 emissions standards and shall ensure that all construction equipment is tuned
and maintained in accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications.

AQ-3

Prior to the issuance of occupancy permits the project, the project applicant or their
successor in interest shall provide the City of Fontana with an information packet that
will be provided to future building occupants regarding the grants available from the
Carl Moyer Memorial Air Quality Standards Attainment Program for energy efficiency
improvement features – including truck modernization, retrofits, and/or aerodynamic
kits and low rolling resistance tires – and the resulting benefits to air quality.

AQ-4

Provide Electric Interior Vehicles. All buildings will be designed to provide
infrastructure to support use of electric‐powered forklifts and/or other interior
vehicles.

AQ-5

A Transportation Management Association (TMA) or similar mechanism shall be
established by the project applicant. The TMA shall encourage and coordinate
carpooling. The TMA shall advertise its services to the building occupants. The TMA
shall offer transit incentives to employees and shall provide shuttle service to and from
public transit, should a minimum of five (5) employees request and use such service
from a transit stop at the same drop‐off and/or pickup time. The TMA shall distribute
public transportation information to its employees. The TMA shall provide electronic
message board space for coordination rides.

AQ-6

Prior to the issuance of occupancy permits for the project, the City of Fontana shall
verify that a sign has been installed at each truck exit driveway that provides directional
information to the City’s truck route. Text on the sign shall read “To Truck Route”
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with a directional arrow.

PAGE 4.2-30, IMPACT 4.2-5 (CUMULATIVE IMPACTS), MITIGATION MEASURES
Mitigation Measures

Refer to Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 through AQ-6.
Level of Significance After Mitigation

Significant and Unavoidable Impact.

SECTION 4.10, LAND USE AND RELEVANT PLANNING
PAGE 4.10-6, IMPACT 4.10-1 (CONFLICT
REGULATION)

WITH A

LAND USE PLAN, POLICY,

OR

Project consistency with applicable General Plan goals and policies is detailed in
Table 4.10-1: Project Consistency with the General Plan. Although the General Plan contains
numerous goals and policies beyond those discussed in Table 4.10-1, those goals and policies are not
intended to “avoid or mitigate an environmental effect” and therefore are not analyzed. As analyzed,
although the project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to NO X emissions,
the project would be generally consistent with all applicable General Plan goals and policies, and a less
than significant impact would occur in this regard.

PAGE 4.10-7, TABLE 4.10-1, PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN
Building a Healthier Fontana
Goal 1
cities.

The average lifespan in Fontana consistently ranks within the top ten of all Southern California

Policy 3 Support local and regional initiatives to improve
air quality in order to reduce asthma while actively
discouraging development that may exacerbate asthma
rates.

City of Fontana – Planning Division
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Partially Consistent. Implementation of the project would
not impede the City of Fontana from supporting local and
regional initiatives to improve air quality in order to reduce
asthma. However, as concluded in Section 4.2, project
operational‐source NOX emissions would exceed
applicable SCAQMD regional thresholds. The human
health and welfare impacts of NOX include aggravated
lung and heart problems; refer to Table 4.2-1, Criteria Air
Pollutants Summary of Common Sources and Effects.
The project would be partially inconsistent with Building a
Healthier Fontana, Goal 1, Policy 3, in this regard.
Consistent. Incorporation of Mitigation Measure AQ-2 will
ensure that, during the site preparation phase, off-road
diesel construction equipment greater than 150
horsepower shall comply with Environmental Protection
Agency/California Air Resources Board Tier 3 emissions
standards and shall ensure that all construction
equipment is tuned and maintained in accordance with
the manufacturer’s specifications. Refer to Section 4.2,
Air Quality, for more information.
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PAGE 4.10-16, IMPACT 4.10-2 (CUMULATIVE IMPACTS), PARAGRAPH 2
As discussed above, although the project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related
to NOX emissions, the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts concerning
potential to conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding
or mitigating an environmental effect (including the City’s General Plan, SWIP Specific Plan,
Municipal Code, and 2016 RTP/SCS). Thus, the project would not result in cumulatively considerable
impacts in this regard.

