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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 
This Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (State of California Clearinghouse No. 
2015101071) for the CapRock Distribution Center III (proposed project) has been 
prepared by LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) on behalf of the City of Rialto (City) to 
identify and evaluate the potential environmental effects associated with the 
construction and operation of the proposed project. 

This EIR has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA)1 and Guidelines for California Environmental Quality Act2 (CEQA 
Guidelines), both of which regulate the preparation of EIRs. As required pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines (Section 15123), this section of the EIR summarizes the proposed 
project; the environmental impacts and mitigation required to reduce or eliminate 
those impacts determined to be significant; areas of controversy known by the City 
including those raised by other agencies and the public; the issues to be resolved; 
and alternatives to the proposed project that could reduce the extent and/or severity 
of the proposed project’s environmental impacts. While this Executive Summary 
provides an overview of these issues, more detail is provided in subsequent sections 
of this EIR as follows: 

 Project Description (Section 3.0). 

 Environmental Impacts (Section 4.0). 

 Other CEQA Topics (Section 5.0). 

 Project Alternatives (Section 6.0). 

1.2 PROPOSED PROJECT 

The 24.37 acre project site is located in the southern portion of the City, within 
southwestern San Bernardino County (County) (Figure 1.1). The proposed project 
entails the demolition of all existing on-site structures, grading, and operation of a 
single 525,110-square foot warehouse building, ancillary office space, and high dock 
clearances for use by high-cube distribution warehouse operators. Other proposed 
on-site improvements include installation of parking spaces, drive aisles, 
landscaping, lighting, detention basins, curbs gutters, and sidewalks. The proposed 
project would be subject to 24-hour operations. See Figure 1.2 for the proposed 

                                                      
1  California Environmental Quality Act, California Public Resources Code, Division 13. 

Environmental Quality, §§ 21000 – 21189.3, January 1, 2015.  
2 California Code of Regulations, Chapter 3: Guidelines for the Implementation of the California 

Environmental Quality Act, §§ 15000 – 15387, January 1, 2015.  
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project Site Plan. The City’s General Plan designates the site as General Industrial 
(GI), which allows the proposed uses. The site is also located within the Agua 
Mansa Specific Plan which zones the project site as Heavy Industrial. The proposed 
project is consistent with the City’s General Plan and zoning and the proposed 
project does not require a General Plan Amendment (GPA) or Zone Change (ZC). 

The following project objectives have been identified by the Project Applicant: 

 Create employment opportunities for the citizens of Rialto and surrounding 
communities. 

 Provide new development consistent with regional and municipal service 
capabilities. 

 Provide warehouse distribution facilities and services that capitalize on the area’s 
close proximity to freeways and other key transportation corridors. 

 Provide new development consistent with the capacity and municipal service 
capabilities. 

 Cluster industrial warehouse uses near efficient access points to the State 
highway system to reduce traffic congestion on surface streets and to reduce 
associated air pollutant emissions from vehicle sources. 

 Implement the City’s General Plan General Industrial Land Use policies and 
objectives. 

 Implement the Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan by developing a land 
use envisioned and previously authorized by the Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor 
Specific Plan. 

A detailed description of the proposed project is included in Section 3.0 (Project 
Description) of this EIR. 
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1.3 ISSUES ADDRESSED AND AREAS OF 
CONTROVERSY TO BE RESOLVED 

When a City determines that an EIR will clearly be required for a project, the CEQA 
Guidelines (Section 15060), state that further initial review is unnecessary, and work 
directly on the EIR may commence. Based on its review of the proposed project, the 
City has determined the potential impacts resulting from the construction and/or 
operation of the proposed project, including cumulative impacts, require preparation 
of an EIR. An Initial Study was not prepared for the proposed project. In the absence 
of an Initial Study, the City analyzed the proposed project’s environmental impacts in 
this EIR concerning the following issues: 

• Aesthetics; 
• Agricultural and Forestry 

Resources; 
• Air Quality; 
• Biological Resources; 
• Cultural and Paleontological 

Resources; 
• Geology and Soils; 
• Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 

Global Climate Change; 
• Hazards and Hazardous Materials; 

• Hydrology and Water Quality; 
• Land Use and Planning; 
• Mineral Resources; 
• Noise; 
• Population, Housing, and 

Employment; 
• Public Services; 
• Recreation 
• Transportation and Traffic; and 
• Utilities and Service Systems. 

The proposed project’s impact (if any), the severity of any impact, and the mitigation 
required to reduce or eliminate the impacts relative to these environmental issues 
are addressed in Sections 4.1 through 4.17 and summarized in Table 1.B. 

Issues of concern and/or controversy related to the proposed project were further 
identified by the City through responses to the Notice of Preparation (NOP).  

1.3.1 Notice of Preparation  

The objective of issuing an NOP is to solicit public comment, ensuring the full and 
appropriate examination of issues of concern in the EIR. The NOP was distributed to 
the State Clearinghouse, as well as to the agencies, organizations, and persons 
considered likely to be interested in the proposed project and its potential impacts. 
Comments received in response to the NOP have been used to identify potential 
impacts that could result from implementation of the proposed project. The NOP was 
distributed on October 19, 2015, for a 30-day review period ending on November 18, 
2015. 

The NOP, NOP distribution list, and response letters are included in Appendix A of 
this Draft EIR. Table 1.A provides a general summary of NOP comments received 
by the City. As appropriate, Table 1.A identifies in which section of the EIR each 
specific NOP comment has been addressed. 
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Table 1.A: Notice of Preparation Comments 
Agency/

Organization/
Individual Date Summary of Comments

Addressed 
in Section(s) 

of the EIR

South Coast Air 
Quality 
Management 
District 
(SCAQMD) 

10/28/2015 The SCAQMD provided recommendations for the 
analysis and mitigation of potential air quality 
impacts. SCAQMD also provided a truck trip rate 
to incorporate into the air quality analysis. 

Section 4.3 

California 
Department of 
Transportation 
(Caltrans) 

11/16/2015 Caltrans recommended preparation of a Traffic 
Impact Analysis (TIA) that addresses impacts to 
State facilities, including Interstate 10. Caltrans 
also suggested the City should promote 
multimodal travel facilities in the vicinity of the 
proposed project, and that the City coordinate 
with OmniTrans to locate transit stops within the 
project area. In addition, Caltrans recommended 
preferential parking for vanpools and carpools 
and secure bicycle parking. 

Section 4.16 

California 
Department of 
Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFW) 

11/17/2015 The CDFW recommended that the DEIR include 
an assessment of habitat types on the project 
site; an inventory of species present or potentially 
present on the site; and an inventory of sensitive 
species with potential to be affected by the 
proposed project, specifically the Burrowing Owl 
and Delhi sands flower-long fly. CDFW also 
included suggestions for determination of impacts 
and mitigation of the proposed project, and 
further recommended the proposed project 
incorporate water-efficient landscaping. 

Section 4.4 

1.4 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

An EIR must describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the 
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the project objectives, and 
would avoid or substantially lessen its significant effects (CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15126.3). The EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative; rather it must 
consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that “… foster 
informed decision making and public participation.” The City, as Lead Agency, is 
responsible for selection the range of project alternatives and must disclose its 
reasoning for disclosing those alternatives. 

The City has identified the following alternatives to the proposed project. Section 6.0 
(Alternatives) of this EIR provides a detailed description of each project alternative, 
analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated with the construction and 
operation of each alternative, and provides justification for the selection of the 
“environmentally superior” alternative. 
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1.4.1 Alternative 1: No Project No Build 

This alternative assumes that no new development would occur on the project site. 
No ground-disturbing activities would take place, nor would any industrial structures 
or facilities be erected.  

Under this alternative, the potential impacts associated with development of the 
proposed project would not occur. 

Similar to the proposed project, the alternative would not require a GPA or ZC. 

1.4.2 Alternative 2: Reduced Intensity 

This alternative includes the construction of a warehouse building approximately 40 
percent smaller than the proposed project. This alternative would result in a single 
warehouse that would be approximately 316,740 square feet. The reduction in 
building area under this alternative would reduce the proposed project’s NOX 
operational emissions to below the SCAQMD’s significance and reduce project 
CO2e emissions from mobile sources to below SCAQMD interim thresholds. Under 
this alternative, the proposed industrial uses would represent a net decrease of 
approximately 40 percent compared to the proposed project.  

Similar to the proposed project, the alternative will not require a GPA or ZC. 

1.4.3 Alternative 3: Alternative Location and Orientation 

This alternative would relocate development under the proposed project to another 
site in the surrounding area that could reduce or eliminate one or more significant 
impacts of the proposed project. A potential undeveloped site within the City that 
could support the proposed project is adjacent to the proposed project site to the 
west at the northwest corner of Santa Ana Avenue and Willow Avenue. In addition, 
to changing the location of the proposed project, this alternative would change the 
orientation of the proposed warehouse. Under this alternative, the warehouse 
loading dock doors would be located on the north and south ends of the building. 
Project site access would be from five driveways: One driveway on the east side at 
approximately the midpoint of the property, two driveways on the south side along 
Santa Ana Avenue, and two driveways along Lilac Avenue.  