SECTION 4.15, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
PAGE 4.15-1, INTRODUCTION, PARAGRAPH 1
This section evaluates the existing utilities and service systems setting and the proposed project’s
consistency with applicable goals and policies, identifies and analyzes environmental impacts, and
recommends measures to reduce or avoid adverse impacts anticipated from implementation of the
project, as applicable. The information and analysis herein rely on the General Plan and General Plan
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). In addition, the Water Supply Assessment for the Fontana Foothills
Industrial Project (WSA) was prepared for the project in July September 2020 by Kimley Horn Associates
for the Fontana Water Company (FWC), which has been included in Appendix J, Water Supply
Assessment.

PAGE 4.15-1, SECTION 4.15.1, EXISTING CONDITIONS (NEW PARAGRAPH)
Under existing conditions, there are 12 residential structures and associated out buildings on the
development site and 15 residential structures and associated out buildings on the upzone site, all of
which currently consume water with the exception of the single vacant residence on the development
site.
Existing water demands for the development site include residential water demand for 11 dwelling
units (DUs) and commercial water demands for a 4.76-acre (207,298 square foot) nursery. Residential
demand was calculated based on 156 gallons per capita day (gpcd) per FWC’s 2015 RUWMP, and an
assumption of 3 residents per DU. Commercial demand was calculated with a factor of 25 gallons per
day (gpd) per 1000 square feet, based on Los Angeles County Sanitation District’s typical flow factor
for Nursery/Greenhouse land uses. According to the WSA, the total existing demand for the
development site is approximately 12 acre-feet per year (AFY).

PAGE 4.15-11, IMPACT 4.15-2 (ADEQUATE WATER SUPPLY), TABLE 4.15-2, FUTURE
WATER SUPPLIES IN NORMAL YEARS (AFY)
Year

2020

2025

2030

2035

2040

Demands from 2015
UWMP

40,140

47,536

50,773

53,711

56,562
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Year

2020

2025

2030

2035

2040

Additional Project
Demands (Goodman
Industrial Park Fontana III
Project)

56 0

56 47

56 47

56 47

56 47

Additional Demands
(Southwest Fontana
Logistics Center Project)

104

104

104

104

104

Additional Demands
(Goodman III)

69

69

69

69

69

Additional Demands
(Sierra)

0

62

62

62

62

Total FWC Projected
Water Demands

40,31300

47,818696

51,015
50,933

53,993871

56,844722

Surface Water

5,700

5,700

5,700

5,700

5,700

Lytle Basin

5,000

9,400

9,400

9,400

9,400

Chino Basin

10,09380

10,698576

13,39513

15,873751

18,224102

Rialto Basin

2,520

2,520

2,520

2,520

2,520

No-Man's Land
Basin

4,000

4,000

4,000

4,000

4,000

Recycled Water

1,000

1,500

2,000

2,500

3,000

Imported Water
from SBCMWD

2,000

2,000

2,000

2,000

2,000

Imported Water
from IEUA

10,000

12,000

12,000

12,000

12,000

Total

40,31300

47,818696

50,015933

53,993871

56,844722

Water
Supplies

Source: Kimley Horn, Water Supply Assessment for the Fontana Foothills Industrial Project, Table 11, p. 3133.