By moving the loading docks and driveways away from the sensitive receptor 
located northeast of the alternative site operational noise impacts would be reduced. 

Similar to the proposed project, the alternative will not require a GPA or ZC. 



CapRock Distribution Center III Warehouse Project – City of Rialto 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

1-10 Executive Summary Section 1.0 

1.5 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS, MITIGATION, AND LEVEL 
OF IMPACTS 

Table 1.B provides a summary of the proposed project impacts, proposed mitigation 
measures, and the level of significance of each impact following the application of 
identified mitigation measures. 
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Table 1.B: CapRock Distribution Center III Project Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Summary  

Issues/Impacts 

Significance 
before 

Mitigation Summary of Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 

4.1 Aesthetics     

4.1.5.1 Scenic Vistas: Scenic vistas protected by the General 
Plan that can be seen from the project site include the San 
Gabriel and San Bernardino Mountains. These views are 
limited due to the elevation of the site and surrounding 
industrial development. Currently, the site includes light 
industrial development. The proposed project would place 
buildings of similar height on the project site. The proposed 
project would not place structures that substantially exceed 
existing building heights; the proposed project would not have a 
substantial effect on scenic vistas. Impacts are considered less 
than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

No No mitigation required.  No 

4.1.5.2 Scenic Highways:  The project site is not located on or 
near any state scenic highway corridors. In addition, the City 
General Plan does not designate any local scenic roads. The 
project site is developed with light industrial building and two 
single family residences; surrounding undeveloped areas are 
highly disturbed and lack scenic resources such as trees and 
rock outcroppings. As described in Chapter 4.5, the two 
residences on the site do not meet state or local criteria 
significance criteria. Since the project site does not contain 
significant scenic resources, and is not within a scenic highway 
or local road view corridor, impacts are less than significant. No 
mitigation is required. 

No No mitigation required. No 

4.1.5.3 Visual Character: The project site provides views of 
disturbed, undeveloped land, light industrial development, 
residences, and junk yard with auto parts. The proposed project 
would remove existing development and replace views with that 
of a modern, state-of-the-art, high quality warehouse facility, 
parking areas, and associated landscaping. Views of the site 
would be generally consistent with surrounding industrial 
development. Since the proposed project would develop the 

No No mitigation required.  No 
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Table 1.B: CapRock Distribution Center III Project Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Summary  

Issues/Impacts 

Significance 
before 

Mitigation Summary of Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 

sight with consistent uses, adhere to all applicable design 
requirements, and not remove any significant visual resources, 
it would not degrade the visual character of the site. Therefore, 
impacts are less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

4.1.5.4 Light and Glare: The proposed project’s design 
features and compliance with the City Municipal Code would 
ensure that lighting would not substantially affect daytime or 
nighttime views in the project area. Impacts are less than 
significant, and no mitigation is required.  

No No mitigation required.  No 

4.1.7 Cumulative Aesthetics Impacts: Cumulative 
development would further alter the viewsheds and visual 
character in the project area and introduce more lighting to the 
project area. As required by the City, the design of future 
projects would be reviewed for consistency with local plans and 
policies regarding aesthetics. Cumulative projects would 
contribute to development that is consistent with planned uses 
in the project area. Compliance with the City’s General Plan 
standards, and the City’s Municipal Code standards would 
ensure that the proposed project in combination with other 
projects in the area would not result in significant impacts upon 
scenic vistas, scenic resources, lighting, and visual character. 
As a result, the proposed project would create a less than 
significant cumulative impact on local scenic vistas, scenic 
resources, lighting, and visual character. No mitigation is 
required. 

No No mitigation required. No 

4.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources     

4.2.5.1 Loss or Conversion of Forest Land: There are no 
trees on the project site, and it is not forest land or timberland 
pursuant to Public Resource Code Section 1220(g)). Therefore, 
there is no impact to forest land, and no mitigation is required. 

No No mitigation required.  No 

4.2.5.2 Farmland Conversion: The California Resources 
Agency has mapped the entire project site as “Other” and 

No  No mitigation required.  No 
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Table 1.B: CapRock Distribution Center III Project Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Summary  

Issues/Impacts 

Significance 
before 

Mitigation Summary of Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 

“Urban and Built-up” land. These designations are not 
considered valuable for agricultural uses. As no agricultural 
land is located in on, adjacent, or in close proximity to the 
project site, development of the proposed project would not 
result in the conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural uses 
and there would be no impact. No mitigation is required. 

4.2.5.3 Existing Agricultural Zoning and Williamson Act 
Contract Land: There is no land enrolled in Williamson Act 
contracts either on the project site or on any adjacent 
properties. Neither the project site nor any adjacent properties 
is zoned or General Plan designated for agricultural uses. 
Because the proposed project would not conflict with any 
Williamson Act contracts or existing zoning designations, no 
impact related to this issue would occur; therefore, no 
mitigation is required. 

No No mitigation required.  No 

4.2.5.4 Conversion of Farmland to Non-Agricultural Uses: 
Neither the project site nor adjacent land is considered 
farmland or forest land, as shown on maps prepared by the 
DOC. Although the site was historically used as farmland, the 
current industrial uses of the site and surrounding areas would 
make it impractical for farming to occur now. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not result in the conversion of farmland 
to non-agricultural use or the conversion of forest land to non-
forest use. No impacts related to this issue would occur, and no 
mitigation is required. 

No  No mitigation required. No 

4.2.7 Cumulative Agricultural and Forestry Impacts: The 
most recent data from the Farmland Conversion Report shows 
that San Bernardino County experienced a net loss of 1,242 
acres of Prime Farmland, 505 acres of Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, 150 acres of Unique Farmland, and 668 acres of 
Farmland of Local Importance. The loss of 24.37 acres of 
“Other” and “Urban and Built-up” land that has not been farmed 
in approximately 40 years and is not currently utilized for 

No No mitigation required.  No 
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Table 1.B: CapRock Distribution Center III Project Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Summary  

Issues/Impacts 

Significance 
before 

Mitigation Summary of Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 

agriculture, would not contribute to loss of agricultural land in 
the County or State; therefore, no significantly cumulative 
agricultural impact would occur. There is no forest or timber 
land on or adjacent to the site. Implementation of the proposed 
project would not result in any loss of forest resources. 
Therefore, the proposed project could not contribute to 
cumulative impacts related to forest resources, and no 
mitigation is required. 

4.3 Air Quality     

4.3.5.1 Air Quality Management Plan Consistency: The 
proposed project is a commercial development that is 
consistent with existing General Plan and zoning designations. 
Emissions due to new commercial development within this area 
of the City were anticipated by the 2012 AQMP. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not conflict with the goals of the 
adopted AQMP. Impacts are less than significant, and no 
mitigation is required. 

No No mitigation required.  No  

4.3.5.2 Operational Localized Emissions: The air quality 
emission modeling shown in Table 4.3.F of Section 4.3.5.2 
demonstrates that the proposed project’s operational-source 
emissions would not exceed applicable LSTs. The proposed 
project’s operational localized air quality impacts would be less 
than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. The acute 
inhalation health risks from all sources to the nearby residents 
are shown in Table 4.3.G. Table 4.3.G also shows that the 
maximum acute Hazard Index from the proposed project on-
site truck activity and roadway vehicle traffic would be 0.00038, 
which is below the threshold of 1.0. Therefore, the potential for 
short-term acute exposure would be less than significant. As 
these results show, all health risk levels to nearby residents are 
well below HRA thresholds. No significant health risk would 
occur from project-related truck traffic, and no mitigation is 
required. 

No No mitigation required.  No 
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Table 1.B: CapRock Distribution Center III Project Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Summary  

Issues/Impacts 

Significance 
before 

Mitigation Summary of Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 

4.3.5.3 Long-Term CO “Hotspot” Impacts: Historical air 
quality data show that existing carbon monoxide (CO) levels for 
the project site and the general vicinity do not exceed either 
State or federal ambient air quality standards. The CO 
concentrations in the project area are much lower than the 
federal and State CO standards. The proposed project would 
not result in any significant increase in CO concentrations at 
intersections in the project vicinity. Therefore, project-related 
traffic would not significantly affect local CO levels under future 
year conditions, and the CO concentrations would be below the 
State and federal standards. No significant impact related to 
local CO levels would occur, and no mitigation is required. 

No No mitigation required.  No 

4.3.5.4 Odors: Substantial odor-generating sources include 
land uses such as agricultural activities, feedlots, wastewater 
treatment facilities, landfills or various heavy industrial uses. 
The proposed project does not propose any such uses or 
activities that would result in potentially significant operational 
source odor impacts. SCAQMD Rule 402 prohibits the 
discharge of air from any source that causes injury, nuisance, 
or annoyance to the health, safety, or comfort of the public. 
Since construction odors would not be discernable beyond the 
project boundary and the proposed project does not include 
odor-producing land uses, impacts related to this issue are less 
than significant. No mitigation is required. 