PAGE 4.15-12, IMPACT 4.15-2 (ADEQUATE WATER SUPPLY), TABLE 4.15-3,
COMPARISON OF 2020 WATER SUPPLY AND DEMAND IN NORMAL, SINGLE DRY, AND
MULTIPLE DRY YEARS (AFY)
Demand and Supply

2020

2025

Demands from 2015
UWMP

40,140

29,998
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Multiple Dry Years
2030

2035

2040

37,757

36,462

29,998
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Demand and Supply

2020

2025

Additional Project Demands
(Goodman Industrial Park
Fontana III Project)

56 0

Additional Demands
(Southwest Fontana
Logistics Center Project)

Multiple Dry Years
2030

2035

2040

56 47

56 47

56 47

56 47

104

78

98

94

78

Additional Demands
(Goodman III)

69

69

69

69

69

Additional Demands
(Sierra)

0

62

62

62

62

Total FWC Projected Water
Demands

40,31300

30,254132

38,033
7,907

36,734612

30,254132

Surface Water

5,700

1,710

1,710

1,710

1,710

Lytle Basin

5,000

5,000

4,000

4,000

4,000

Chino Basin

10,09380

7,524402

16,303177

15,004
14,882

8,524402

Rialto Basin

2,520

2,520

2,520

2,520

2,520

No-Man's Land
Basin

4,000

4,000

4,000

4,000

4,000

Recycled Water

1,000

1,000

1,000

1,000

1,000

Imported Water
from SBCMWD

2,000

1,000

1,000

1,000

1,000

Imported Water
from IEUA

10,000

7,500

7,500

7,500

7,500

Total

40,313

30,254132

38,033
37,907

36,734612

30,254132

Water
Supplies

Source: Kimley Horn, Water Supply Assessment for the Fontana Foothills Industrial Project, Table 12, p. 324.

PAGE 4.15-13, IMPACT 4.15-2 (ADEQUATE WATER SUPPLY), SINGLE DRY,
MULTIPLE DRY YEARS (AFY)
Demand and Supply

2020

2025

Demands from 2015
UWMP

56,562

42,271
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AND

Multiple Dry Years
2030

2035

2040

53,204

51,379

42,271
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Demand and Supply

2020

2025

Additional Project Demands
(Goodman Industrial Park
Fontana III Project)

56 0

Additional Demands
(Southwest Fontana
Logistics Center Project)

Multiple Dry Years
2030

2035

2040

56 47

56 47

56 47

56 47

104

78

98

94

78

Additional Demands
(Goodman III)

69

69

69

69

69

Additional Demands
(Sierra)

0

62

62

62

62

Total FWC Projected Water
Demands

56,73522

42,527405

53,480358

51,651529

42,527405

Surface Water

5,700

1,710

1,710

1,710

1,710

Lytle Basin

9,400

9,400

7,520

7,520

7,520

Chino Basin

18,11502

11,897775

24,730608

22,901779

13,777655

Rialto Basin

2,520

2,520

2,520

2,520

2,520

No-Man's Land
Basin

4,000

4,000

4,000

4,000

4,000

Recycled Water

3,000

3,000

3,000

3,000

3,000

Imported Water
from SBCMWD

2,000

1,000

1,000

1,000

1,000

Imported Water
from IEUA

12,000

9,000

9,000

9,000

9,000

Total

56,73522

42,527405

53,480358

51,651529

42,527405

Water
Supplies

Source: Kimley Horn, Water Supply Assessment for the Fontana Foothills Industrial Project, Table 13, p. 335.
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
4.0 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that when a public agency completes an
environmental document which includes measures to mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects,
the public agency must adopt a reporting or monitoring program. This requirement ensures that
environmental impacts found to be significant will be mitigated. The reporting or monitoring program
must be designed to ensure compliance during project implementation (Public Resources Code Section
21081.6).
In compliance with Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, Table 4.0-1, Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Checklist, has been prepared for the proposed Foothills Commerce Center Project. This
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Checklist is intended to provide verification that all applicable
mitigation measures relative to significant environmental impacts are monitored and reported.
Monitoring will include: 1) verification that each mitigation measure has been implemented; 2)
recordation of the actions taken to implement each mitigation; and 3) retention of records in the Fontana
Foothills Commerce Center Project file.
This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) delineates responsibilities for monitoring the
Project, but also allows the City flexibility and discretion in determining how best to monitor
implementation. Monitoring procedures will vary according to the type of mitigation measure. Adequate
monitoring consists of demonstrating that monitoring procedures took place and that mitigation
measures were implemented. This includes the review of all monitoring reports, enforcement actions,
and document disposition, unless otherwise noted in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Checklist
(Table 4.0-1). If an adopted mitigation measure is not properly implemented, the designated monitoring
personnel shall require corrective actions to ensure adequate implementation.