No No mitigation required.  No  

Impact 4.3.6.1A Construction-related Localized 
Emissions: The SCAQMD has established that impacts to air 
quality are significant if there is a potential to contribute or 
cause localized exceedances of the federal and/or State AAQS. 
Sensitive receptors include residences, schools, medical 
offices, convalescent facilities, and similar uses that are 
sensitive to air pollutants. Two residences are located 
approximately 30 feet south of the project site property line, a 
third residence is located approximately 180 feet south of the 

Yes 4.3.6.1F Prior to issuance of grading 
permits, the project applicant shall provide 
evidence to the City that grading plans include 
notes mandating a maximum of two pieces of 
construction equipment be used concurrently 
during the grading phase of the project when 
operating within 150 feet of the existing 
residential uses located to the southeast 
portion of the project site to reduce 

No  
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Table 1.B: CapRock Distribution Center III Project Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Summary  

Issues/Impacts 

Significance 
before 

Mitigation Summary of Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 

project site property line. LSTs for 25 meters (82 feet) are used 
for this analysis. As detailed in Section 4.3.6 Table 4.3.H, 
localized construction emissions would exceed SCAQMD 
thresholds of significance for PM10 and PM2.5 at 25 meters (82 
feet). Therefore, development of the proposed project could 
cause a significant impact, and mitigation is required. Mitigation 
Measure 4.3.6.1F mandates a maximum of two pieces of 
construction equipment be used concurrently during the 
grading phase within 150 feet of sensitive receptors in order to 
reduce airborne particulate matter to less than significant 
levels. 

concentrations of particulate matter.  

Impact 4.3.6.1B Construction-Related Regional 
Emissions: Construction activities associated with the 
proposed project will result in emissions of CO, VOCs, NOX, 
SOX, PM10, and PM2.5. Construction-related emissions are 
expected from the following activities: grading; building 
construction; architectural coatings; construction workers 
commuting; and paving. During construction activities, the 
proposed project would be subject to applicable rules 
established by the SCAQMD. Mitigation measures are required 
to ensure compliance with these rules to reduce impacts to less 
than significant levels. 

Yes  4.3.6.1A Prior to issuance of building 
permits, the project applicant shall provide 
evidence to the City that “Super-Compliant” 
architectural coatings which have a VOC 
content of less than 10 grams/liter will be 
utilized throughout the development. A list of 
these coatings can be found at the SCAQMD’s 
website. http://www.aqmd.gov/home/
regulations/compliance/architectural-coatings/
super-compliant-coatings. 

4.3.6.1B Prior to issuance of grading and/or 
building permits, the project applicant shall 
provide evidence to the City that electric 
equipment shall be used whenever possible in 
lieu of diesel or gasoline-powered equipment. 

4.3.6.1C Prior to issuance of grading and/or 
building permits, the project applicant shall 
provide evidence to the City that all equipment 
shall be maintained in accordance with the 
manufacturers’ specifications. 

No 
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Table 1.B: CapRock Distribution Center III Project Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Summary  

Issues/Impacts 

Significance 
before 

Mitigation Summary of Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 

 
4.3.6.1D Prior to issuance of grading 
permits, the project applicant shall provide 
evidence to the City that grading plans include 
a requirement for the posting of an on-site sign 
instructing construction workers to shut off 
engines at or before five minutes of idling. 
 
4.3.6.1E  Prior to issuance of grading and/or 
building permits, the project applicant shall 
provide evidence to the City that grading and/or 
building plans include notes mandating trucks 
and vehicles in loading or unloading queues 
have their engines turned off when not in use. 
 
4.3.6.1F  Prior to issuance of grading 
permits, the project applicant shall provide 
evidence to the City that grading plans include 
notes mandating a maximum of two pieces of 
construction equipment be used concurrently 
during the grading phase of the project when 
operating within 150 feet of the existing 
residential uses located to the southeast 
portion of the project site to reduce 
concentrations of particulate matter. 
 
4.3.6.1G Prior to issuance of grading and/or 
building permits, the project applicant shall 
provide evidence to the City that grading and/or 
building plans include notes mandating a 
diversion of at least 50 percent of the 
demolished and/or grubbed construction 
materials (including, but not limited to, soil, 
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Table 1.B: CapRock Distribution Center III Project Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Summary  

Issues/Impacts 

Significance 
before 

Mitigation Summary of Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 

vegetation, concrete, lumber, metal, and 
cardboard) to City-approved facilities capable 
of handling such materials. 

Impact 4.3.6.2: Operational Regional Emissions: Section 
4.3.6.2 Table 4.3.N shows that nearly all operational emissions 
of the proposed project would be below SCAQMD daily 
thresholds. Emissions of NOx, however, would exceed the 
55lb/day thresholds. Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.2A through 
4.3.6.2M are required to reduce operational regional emissions. 
However, since NOx emissions are primarily associated with 
vehicle traffic, there is no reasonably feasible mitigation to 
reduce these emissions to below levels of significance, given 
the nature of the proposed project and the project objectives. 
The proposed project’s long-term NOx emissions would be 
significant and unavoidable. 

Yes  4.3.6.2A Prior to issuance of an occupancy 
permit, the City shall confirm electrical conduits 
have been installed in the southwest and 
northwest corners of the building to allow for 
the installation of electrical vehicle charging 
stations near the two office locations. 
 
4.3.6.2B Prior to issuance of an occupancy 
permit, the City shall confirm electrical conduits 
have been installed along the length of the 
buildings to allow for the installation of 
transportation refrigeration unit power stations 
so that TRUs can be powered through the 
electrical grid instead of an auxiliary engine 
that generates air pollutant emissions. 

4.3.6.2C Prior to the issuance of building 
permits, the City shall verify that building plans 
include preferred and designated parking for 
any combination of low-emitting, fuel-efficient, 
and carpool/vanpool vehicles equivalent to the 
number identified in California Green Building 
Standards Code Section 5.106.5.2. According 
to the Code, developments with over 200 
parking spaces are required to have at least 
eight percent of their parking as designated 
and preferred parking. 

4.3.6.2D Prior to issuance of an occupancy 
permit, the City shall confirm that signs clearly 

Yes  
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Issues/Impacts 

Significance 
before 

Mitigation Summary of Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 

identifying approved truck routes have been 
installed along the truck routes to and from the 
project site requiring access on Riverside 
Avenue, Santa Ana Avenue, and Willow 
Avenue. 

4.3.6.2E Prior to issuance of an occupancy 
permit, the City shall confirm all on-site off-road 
equipment and on-road vehicles for 
operation/maintenance meet California Air 
Resources Board engine emission standards 
or alternatively fueled construction equipment, 
such as compressed natural gas, liquefied 
natural gas, or electric, as appropriate. 

4.3.6.2F Prior to issuance of an occupancy 
permit, the City shall confirm permanent 
signage is posted at conspicuous locations 
throughout the property stating all equipment 
shall be turned off when not in use/engine 
idling of all equipment must be minimized. 

4.3.6.2G Prior to issuance of an occupancy 
permit, the City shall confirm all equipment 
engines shall be maintained in good operating 
condition and in tune per manufacturers’ 
specifications. 

4.3.6.2H Prior to issuance of an occupancy 
permit and during operation of the proposed 
project, the City shall confirm truck operators 
refrain from utilizing routes primarily along 
residential areas and repairing vehicles on City 



CapRock Distribution Center III Warehouse Project – City of Rialto 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

1-20 Executive Summary Section 1.0 

Table 1.B: CapRock Distribution Center III Project Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Summary  

Issues/Impacts 

Significance 
before 

Mitigation Summary of Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 

streets. 

4.3.6.2I  Prior to issuance of an occupancy 
permit and during operation of the proposed 
project, the City shall confirm the tenant 
provides information to employees on ride 
share programs.  

4.3.6.2J Prior to issuance of an occupancy 
permit and during operation of the proposed 
project, the City shall confirm the owner 
provides tenants information on EPA’s 
SmartWay program that helps them establish 
green freight initiatives which saves fuel and 
money in addition to reducing air pollution. 
These measures can include: 

• idle reduction 

• improved aerodynamics 

• automatic tire inflation systems 

• single wide-base tires 

• driver training 

• improved freight logistics 

• low-viscosity lubricants 

• vehicle weight reduction 

• intermodal shipping 

• hybrid powertrain technology 

• longer combination vehicles 
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Mitigation Summary of Mitigation Measures 
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after 

Mitigation 

• renewable fuels 

• reducing highway speed 

• driver comfort stations at 
shipping\receiving docks 

• improved pickup and delivery scheduling 

• full truckloads 

Additional information can be found at: 
https://www3.epa.gov/smartway/about/outreac
h.htm 

4.3.6.2K Prior to issuance of an occupancy 
permit, the City shall confirm permanent 
signage is posted at loading docks informing 
truck drivers of the CARB’s commercial vehicle 
idling regulations. This regulation limits 
vehicles with a gross vehicle weight rating of 
10,000 lbs. or greater to idle no more than 5 
minutes. Fines are currently a minimum of 
$300 and can be as much as $1000 per day. 

4.3.6.2L Prior to issuance of an occupancy 
permit, the City shall confirm all project 
buildings are designed to exceed the 2013 
California Building Code Title 24 energy 
standard by 15 percent by installing, for 
example, energy-efficient heating and cooling 
systems, appliances and equipment, and 
control systems. 

4.3.6.2M Prior to issuance of an occupancy 
permit, the City shall confirm the project 
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before 

Mitigation Summary of Mitigation Measures 
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after 

Mitigation 

applicant devises a comprehensive water 
conservation strategy appropriate for the 
project and its location. The strategy would 
include the following, in addition to other 
innovative measures that may be appropriate:  

(1) Use of low-flow faucets and toilets; 

(2) Use drought resistant plants for 
landscaping; 

(3) Install water-efficient irrigation systems 
and devices, such as low precipitation 
spray heads <0.75” per hour, soil 
moisture-based irrigation controls, and 
drip-irrigation systems; 

(4) Recycled water connection to irrigation 
system on site for future application 
once the City’s recycled water 
infrastructure can facilitate such an 
interconnection; 

(5) Restrict watering methods (e.g., 
prohibit systems that apply water to 
non-vegetated surfaces) and control 
runoff; and  

(6) Water efficient dishwashers (20% 
water savings), as applicable.

4.3.7 Cumulative Air Quality Impacts: The project area is 
designated as an extreme non‐attainment area for ozone and a 
non‐attainment area for PM10 and PM2.5. The SCAQMD has 
published a report on how to address cumulative impacts from 
air pollution. This reports states “… the AQMD uses the same 
significance thresholds for project specific and cumulative 

Yes  Previously referenced Mitigation Measures 
4.3.6.2A through 4.3.6.2M 

Yes  
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impacts for all environmental topics analyzed in an 
Environmental Assessment or EIR. Projects that exceed the 
project-specific significance thresholds are considered by the 
SCAQMD to be cumulatively considerable. This is the reason 
project-specific and cumulative significance thresholds are the 
same. Conversely, projects that do not exceed the project-
specific thresholds are generally not considered to be 
cumulatively significant.” 
 
Project construction-source air pollutant emissions would not 
exceed established thresholds. Depending on construction 
schedules and actual implementation of other projects in the 
area, generation of fugitive dust and pollutant emissions during 
construction could result in substantial short-term increases in 
air pollutants. However, each project would be required to 
comply with the SCAQMD’s standard construction measures. 
Since the proposed project would not exceed construction 
emissions thresholds, cumulative construction emissions 
impacts are considered less than significant. 
 
However, the proposed project’s long-term operational 
emissions would potentially exceed SCAQMD criteria pollutant 
thresholds for NOX. Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.2A through 
4.3.6.2M are required to reduce long-term operational 
emissions. However, as the regional threshold for NOx is 
exceeded, the proposed project’s emissions are considered 
cumulatively significant. Since there is no reasonably feasible 
mitigation for this impact, it is considered significant and 
unavoidable. 

4.4 Biological Resources     

4.4.5.1 Riparian Habitat or Other Sensitive Natural 
Communities: The project site contains Delhi fine soils in the 
southeast corner. Delhi fine soil is an indicator of habitat for the 

No  No mitigation required.  No  
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Delhi Sand Flower-loving Fly (DSFF). According to the 2015 
DSFF focused survey report, the project site is not consistent 
with conditions required to support a DSFF population because 
of the existing disturbed nature of the site. The report 
concludes that based on negative survey results over a 
consecutive three-year period (2013-2015), the project site is 
not occupied by DSFF and does not contain DSFF habitat 
suitable for preservation or restoration. Therefore, 
implementation of the proposed project would not have an 
impact on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
communities. No mitigation is required. 

4.4.5.2 Jurisdictional Waters/Wetlands: The project site does 
not include any federally protected wetlands. The proposed 
project has mostly flat topography and one minor v-ditch 
drainage features that bisects the southern portion of the site. 
This ditch appears to convey runoff water from north of the site 
to south of the site. This drainage is not considered a wetland 
as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Since there 
are not any jurisdictional waters or wetlands on the project site, 
there would be no impact. No mitigation is required. 

No No mitigation required.  No  

4.4.5.3 Wildlife Movement and Migratory Species: The 
project site would not provide any locally or regionally scaled 
habitat for wildlife movement and migration. The site does not 
consist of any critical habitat and is heavily disturbed with 
minimal vegetation. The site is not identified as a regionally 
important dispersal or seasonal migration corridor. The site is 
located approximately 2,100 feet west of the Vulcan Materials 
Delhi Sand Flower-loving Fly (DSFF) Reserve. The DSFF 
focused survey report determined that the site was not 
connected to the reserve due to the presence of existing 
industrial development in the area. It also stated that due to the 
surrounding industrial land uses the potential surrounding 
habitat is already fragmented. For these reasons, the proposed 

No  No mitigation required.  No  
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project would not significantly affect a native or migratory 
wildlife corridor or cause habitat fragmentation. Impacts are 
less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

4.4.5.4 Adopted Policies and/or Ordinances: The 
anticipated impacts to biological resources on the project site 
are consistent with General Plan policies and objectives in the 
Managing Our Land Supply: Land Use, Community Design, 
Open Space and Conservation. No mitigation is required. 

No No mitigation required.  No 

4.4.5.5 Adopted Habitat Conservation Plans: The project 
site is not located within the boundaries of an adopted habitat 
conservation plan (HCP). The project site is located within the 
Colton Recover Unit of the Recovery Plan for the Delhi Sands 
Flower-loving Fly (DSFF). However, the project site is not 
located in any of the eight protected sites designated by the 
Colton Recovery Unit. The project site also does not contain 
any DSFF or suitable habitat for DSFF. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not conflict with any habitat 
conservation plan. There is no impact, and no mitigation 
required. 

No  No mitigation required.  No  

4.4.6.1 Candidate, Non-listed Sensitive, or Special-Status 
Species: The only federally listed species with potential to 
occur on the site is the Delhi Sand Flower-loving Fly (DSFF). 
For this reason, a DSFF focused survey was completed by 
Ecological Sciences, Inc. The report concludes that based on 
negative survey results over a consecutive three-year period 
(2013-2015), the project site is not occupied by DSFF, and the 
existing conditions of the project site are not consistent with 
those required for suitable [DSFF] habitat due to the highly 
disturbed nature of the site because of recurring disking of the 
soils. 
 
Additionally, burrowing owls are a ground-dwelling species that 
are found in a variety of habitats. The site contains open 

Yes  4.4.6.1A To ensure compliance with 
California Fish and Game Code and the 
MBTA, and to avoid potential impacts to other 
nesting birds the proposed project site shall be 
cleared of vegetation outside the general bird 
nesting season (February 1 through August 
31).  

Prior to the issuance of any grading or 
demolition permit, if vegetation cannot be 
removed outside the bird nesting season, a 
pre-construction nesting bird survey by a 
qualified biologist is required prior to vegetation 
removal. Should nesting birds be found, an 

No  
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undeveloped areas and debris piles that are considered 
potentially suitable habitat for the burrowing owl. Although no 
sign of occupation by burrowing owl was observed on site, the 
project site does contain potentially suitable habitat. Therefore, 
development of the proposed project could cause a significant 
impact, and mitigation is required. Mitigation Measures 4.4.6.1A 
and 4.4.6.1B describe pre-construction survey requirements, 
which would avoid impacts to burrowing owls and other nesting 
birds. 

exclusionary buffer shall be established by the 
biologist. The buffer may be up to 500 feet in 
diameter depending on the species of nesting 
bird found. This buffer shall be clearly marked 
in the field by construction personnel under 
guidance of the biologist, and construction or 
clearing shall not be conducted within this zone 
until the biologist determines that the young 
have fledged or the nest is no longer active. 

4.4.6.1B Prior to the issuance of any 
grading or demolition permit, if site preparation 
activities occur within potential burrowing owl 
habitat, a pre-construction burrowing owl/Initial 
Take and Avoidance Survey shall be 
conducted no less than 14 days prior to 
construction to avoid any potential impacts to 
the species. The survey shall be conducted in 
accordance with the recommendations of the 
State of California, Natural Resource Agency, 
CDFW, Staff Report on Burrowing Owl 
Mitigation (March 2012). The survey shall 
include 100 percent coverage of the 
development area and suitable habitat areas 
within 500 feet of the project limits, as 
accessible. If active burrowing owl burrows are 
determined to be present, the burrow shall be 
flagged and a 160-foot buffer will be created 
around the burrow during the non-breeding 
season (September 1 to January 30), and a 
250-foot buffer shall be created during the 
breeding season (February 1 to August 31). 
The buffer limits may vary depending on the 
burrow location and burrowing owl sensitivity to 
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human activity. Any relocation efforts must be 
coordinated with the CDFW and USFWS. 