Reporting consists of establishing a record that a mitigation measure is being implemented, and
generally involves the following steps:



The City distributes reporting forms to the appropriate entities for verification of compliance.



Departments/agencies with reporting responsibilities will review the EIR, which provides general
background information on the reasons for including specified mitigation measures.



Problems or exceptions to compliance will be addressed to the City as appropriate.



Periodic meetings may be held during project implementation to report on compliance of
mitigation measures.



Responsible parties provide the City with verification that monitoring has been conducted and
ensure, as applicable, that mitigation measures have been implemented. Monitoring compliance
may be documented through existing review and approval programs such as field inspection
reports and plan review.



The City prepares a reporting form periodically during project-specific review and an annual
report summarizing all project mitigation monitoring efforts.



Appropriate mitigation measures are included as conditions of permits/approvals for future
project-specific review.
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Minor changes to the MMRP, if required, would be made in accordance with CEQA and would be
permitted after further review and approval by the City. No change will be permitted unless the MMRP
continues to satisfy the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6.
Based on the Draft EIR, no significant impacts would occur in regard to the following environmental issue
areas, which are addressed in Draft EIR Section 5.0, Effects Found Not to Be Significant:


Agriculture and Forest Resources;



Mineral Resources;



Population and Housing;



Recreation; and



Wildfire.

In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the following environmental issue areas were
determined in the Draft EIR to have a potentially significant impact, and were included in the Draft EIR for
further analysis:


Aesthetics;



Air Quality;



Biological Resources;



Cultural Resources;



Energy;



Geology and Soils;



Greenhouse Gas Emissions;



Hazards and Hazardous Materials;



Hydrology and Water Quality;



Land Use and Planning;



Noise;



Public Services;



Transportation;



Tribal Cultural Resources; and



Utilities and Service Systems.

For the purposes of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR, impacts were analyzed in each
environmental issue area for the proposed project. Consideration of mitigation measures that apply to
each respective topical area was considered, particularly if that impact would be reduced.
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Mitigation
Number

Implementation
Responsibility

Implementation
Timing

Monitoring
Responsibility

Monitoring
Timing

Construction documents shall include language that requires all
construction contractors to strictly control the staging of construction
equipment and the cleanliness of construction equipment stored or driven
beyond the limits of the construction work area. Construction equipment
shall be parked and staged within the project site to the extent practical.
Staging areas shall be screened from view from residential properties with
solid wood fencing or green fence. Construction worker parking may be
located off-site with approval of the City; however, on-street parking of
construction worker vehicles on residential streets shall be prohibited.
Vehicles shall be kept clean and free of mud and dust before leaving the
project site. Surrounding streets shall be swept daily and maintained free
of dirt and debris.

Construction
Contractor

During
Construction

Public Works
Department

During
Construction

AQ-1

Prior to issuance of building permits, the City Planning Department shall
confirm on the project site plans that cold storage and facilities for
Transport Refrigeration Units (TRUs) are not proposed. Additionally, the
applicant shall include contractual language in future tenant lease
agreement(s) that prohibits trucks with TRUs.

Project Applicant

Prior to Issuance
of Building
Permits

City Planning
Department

Prior to
Issuance of
Building
Permits

AQ-2

During the site preparation phase, the construction contractor shall ensure
that off-road diesel construction equipment greater than 150 horsepower
shall comply with Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)/California Air
Resources Board (CARB) Tier 3 emissions standards and shall ensure that all
construction equipment is tuned and maintained in accordance with the
manufacturer’s specifications.