4.4.7 Cumulative Biological Resources Impacts: All 
projects within the City would be required to comply with 
applicable survey requirements and mitigation for biological 
resources. Since all projects would be required to implement 
their fair share of mitigation measures, their contribution would 
not be cumulatively considerable. There are no projects that 
would, in combination with the proposed project, produce a 
significant impact to biological resources. Therefore, there are 
no significant cumulative impacts anticipated to occur that are 
associated with biological resources. No mitigation is required. 

No  No mitigation required.  No  

4.5 Cultural Resources    

4.5.5.1 Human Remains: The project site has been previously 
disturbed and is developed with two residences, an industrial 
building, and a junk yard. While no evidence exists, based on 
on-site investigation and archival research, to suggest the 
project site has been utilized in the past for human burials, on-
site construction could uncover previously unknown buried 
human remains. In the event of an accidental discovery or 
recognition of any suspected human remains, California State 
Health and Safety Code § 7050.5 dictates that no further 
excavation or disturbance of the site (or any nearby area 
reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human remains) may 
occur until the San Bernardino County coroner determines that 
no investigation of the cause of death is required. Compliance 
with the above provisions of existing State law is required of all 
development projects; therefore, potential impacts related to 
the discovery of buried human remains would be less than 
significant. No mitigation is required. 

No No mitigation required.  No  

4.5.5.2 Historic Resources: The project site contains two 
historic period (i.e. 50 years of age or older) residences. 

No No mitigation required. No  
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According to the Historic Resources Assessment of the site, 
neither property is eligible for the California Register. In 
addition, neither property meets City Landmark criteria. 
Therefore, neither property is a historical resource as defined 
by CEQA. Since the project site contains no historical 
resources, the proposed project would not cause a substantial 
adverse change to any historical resource. There is no impact 
related to this issue, and no mitigation is required. 

4.5.6.1 Archaeological Resources: No archaeological 
resources have been recorded within the project site’s 
boundary, nor were any found during a field survey. The field 
survey revealed that the project site has been severely 
disturbed by industrial and residential development, agricultural 
activities, grading, and weed-abatement disking. Although the 
project site is within the traditional cultural territory of the 
Gabrielino and the Cahuilla, there is no evidence the project 
site contains any Native American sacred or burial grounds. 
Despite the apparent lack of archaeological resources, there 
remains some potential for the proposed project to unearth 
previously undocumented resources. Therefore, mitigation is 
required. 

Yes  4.5.6.1A Prior to grading permit issuance, 
the City shall verify that the following note is 
included on the grading plan:  
 
“If a significant archaeological resource(s) is 
discovered on the property, ground-disturbing 
activities shall be suspended 100 feet around 
the resource(s). The archaeological monitor, 
the project applicant, the City Planning Division 
and concerned Native American Tribe(s) shall 
confer regarding mitigation of the discovered 
resource(s). A treatment plan and/or 
preservation plan shall be prepared and 
reviewed by the project applicant and the City 
Planning Division and implemented by the 
archaeologist to protect the identified 
archaeological resource(s) from damage and 
destruction. A final report containing the 
significance and treatment findings shall be 
prepared by the archaeologist and submitted to 
the City Planning Division and the South 
Central Coastal Information Center at Cal 
State Fullerton. All cultural material, excluding 
sacred, ceremonial, grave goods and human 
remains, collected during the grading 

No  
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monitoring program and from any previous 
archaeological studies or excavations on the 
project site shall be curated, as determined by 
the treatment plan, according to the current 
professional repository standards.” 
 
4.5.6.1B Prior to grading permit issuance, 
the City shall verify that the following note is 
included on the grading plan:  
 
“If any suspected archaeological resources are 
discovered during ground-disturbing activities 
and the archaeological monitor is not present, 
the construction supervisor is obligated to halt 
work within a 100-foot radius around the find 
and call the project archaeologist to the site to 
assess the significance of the find. The project 
archaeologist shall consult with concerned 
Native American Tribe(s) in accordance with 
SB 18 and AB 52.” 

4.5.6.2 Paleontological Resources: Much of the project site 
has been previously developed, or has been disturbed by 
disking. Therefore, project excavation is not expected to impact 
scientifically important paleontological resources. However, 
excavation conducted for the proposed project has the potential 
to encounter previously undisturbed paleontological resources. 
This is potentially significant impact, and mitigation is required. 

Yes 4.5.6.2A Prior to grading permit issuance, 
the City shall verify that the following note is 
included on the grading plan: 
 
“Excavation of areas identified as likely to 
contain paleontological resources, such as any 
undisturbed Pleistocene deposits, will be 
monitored by a qualified paleontological 
monitor. If paleontological resources (fossils) 
are discovered during project grading, work will 
be halted in that area until a qualified 
paleontologist can assess the significance of 
the find. The project paleontologist shall 

No  
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monitor remaining earthmoving activities at the 
project site and shall be equipped to record 
and salvage fossil resources that may be 
unearthed during grading activities. The 
paleontologist shall temporarily halt or divert 
grading equipment to allow recording and 
removal of the unearthed resources. Any 
fossils found shall be offered for curation at an 
accredited facility approved by the City.  A 
report of findings, including, when appropriate, 
an itemized inventory of recovered specimens 
and a discussion of their significance, shall be 
prepared upon completion of the steps outlined 
above. The report and inventory, when 
submitted to the appropriate lead agency, 
would signify completion of the program to 
mitigate impacts on paleontological resources. 
This measure shall be implemented to the 
satisfaction of the City Planning Department.” 

4.5.7 Cumulative Cultural and Paleontological Resources 
Impacts: Implementation of the mitigation measures outlined in 
this document for the proposed project, and other CEQA 
documents for cumulative development projects in the area, will 
reduce potential cumulatively significant impacts to cultural 
resources to less than significant levels. With implementation of 
the project-level mitigation for future development identified in 
Section 4.5.6, the proposed project will not have significant 
impacts related to cultural resources and will also not make any 
significant contributions to cumulatively considerable impacts 
relative to cultural resources. Therefore, no additional mitigation 
is required. 

No  No mitigation required.  No 

4.6 Geology and Soils     

4.6.5.1 Fault Rupture: The project site is not located within an No  No mitigation required.  No  
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Earthquake Fault Zone as defined by the State of California in 
the Alquist-Priolo (A-P) Act or as defined by the City of Rialto 
General Plan. In the absence of any on-site active faults, no 
fault-rupture impact would occur on the project site, and no 
mitigation is required. 

4.6.5.2 Ground Shaking: The project site could be subjected 
to moderate to severe ground shaking from any of the active 
faults in the vicinity. The design and construction of the 
proposed on-site structures would be in accordance with the 
current California Building Code (CBC) requirements, which 
would address potential impacts resulting from ground shaking. 
Compliance with the CBC requirements is standard for all 
development in the City. No significant on-site ground shaking 
would occur; therefore, no mitigation is required. 

No  No mitigation required.  No  

4.6.5.3 Landslides and Rockfalls: The project site and 
surrounding area do not contain steep slopes. Therefore, the 
site has a low potential for landslides. No significant impacts 
relating to or from landslides are anticipated at the project site. 
No mitigation is required. 

No No mitigation required. No  

4.6.5.4 Soil Erosion or Loss of Topsoil: The project site 
would require the import of approximately 1,000 cubic yards of 
soil, and construction of various improvements both on and off 
site that could result in soil erosion or loss of topsoil. However, 
as the proposed project would be required to comply with the 
conditions detailed in the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Permit, the project-specific Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and a Water Quality 
Management Plan (WQMP), soil-erosion impacts are 
considered to be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

No No mitigation required.  No  

4.6.5.5 Unstable Soils: The soil on-site is composed of mostly 
of coarse particles (sand and gravel) that do not exhibit 
expansive properties. As on-site sediments are not considered 

No  No mitigation required.  No  
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potentially expansive, impacts are considered less than 
significant, and no mitigation is required. 

4.6.5.6 Septic Tanks: The proposed project does not include 
the installation or use of septic systems. On-site wastewater 
flows will be collected in and conveyed to new or existing 
wastewater pipelines. In the absence of any on-site septic use, 
no impact will occur. No mitigation is required. 

No  No mitigation required.  No 

4.6.6.1 Seismic-Related Ground Failure: Mitigation is 
required to ensure implementation of the recommendations 
contained in the geotechnical investigation prepared for the 
proposed project.  

Yes 4.6.6.1A  Prior to issuance of the grading 
permit, the developer shall follow the 
recommendations of the geotechnical 
assessment conducted by MTGL, Inc. These 
recommendations include, but are not limited 
to, settlement considerations, project site 
clearing recommendations, project site grading 
recommendations, site overexcavation, fill 
material, and retaining walls. These measures 
shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the 
City Engineer. 

No 

4.6.7 Cumulative Geology and Soil Impacts: Anticipated 
development in the City and surrounding area in general will 
not have a cumulatively considerable impact on earth 
resources, nor will regional geotechnical constraints have a 
cumulatively considerable impact on the proposed project or 
cumulative projects, as long as proper design and engineering 
are implemented based on available seismic and other 
geotechnical data. The proposed project and cumulative 
projects represent only an incremental portion of this potential 
impact, so the proposed project and cumulative projects will not 
have cumulatively significant impacts in this regard. No 
additional mitigation is required. 
 