Construction
Contractor

Site Preparation
Phase

Public Works
Department

Site
Preparation
Phase

AQ-3

Prior to the issuance of occupancy permits the project, the project applicant
or their successor in interest shall provide the City of Fontana with an
information packet that will be provided to future building occupants
regarding the grants available from the Carl Moyer Memorial Air Quality
Standards Attainment Program for energy efficiency improvement features
– including truck modernization, retrofits, and/or aerodynamic kits and low
rolling resistance tires – and the resulting benefits to air quality.

Project Applicant

Prior to Issuance
of Occupancy
Permits

City Planning
Department

Prior to
Issuance of
Occupancy
Permits

Mitigation Measure

Verification of Compliance
Initials

Date

Aesthetics
AES-1

Air Quality

City of Fontana – Planning Division
Fontana Foothills Commerce Center

Page | 4.0-3

Remarks

Final EIR
AQ-4

Provide Electric Interior Vehicles. All buildings will be designed to provide
infrastructure to support use of electric-powered forklifts and/or other
interior vehicles.

Project Applicant

Prior to Issuance
of Building
Permits

City Planning
Department

Prior to
Issuance of
Building
Permits

AQ-5

A Transportation Management Association (TMA) or similar mechanism
shall be established by the project applicant. The TMA shall encourage and
coordinate carpooling. The TMA shall advertise its services to the building
occupants. The TMA shall offer transit incentives to employees and shall
provide shuttle service to and from public transit, should a minimum of five
(5) employees request and use such service from a transit stop at the same
drop-off and/or pickup time. The TMA shall distribute public transportation
information to its employees. The TMA shall provide electronic message
board space for coordination rides.

Project Applicant

Prior to Issuance
of Occupancy
Permits

City Planning
Department

Prior to
Issuance of
Occupancy
Permits

AQ-6

Prior to the issuance of occupancy permits for the project, the City of
Fontana shall verify that a sign has been installed at each truck exit driveway
that provides directional information to the City’s truck route. Text on the
sign shall read “To Truck Route” with a directional arrow.

Project Applicant

Prior to Issuance
of Occupancy
Permits

City Engineer

Prior to
Issuance of
Occupancy
Permits

Project Applicant/
Qualified Biologist

Prior to Issuance
of First Grading or
Building Permits

Community
Development
Department –
Planning
Division

Prior to
Construction

Biological Resources
BIO-1

Prior to the issuance of the first grading or building permits, a focused
burrowing owl survey shall be conducted no more than 45 days prior to
ground disturbance within the development site and a 500-foot survey area
surrounding the development site, pursuant to the requirements of the
2012 CDFG Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation. After completion of
appropriate surveys, a final report shall be submitted to the City of Fontana
Planning Division within 14 days following completion. The report shall
detail survey methods, transect width, duration, conditions, results of the
survey, and any actions required to avoid impacts to burrowing owl.
If burrowing owls are detected, no ground-disturbing activities shall be
permitted within the distances listed below in Table 1, titled “Burrowing
Owl Burrow Buffers,” unless otherwise authorized by California Department
of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). Burrowing owls shall not be moved or excluded
from burrows during the breeding season.
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Mitigation Table 1: Burrowing Owl Burrow Buffers (CDFG Staff Report, 2012)
Level of Disturbance
Location
Time of Year
Low
Medium
High
Nesting Sites
April 1-Aug 15
656 ft
1,640 ft
1,640 ft
Nesting Sites
Aug 16-Oct 15
656 ft
656 ft
1,640 ft
Any Occupied Burrow
Oct 16-Mar 31
164 ft
328 ft
1,640 ft

If avoidance of active burrows is infeasible, the owls can be passively
displaced from their burrows according to recommendations made in the
2012 CDFG Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation. Burrowing owls shall
not be excluded from burrows unless or until:


Occupied burrows shall not be disturbed during the nesting season,
generally defined as February 1 through August 31.