Because it is reasonable to conclude that all development 
within seismically active areas will be required to comply with 

No No mitigation required.  No  
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applicable State regulations, CBC standards, and the design 
and siting standards required by local agencies, a less than 
significant cumulative impact would occur with implementation 
of the proposed project and cumulative projects. No additional 
mitigation is required. 

4.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change     

4.7.5.1 Greenhouse Gas Plan, Policy, Regulation 
Consistency: The proposed project will comply with existing 
State and federal regulations regarding the energy efficiency of 
buildings, appliances, and lighting, which will reduce the 
proposed project’s electricity demand compared to older 
buildings. The warehouse building will be built in compliance 
with the 2013 California Building Code (CBC) to improve public 
health, safety, and general welfare by enhancing the design 
and construction of buildings through the use of building 
concepts having a positive environmental impact and 
encouraging sustainable construction practices. In addition, the 
proposed project would comply with specific policies contained 
in the CARB Scoping Plan. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 4.7.6.1A would ensure the proposed project remains 
consistent with State, regional, and local policies regarding 
climate change. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
conflict with any plans or policies created for the purpose of 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions, and potential impacts 
would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Yes 4.7.6.1A Prior to the issuance of any 
demolition, grading, or building permit the 
proposed project shall incorporate into the 
design and construction of the project:  
 
Construction and Building Materials 

 Divert at least 50 percent of the 
demolished and/or grubbed construction 
materials (including, but not limited to, 
soil, vegetation, concrete, lumber, metal, 
and cardboard). 

 Construct all structures to include 
Modestly Enhanced Building Insulation 
(rigid wall insulation R-13, roof/attic R-38), 
Modestly Enhanced Window Insulation 
(0.4 U-factor, 0.32 SHGC), and Modest 
Cool Roof (CRRC Rated 0.15 aged solar 
reflectance, 0.75 thermal emittance) for 
building envelope. 

 Building placements will be oriented in 
north/south alignments where feasible to 
optimize conditions for natural heating, 
cooling, and lighting. 

 All equipment shall be maintained in 
accordance with the manufacturers’ 

No  
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specifications. 

 Construction-related equipment, including 
heavy-duty equipment, motor vehicles, 
and portable equipment, shall be turned 
off when not in use for more than 5 
minutes. 

 Electric equipment shall be used 
whenever possible in lieu of diesel or 
gasoline-powered equipment. 

 Utilize existing power sources (i.e., power 
from the distribution grid) when feasible. 
This measure would minimize the use of 
higher polluting gas or diesel generators. 

 Require that trucks and vehicles in 
loading or unloading queues have their 
engines turned off when not in use. 

Energy Efficiency Measures 

 Design all project buildings to exceed the 
2013 California Building Code Title 24 
energy standard by 15 percent, such as 
by installing energy-efficient heating and 
cooling systems, appliances and 
equipment, and control systems. 

 All rooms will include daylights where 
feasible. Electrical conduits shall be 
installed in the southwest and northwest 
corners of the building to allow for the 
installation of electrical vehicle charging 
stations near the two office locations. This 
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requirement is included as Mitigation 
Measure 4.3.6.2B. 

 The warehouse will be constructed with 
photovoltaic capabilities. This measure 
involves partnership with Sothern 
California Edison and California Public 
Utilities Commissions to develop an 
incentive program for solar installation on 
new warehouses. A mandatory minimum 
solar requirement for new warehouse 
space. Solar Photovoltaic panels installed 
on warehouses or in collective 
arrangements within a 
logistics/warehouse complex such that the 
total power provided augments: Solar 
Ready Roof (sturdy roof and electric 
hookups). 

 All on-site off-road equipment and on-road 
vehicles for operation/maintenance shall 
meet California Air Resources Board 
engine emission standards or alternatively 
fueled construction equipment, such as 
compressed natural gas, liquefied natural 
gas, or electric, as appropriate. 

 All equipment shall be turned off when not 
in use. Engine idling of all equipment shall 
be minimized. 

 All equipment engines shall be maintained 
in good operating condition and in tune 
per manufacturers’ specifications. 

 The tenant shall provide information to 
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employees on ride share programs. 

 The tenant shall consider adopting the 
EPA’s voluntary SmartWay program that 
helps them establish green freight 
initiatives. 

 Permanent signage shall be posted at 
loading docks informing truck drivers of 
the CARB’s commercial vehicle idling 
regulations. This regulation limits vehicles 
with a gross vehicle weight rating of 
10,000 lbs. or greater to idle no more than 
5 minutes. Fines are currently a minimum 
of $300 and can be as much as $1000 per 
day. 

Water Conservation and Efficiency 
Measures 

 Devise a comprehensive water 
conservation strategy appropriate for the 
project and its location. The strategy 
would include the following, in addition to 
other innovative measures that may be 
appropriate:  

o Use of low-flow faucets and toilets; 

o Use drought-tolerant plants for 
landscaping; 

o Install water-efficient irrigation 
systems and devices, such as low 
precipitation spray heads <0.75” per 
hour, soil moisture-based irrigation 
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controls, and drip-irrigation systems; 

o Recycled water connection to 
irrigation system on site for future 
application once the City’s recycled 
water infrastructure can facilitate such 
an interconnection; 

o Restrict watering methods (e.g., 
prohibit systems that apply water to 
non-vegetated surfaces) and control 
runoff. 

o Water efficient dishwashers (20% 
water savings), as applicable. 

4.7.6.1 Greenhouse Gas Emissions: The proposed project 
would generate up to 13,833 MT of CO2e/yr of new emissions. 
Emissions from vehicle exhaust would comprise approximately 
89 percent of the proposed project’s total CO2e emissions. 
Emissions from vehicle exhaust are controlled by the State and 
federal governments and are outside the control of the City. 
The project-related GHG emissions would exceed the 
SCAQMD interim tiered GHG emissions threshold for 
commercial uses of 1,400 MT/yr of CO2e (Tier 3), and therefore 
would result in potentially significant GHG impact. Mitigation is 
required. 

Yes  Previously referenced Mitigation Measure 
4.7.6.1A.  

Yes  

4.7.7 Cumulative Impacts: The proposed project would 
contribute GHGs to the area during temporary project 
construction. A number of individual cumulative projects in the 
area may be under construction simultaneously with the 
proposed project. However, each project would be required to 
comply with the SCAQMD’s standard construction measures. 
The proposed project’s short-term construction emissions 
would not exceed the significance thresholds. Therefore, it will 

Yes Previously referenced Mitigation Measure 
4.7.6.1A. 

Yes  
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not have a significant short-term cumulative impact. 
 
The proposed project’s long-term operational emissions would 
result in significant impacts. Even with Mitigation Measure 
4.7.6.1A, project GHG emissions are reduced but remain 
significant. Therefore, the proposed project and cumulative 
projects would potentially also result in cumulatively significant 
long-term cumulative impacts from GHG emissions. There are 
no additional feasible mitigation measures over and above 
those identified for the proposed projects that are available to 
reduce impacts to less than significant levels. Impacts from 
GHG emissions would remain cumulatively significant and 
unavoidable. 

4.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials     

4.8.5.1 Routine Transport, Use, or Disposal of Hazardous 
Materials: All activity involving hazardous substances during 
the construction and operation of the proposed project would 
be conducted in accordance with applicable local, State, and 
federal safety standards. Impacts associated with the use, 
transport, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials during 
the operation of the proposed project would be less than 
significant. No mitigation is required. 

No No mitigation required. No 

4.8.5.2 Located on a List of Hazardous Materials Sites The 
Phase I ESA prepared for the proposed project included a 
search of regulatory databases for hazardous materials sites in 
the vicinity of the project site. According to the Phase I ESA, 
the project site is not included on any hazardous materials sites 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and would not 
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. No 
mitigation is required. 

No No mitigation required. No 

4.8.5.3 Within Two Miles of a Private Airport or Within an 
Airport Land Use Plan or Within Two Miles of a Public 

No No mitigation required.  No  
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Airport: The project site is not located within an airport land 
use plan and is not within two (2) miles of a public or private 
airport. The closest airport, Flabob Airport, is located 
approximately 5.0 miles to the southwest. No private airstrips 
are located in the vicinity of the project site. The project site is 
outside the area of influence of any public or private airport. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not impact a private 
airport or public airport. No mitigation is required. 

4.8.5.4 Existing or Proposed School: The proposed project 
does not include any use that would result in the large-scale 
manufacture, storage, use, transport or disposal of hazardous 
materials. The project site is zoned as “heavy industrial” which, 
according to the Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan, 
would require a Conditional Use Permit for any uses involving 
acutely hazardous materials. The nearest schools are all 
approximately 1.0 mile from the project site. There are no 
schools proposed within a quarter of a mile. The project site is 
not within one-quarter of a mile of an existing or proposed 
school. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in 
impacts from the emission of hazardous emissions or handle 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-
quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.  No mitigation is 
required. 