Before excluding owls during the non-nesting season, generally defined
as September 1 through January 31, a qualified biologist meeting the
Biologist Qualifications set forth in the May 2012 CDFG Staff Report,
shall verify through noninvasive methods that either: (1) the owls have
not begun egg-laying and incubation; or (2) juveniles from the occupied
burrows are foraging independently and are capable of independent
survival.
A Burrowing Owl Exclusion Plan is developed and approved by the
applicable local CDFW office and submitted to the City Planning
Department. The plan shall include, at a minimum:
o Confirm by site surveillance that the burrow(s) is empty of
burrowing owls and other species preceding burrow scoping;
o Type of scope and appropriate timing of scoping to avoid impacts;
o Occupancy factors to look for and what will guide determination
of vacancy and excavation timing (one-way doors shall be left in
place a minimum of 48 hours to ensure burrowing owls have left
the burrow before excavation, visited twice daily, and monitored
for evidence that owls are inside and can’t escape (i.e., look for
sign immediately inside the door);
o How the burrow(s) will be excavated. Excavation using hand tools
with refilling to prevent reoccupation is preferable whenever
possible (may include using piping to stabilize the burrow to
prevent collapsing until the entire burrow has been excavated and
it can be determined that owls do not reside in the burrow);
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o
o
o



BIO-2

BIO-3

Removal of other potential owl burrow surrogates or refugia onsite;
Photographing the excavation and closure of the burrow to
demonstrate success and sufficiency;
Monitoring of the site to evaluate success and, if needed, to
implement remedial measures to prevent subsequent owl use to
avoid take;

How the impacted site will continually be made inhospitable to
burrowing owls and fossorial mammals (e.g., by allowing vegetation to
grow tall, heavy disking, or immediate and continuous grading) until
development is complete.

If vegetation removal is scheduled within the avian nesting season
(generally from February 1 through August 31), a pre-construction
clearance survey for nesting birds shall be conducted by a qualified biologist
within seven days of anticipated vegetation removal at the development
site.
The qualified biologist conducting the clearance survey shall document the
negative results if no active bird nests are observed on the development
site during the clearance survey with a brief letter report indicating that no
impacts to active bird nests would occur before construction can proceed.
If an active avian nest is discovered during the pre-construction clearance
survey, construction activities shall stay outside of a 300-foot buffer around
the active nest; for raptor species, this buffer shall be 500 feet. A biological
monitor shall be present to delineate the boundaries of the buffer area and
to monitor the active nest to ensure that nesting behavior is not adversely
affected by the construction activities. Results of the pre-construction
survey and any subsequent monitoring shall be provided to the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife and other appropriate agency.
Prior to construction, a tree inventory and replacement plan shall be
prepared by the applicant in compliance with the City’s tree ordinance and
submitted to the City of Fontana Planning Division for review and approval.
The plan, at a minimum, shall include:
a. Listing of trees recommended for preservation by a qualified
arborist, including criteria for recommendation such as species,
height, circumference and overall health;
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b. Any tree recommended for preservation that is removed as part of
construction shall be replaced at the appropriate ratio detailed in
City of Fontana Municipal Code Section 28-67, Tree Replacement or
Relocation, which is dependent on the existing tree’s trunk
diameter and health.
c. The size of each replacement tree shall be a 15-gallon or larger
specimen, measuring one inch or more in diameter at a point of
twelve inches above the base.
For removal of any protected tree species, including significant, or specimen
trees, a tree report shall be prepared, and a tree removal permit obtained
prior to tree removal in compliance with the City of Fontana Municipal Code
Chapter 28, Article III.
Geology and Soils
GEO-1

GEO-2

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant shall
demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the City of Fontana Building Official, that
the recommendations for design and construction identified in the
Geotechnical Investigation, prepared by Southern California Geotechnical,
Inc. on April 22, 2020 (or thereafter, if applicable), have been incorporated
into the project design, grading plans, and building plans. The project’s final
grading plans, foundation plans, building loads, and specifications shall be
reviewed by a State of California Registered Professional
Geologist/Registered Professional Engineer to verify that the Geotechnical
Investigation’s recommendations have been incorporated and updated, as
needed.
Prior to project grading activities, a paleontological resource mitigation
program (PRMP) shall be prepared by a qualified paleontologist, defined as
a paleontologist who meets the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP)
standards for a Principal Investigator or Project Paleontologist, to monitor,
salvage, and curate any recovered fossils associated with the proposed
project area, should these be unearthed during ground disturbance within
the project area. The proposed project’s PRMP shall implement the
following procedures:


Project Applicant/
Professional
Geologist or
Professional
Engineer

Prior to Issuance
of Grading Permit

City of Fontana
Building Official

Grading Plan
and Building
Permit
Review
Process

Project Applicant/
Geotechnical
Engineer

During
Construction

Building and
Safety
Department

During
Construction

A trained and qualified paleontological monitor shall perform
spot-check and/or monitoring of any excavations on the
project site that have the potential to impact paleontological
resources in undisturbed native sediments below 5 feet in
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depth. The monitor shall have the ability to redirect
construction activities to ensure avoidance of adverse
impacts to paleontological resources.

GEO-3



The project paleontologist shall re-evaluate the necessity for
paleontological monitoring after examination of the affected
sediments during excavation, with approval from Lead
Agency and project applicant.



Any potentially significant fossils observed shall be collected
and recorded in conjunction with best management practices
(BMPs) and SVP professional standards.



Any fossils recovered during mitigation shall be deposited in
an accredited and permanent scientific institution for the
benefit of current and future generations.



A report documenting the results of the monitoring, including
any salvage activities and the significance of any fossils, shall
be prepared and submitted to the appropriate personnel.

A qualified paleontologist shall conduct a pre-construction field survey of
all site-specific development proposals occurring within the upzone site
that are underlain by older alluvium. The qualified paleontologist shall
submit a report of findings to the City of Fontana Planning Division that
provides specific recommendations that may be appropriate, such as
preparation of a site-specific a paleontological resource mitigation program
(PRMP).

Project Applicant/
Qualified
Paleontologist

Prior to
Construction

Community
Development
Department –
Planning
Division

Prior to
Construction

Project
Applicant/Building
Inspector

Prior to any
Demolition or
Building Permit
Approval

City Engineer

Prior to any
Renovation
or
Demolition
or Building
Permit
Approval

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
HAZ-1

Prior to any demolition or building permit approval, an Asbestos Hazard
Emergency Response Act) and California Division of Occupational Safety
and Health certified building inspector shall conduct an asbestos survey to
determine the presence or absence of asbestos containing-materials
(ACMs). If the asbestos survey reveals ACMs, asbestos removal shall be
performed by a State certified asbestos containment contractor in
accordance with the South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule
1403 prior to any activities that would disturb ACMs or create an airborne
asbestos hazard.
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HAZ-2

If paint is to be chemically or physically separated from building materials
during structure demolition, the paint shall be evaluated independently
from the building material by a qualified Environmental Professional. If
lead-based paint is found, abatement shall be completed by a qualified lead
specialist prior to any activities that would create lead dust or fume hazard.
Lead-based paint removal and disposal shall be performed in accordance
with California Code of Regulations Title 8, Section 1532.1, which specified
exposure limits, exposure monitoring and respiratory protection, and
mandates good worker practices by workers exposed to lead. Contractors
performing lead-based paint removal shall provide evidence of abatement
activities to the City engineer.

Environmental
Professional

During Structure
Demolition

City Engineer

During
Structure
Demolition

Project Applicant

Prior Grading
and/or
Demolition
Permits Issuance/
During
Construction

City Engineer

Prior
Grading
and/or
Demolition
Permits
Issuance/
During
Construction

Transportation
TR-1

Prior to issuance of any grading and/or demolition permits, whichever
occurs first, the project applicant shall prepare a Construction Traffic
Management Plan (TMP) to be submitted for review and approval by the
City Engineer. The TMP shall, at a minimum, address the following:


Traffic control for any street closure, detour, or other disruption to
traffic circulation.