 No  No mitigation required. No  

4.8.5.5 Conflict with Emergency Response Plans: The 
proposed project would be required to design, construct, and 
maintain structures, roadways, and facilities in accordance with 
applicable standards associated with vehicular access, 
resulting in the provision of adequate vehicular access that 
would provide for adequate emergency access and evacuation. 
Construction activities that may temporarily restrict vehicular 
traffic would be required to implement adequate and 
appropriate measures to facilitate the passage of persons and 
vehicles through/around any required road closures in 

No  No mitigation required.  No  
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accordance with existing City standards. Therefore, the 
proposed project would have a less than significant impact 
related to conflicts with emergency response plans. No 
mitigation is required. 

4.8.5.6 Wildland Fire Risks: The project site has been 
previously disturbed and has minimal vegetative cover. Neither 
the project site nor adjacent lands are identified as having a 
high wildland fire hazard safety risk in the City’s General Plan. 
The project site and surrounding properties receive adequate 
service from the local fire station. Since the proposed project is 
not within an area with high wildland fire hazard risks, it is not 
expected to expose people or structures to significant loss or 
injury. Therefore, the proposed project would have less than 
significant impacts related to wildland fire risks. No mitigation is 
required. 

No  No mitigation required. No  

4.8.6.1 Reasonable Foreseeable Upset and Accident 
Conditions: There is potential for stained or oily soils 
containing hazardous materials to be unearthed during project 
construction. This is a potentially significant impact, and 
mitigation is required.  
 
Demolition of on-site structures would potentially expose 
nearby residents and workers to lead-based paints (LBP) and 
asbestos-containing materials (ACM). This is a potentially 
significant impact, and mitigation is required. 

Yes  4.8.6.1A Prior to the issuance of grading 
permits, the project applicant shall submit a 
Soil Management Plan to the City for review 
and approval. In the event that stained or oily 
soil is encountered, it will be stockpiled on the 
project site and characterized. After 
characterization, the soil shall be transported 
to a permitted disposal facility in a manner 
reviewed and approved by the City. 
 
4.8.6.1B The project applicant shall perform 
periodic review of regulatory files associated 
with the up-gradient bulk oil terminal (Colton 
Terminal) every three (3) years. Anomalies 
shall be managed in accordance with 
applicable City, State, and federal regulations 
in a manner reviewed and approved by the 
City. 

No  
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4.8.6.1C Prior to the issuance of any 
demolition and/or grading permit for any 
existing residences or structures, a qualified 
contractor shall be retained by the project 
applicant to survey structures proposed for 
demolition to determine if asbestos-containing 
materials (ACMs) and/or lead-based paint 
(LBP) are present. If ACMs and/or LBP are 
present, prior to commencement of general 
demolition, these materials shall be removed 
and transported to an appropriate landfill by a 
licensed contractor. All inspections, surveys, 
and analyses shall be performed by 
appropriately licensed and qualified individuals 
in accordance with applicable regulations (i.e., 
American Society for Testing and Materials 
(ASTM) E 1527-05, and 40 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR), Subchapter R, Toxic 
Substances Control Act [TSCA], Part 716). 
Documentation of the removal and disposal of 
any ACMs and/or LBP shall be provided to the 
City prior to issuance of the demolition permit. 

4.8.7 Cumulative Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Impacts: Similar to the proposed project, development of other 
planned projects within the City of Rialto would be required to 
adhere to the existing laws and regulations regarding the use, 
storage, transport, or disposal of hazardous materials and 
waste. Moreover, the proposed project would not result in any 
safety hazards related to nearby airports, airstrips, adopted 
emergency response plans, or wildland fire hazards. The 
proposed project would not combine with other projects to 
result in a cumulatively considerable impact with respect to 

No  No mitigation required. No  
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these potential hazards. In addition, the proposed project would 
be consistent with General Plan policies as shown in Table 
4.8.A. Therefore, the proposed project would not make a 
significant contribution to any cumulatively considerable 
impacts related to hazardous materials, hazardous waste, or 
the creation of any health hazards. No mitigation is required. 

4.9 Hydrology and Water Quality     

4.9.5.1 Groundwater: The proposed project would implement 
infiltration BMP to the extent feasible. The proposed project’s 
water use would not substantially deplete any of the 
groundwater basins that provide water to the project area. The 
proposed project would therefore not significantly affect 
groundwater recharge or the availability of groundwater. 
Impacts are less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

No  No mitigation required. No  

4.9.5.2 Flood Hazard Areas: A one-hundred-year flood is a 
flood event that has a one percent probability of occurring in 
any given year. The project site is not located within an 
identified 100-year flood hazard zone, nor does the proposed 
project involve the development of housing. Therefore, no 100-
year flooding impact would result from development of the site 
as proposed. No mitigation is required. 

No No mitigation required.  No 

4.9.5.3 Dam Inundation Impacts: The proposed project is not 
within an inundation area for any dam or levee. Therefore, the 
project would not expose people or structures to risks 
associated with flooding. There is no impact, and no mitigation 
is required. 

No No mitigation required.  No  

4.9.5.4 Seismic-Related Impacts: The project site is not at 
risk of inundation by a tsunami due to its significant distance 
from the Pacific Ocean; therefore, no tsunami impact would 
occur. No steep slopes or rock outcrops exist on or near the 
site that could potentially become unstable or saturated. In the 
absence of significant hillside features in the project site from 

No  No mitigation required.  No  
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which mudflows can originate, no significant impact from 
mudflows would occur. Seiches are oscillations in enclosed 
bodies of water that are caused by a number of factors, most 
often wind or seismic activity. Lakes in seismically active areas 
can produce seiches. No lake, reservoirs, or other large bodies 
of water are located in the vicinity of the project site. Therefore, 
the proposed project would not be subject to flooding related to 
seiche events. No mitigation is required. 

4.9.6.1 Construction-Related Water Quality Impacts: Short-
term storm water pollutant discharges from the project site will 
be mitigated through compliance with the required NPDES 
permits, resulting in a less than significant impact. The NPDES 
permit program was established under Section 402 of the 
CWA, which prohibits the unauthorized discharge of pollutants, 
including municipal, commercial, and industrial wastewater 
discharges, from point sources to U.S. waters. Although 
adherence to NPDES requirements is required of all 
development within the City, mitigation is required to 
incorporate these requirements.  

Yes 4.9.6.1A Prior to the issuance of grading 
permits, the project applicant shall submit 
evidence to the City that coverage under the 
State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) General Permit for Discharges of 
Storm Water Associated with Construction 
Activity (Construction General Permit Order 
2009-0009-DWQ) has been obtained. As 
required by the General Permit, project 
applicant shall submit a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to the City, San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District, and 
Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control 
Board for review and approval. The SWPPP 
shall identify pre- and post-construction Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) intended to 
prevent the release of sediment and pollutants 
into downstream waterways and comply with 
all other requirements of the General Permit. 
BMPs to be implemented may include (but 
shall not be limited to) the following: 

• Sediment discharges from the site may be 
controlled by the following: sandbags, silt 
fences, straw wattles and temporary debris 
basins (if deemed necessary), and other 

No  
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discharge control devices. The construction 
and condition of the BMPs are to be 
periodically inspected by the RWQCB during 
construction, and repairs would be made as 
required. 

• Materials that have the potential to 
contribute non-visible pollutants to storm water 
must not be placed in drainage ways and must 
be placed in temporary storage containment 
areas. 

• All loose soil, silt, clay, sand, debris, and 
other earthen material shall be controlled to 
eliminate discharge from the site. Temporary 
soil stabilization measures to be considered 
include covering disturbed areas with mulch, 
temporary seeding, soil stabilizing binders, 
fiber rolls or blankets, temporary vegetation, 
and permanent seeding. Stockpiles shall be 
surrounded by silt fences and covered with 
plastic tarps. 

• The SWPPP shall include inspection forms 
for routine monitoring of the site during the 
construction phase. 

• Additional required BMPs and erosion 
control measures shall be documented in the 
SWPPP. 

• The SWPPP would be kept on site for the 
duration of project construction and shall be 
available to the local Regional Water Quality 
Control Board for inspection at any time. 

4.9.6.2 Operational-Related Water Quality Impacts: Storm Yes 4.9.6.2A Prior to the issuance of grading No 
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runoff from roadways, parking lots, and industrial buildings can 
carry a variety of pollutants such as sediment, petroleum 
products, commonly utilized construction materials, 
landscaping chemicals, and (to a lesser extent) trace metals 
such as zinc, copper, lead, cadmium, and iron, which may lead 
to the degradation of storm water in downstream channels. 
Runoff from landscaped areas may contain elevated levels of 
phosphorus, nitrogen, and suspended solids. Oil and other 
hydrocarbons from vehicles are also expected in storm water 
runoff. This is a potential impact to water quality during the 
operational phase of the proposed project, and mitigation is 
required.  

permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) 
to the City, San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District, and Santa Ana Regional Water 
Quality Control Board for review and approval. 
The project shall implement site design BMPs, 
source control BMPs, and treatment control 
BMPs as identified in the WQMP. This 
measure shall be implemented to the 
satisfaction of the City Public Works 
Department and Planning. 
 