Identify the routes that construction vehicles will utilize for the
delivery of construction materials (i.e., lumber, tiles, piping,
windows, etc.), to access the Project site, traffic controls and
detours, and proposed construction phasing plan for the Project.



Specify the hours during which transport activities can occur and
methods to mitigate construction-related impacts to adjacent
streets.



Require the Project applicant to keep all haul routes clean and free
of debris including, but not limited to, gravel and dirt, as a result of
its operations. The applicant shall clean adjacent streets, as directed
by the City of Fontana Public Works Department, of any material
which may have been spilled, tracked, or blown onto adjacent
streets or areas.



Hauling or transport of oversize loads shall be subject to the
requirements of the City of Fontana Public Works Department
and/or the County of San Bernardino.




Use of local streets shall be prohibited.
Haul trucks entering or exiting public streets shall at all times yield
to public traffic.
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If hauling operations cause any damage to existing pavement,
street, curb, and/or gutter along the haul route, the applicant will
be fully responsible for repairs. The repairs shall be completed to
the satisfaction of the City Engineer.



All construction-related parking and staging of vehicles shall be kept
out of the adjacent public roadways and shall occur on-site.
Should the Project utilize State facilities for hauling of construction
materials, the Construction Management Plan shall be submitted to
the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) for review
and comment.





TR-2

Should Project construction activities require temporary vehicle
lane, bicycle lane, and/or sidewalk closures, the applicant shall
coordinate with the City Engineer regarding timing and duration of
proposed temporary lane and/or sidewalk closures to ensure the
closures do not impact operations of adjacent uses or emergency
access.
The TMP shall be monitored for effectiveness and be modified in
conjunction with the City Engineer, if needed to improve safety and/or
efficiency.
Prior to the issuance of building permits, the project applicant shall
participate in the City of Fontana’s Development Impact Fee (DIF) program
by paying the requisite DIF fee at the time of building permit issuance for
the improvement of Juniper Avenue and Santa Ana Avenue (Intersection
No. 4) with a second eastbound through lane, which is already included in
the DIF program.

Project Applicant

Prior to Issuance
of Building
Permits

City Engineer

Prior to
Issuance of
Building
Permits

Project Applicant
/ Qualified
Archaeologist

If Native
American Cultural
Resources are
Discovered

City of Fontana
Planning
Division/Native
American Tribal
Entity

If Native
American
Cultural
Resources

The project applicant shall also pay the fair share amount of $4,089, or as
agreed to by the City and project applicant, for the proposed improvement
of Juniper Avenue and Jurupa Avenue (Intersection No. 7), including
restriping the northbound and southbound approaches to accommodate a
left-turn lane and shared through right-turn lane.
Tribal Cultural Resources
TCR-1

In the event that a monitor is required and/or Native American cultural
resources are discovered while working on site, all work shall be suspended
50 feet around the resource(s) and a qualified archaeologist meeting
Secretary of Interior standards shall be hired to assess the find. Work on the
overall project may continue during this period if the following are activities
are initiated:
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Initiate consultation between the appropriate Native American
tribal entity (as determined by a qualified archaeologist meeting
Secretary of Interior standards) and the City/project applicant;



Transfer cultural resources investigations to the appropriate Native
American entity (as determined by a qualified archaeologist
meeting Secretary of Interior standards) as soon as possible; and

are
Discovered

 If the qualified archaeologist determines the resource(s) to be a
“unique archaeological resource” consistent with Public Resources
Code Section 21083.2 or a “tribal cultural resource” consistent with
Public Resources Code Section 21074. A Cultural Resources
Management Plan shall be prepared by the project archaeologist
and submitted to the City Planning Division and South Central Coast
Information Center at California State University Fullerton.
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