4.9.6.2B Prior to the issuance of grading 
permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a 
final Hydrology Study to the City, San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District, and 
Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control 
Board for review and approval. The report shall 
demonstrate the ability of project design 
features and BMPs to capture runoff from the 
100-year, 24 hour design storm event; runoff 
shall be captured such that post-development 
flows do not exceed pre-development flows. 
This measure shall be implemented to the 
satisfaction of the City Public Works 
Department and Planning Division. 

4.9.6.3 Drainage Pattern and Capacity-Related Impacts: 
The proposed project would increase impervious surfaces on 
the project site, increasing the amount of runoff generated on-
site. The increase in runoff generated by the proposed project 
would be captured by BMPs (infiltration basin and infiltration 
chambers). Since the excess runoff would be channeled to 
these BMPs, this would eliminate the potential for on- or off-site 

Yes Previously referenced Mitigation Measures 
4.9.6.2A and 4.9.6.2B. 

No  
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flooding. In addition, since runoff is captured on-site, the 
proposed project would not exceed the capacity of City storm 
water drainage systems. With development of the planned 
infiltration BMP and implementation of the practices detailed in 
the Final WQMP and Hydrology Report prepared for the 
proposed project, no significant drainage or drainage capacity 
impact would result from the development of the proposed 
project. Mitigation is required to ensure the recommendations 
contained in the WQMP are implemented.   

4.9.7 Cumulative Hydrology and Water Quality Impacts: 
The proposed project will make an incremental contribution to 
production of urban pollutants, but the site-specific water quality 
BMPs will help ensure that these contributions will not make a 
significant contribution to any cumulatively considerable 
regional water quality impacts.  
 
The drainage system for the proposed project will be designed 
so that peak flows from post-development runoff are captured 
by BMPs (infiltration basins and chambers), and treated prior to 
their discharge into storm drains and water bodies. The City will 
require similar BMPs on all other development in the vicinity of 
the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
result in a local or regional cumulatively significant impact 
related to the capacity of drainage systems. No mitigation is 
required. 

No No mitigation required No 

4.10 Land Use and Planning     

4.10.5.1 Physically Divide an Established Community:
Land uses in the project area are primarily industrial with a few 
non-conforming residential land uses, similar to those located 
on the project site. The nearest residential neighborhoods are 
located 0.5 mile west of the site in unincorporated portions of 
San Bernardino County. The proposed project does not include 
any physical structures that would divide the surrounding 

No  No mitigation required.  No  
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community. The proposed project will connect to existing 
roadway system. Since the proposed project does not include 
any physical structures that would affect connectivity in the 
surrounding area, it would not divide an established community 
and no significant impact would occur. No mitigation is 
required. 

4.10.5.2 Conflict with Applicable Land Use Plans, 
Policies, or Regulations: The construction of the proposed 
project would not result in any land use changes that would 
affect local or regional plans. In addition, the proposed project 
would not conflict with the overall goals of the SCAG plans 
because the proposed project is consistent with the City’s 
existing General Plan, which is consistent with SCAG’s 
assumptions. The proposed project would also include bicycle 
parking and is approximately 1.0 mile east from the nearest 
bust stop. These characteristics would promote alternative 
transportation and reduce vehicle miles travelled. The proposed 
project would employ approximately 483 people, improving the 
overall jobs to housing balance of the City and the region. The 
proposed project would be required to conform with applicable 
local, regional, and State programs related to water usage, 
energy conservation, and waste diversion. As a result, the 
proposed project is generally consistent with the provisions of 
the City’s General Plan, RCP, Compass, and RTP/SCS. 
Impacts to local and regional plans are therefore considered 
less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

No  No mitigation required. No  

4.10.5.3 Conflict with Any Applicable Habitat or Natural 
Community Conservation Plan: The project site is not located 
within the boundaries of an adopted habitat conservation plan 
(HCP). The project site is located within the Colton Recover 
Unit of the Recovery Plan for the Delhi Sands Flower-loving 
Fly. However, the project site is not located in any of the eight 
protected sites designated by the Colton Recovery Unit. The 

No No mitigation required.  No  
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project site also does not contain any DSFF or suitable habitat 
for DSFF. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict 
with any habitat conservation plan. There is no impact, and no 
mitigation is required. 

4.10.7 Cumulative Land Use and Planning Impacts: The 
proposed project would not have significant project-related 
impacts related to dividing an existing community, conflicts with 
applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations with approval 
of the proposed GPAs or zone changes, or conflict with an 
approved habitat conservation plan. In addition, the proposed 
project would not represent a shift in land use designation for 
the project site. As the proposed project is consistent with all 
applicable land use designations and zoning, the proposed 
project would not result in a significant cumulative land use 
impact under CEQA. No mitigation is required. 

No  No mitigation required.  No  

4.11 Mineral Resources     

4.11.5.1 Loss of Statewide, Regional, or Locally 
Important Mineral Resources: The project site is designated 
as MRZ-3 under SMARA. This zone designation means that 
the area may contain mineral deposits; however, the 
significance of these deposits cannot be evaluated from the 
available data. According to the City General Plan, the project 
site is not considered a State-designated mineral resource 
extraction zone. Areas determined to contain regionally 
significant PCC-grade (MRZ-2) aggregated sources are located 
east of the project site. The proposed project is an industrial 
use, which is considered by the General Plan to be a 
compatible land use in the vicinity of resource extraction sites. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not impede the use of 
surrounding MRZ-2 areas for mineral resource extraction. The 
development of the proposed project site would not result in a 
loss of statewide, regional, or locally important mineral 
resources. No significant impact associated with this issue 

No No mitigation required.  No 
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would occur, and no mitigation is required. 

4.11.7 Cumulative Mineral Resource Impacts: Development 
in the City where mineral resources are known or expected to 
occur would result in the loss of availability of these mineral 
resources. Because the project site is not identified as a 
significant mineral resource site or the site of an existing 
mining/mineral extraction operation, development of the project 
site as proposed would not cumulatively decrease the local or 
regional availability of mineral resources. The proposed project 
would not affect the extraction of surrounding regionally 
significant aggregate deposits. No cumulatively significant 
impact would occur; therefore, no mitigation is required. 

No  No mitigation required.  No  

4.12 Noise     

4.12.5.1 Airport Noise Impacts: The project site is not 
located within an airport land use plan and is not within two (2) 
miles of a public or private airport.  The closest airport, Flabob 
Airport, is located approximately 5.0 miles to the southwest. 
The project site is not located within any airport noise contour 
established for this facility. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not have the potential to expose people to excessive 
noise levels from airport operations, and no airport-related 
noise impact would occur. No mitigation is required. 

No  No mitigation required.  No  

4.12.5.2 Groundborne Vibration Impacts: As detailed in 
Section 4.12.5.2, Table 4.12.F, construction activity is not 
expected to generate vibration levels that exceed either the 
County of San Bernardino or the FTA maximum acceptable 
vibration standard of 94 VdB (0.2 in/sec PPV) at the nearby 
homes. For industrial buildings adjacent to the project site, it 
would take a vibration level of 102 VdB (0.5 in/sec PPV) to 
potentially result in any building damages (Table 4.12.G). 
However, Table 4.12.F reveals none of the construction 
activities anticipated on the project site would result in a 

No No mitigation required. No 
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vibration level that would reach 102 VdB (0.5 in/sec PPV). 
Therefore, damages to the industrial building adjacent to the 
project site would not occur as a result of the project 
construction. 
 
Further, activity at the receiver closest to the project site is 
unlikely to be sustained during the entire construction period, 
but will occur rather only during the times that heavy 
construction equipment is operating near the project site 
boundary. Moreover, construction at the project site will be 
restricted to daytime hours consistent with City requirements 
thereby eliminating potential vibration impacts during the 
sensitive nighttime hours. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not create significant groundborne vibration. No 
mitigation is required. 

4.12.5.3 Traffic Noise Impacts: As discussed in section 
4.12.5.3 the “Existing with Project” conditions (Table 4.12.H) 
shows that the increase over existing CNEL (dBA) noise levels 
will increase up to 2 dBA CNEL at Willow Avenue between 
Slover Avenue and Santa Ana Avenue and 1.0 dBA CNEL on 
Santa Ana Avenue between Willow Avenue and Riverside 
Avenue. All other road segments would have a less than 1.0 
dBA CNEL increase. This increase is not considered a 
significant impact, as noise levels at these locations are 
currently below 65 dBA. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not result in a noise level impact. No mitigation is required. 

No  No mitigation required. No  

4.12.6.1 Construction Noise Impacts: Although 
construction of the proposed project may result in elevated 
noise levels, construction would be temporary, and 
implementation of mitigation would ensure compliance with City 
construction noise standards and would reduce construction 
noise impacts to less than significant levels.  

Yes 4.12.6.1A Prior to issuance of any demolition 
and/or grading plans and/or issuance of 
building permits, the plans shall include the 
following notes:   
 

1. During all project site excavation and 
grading on the project site, the project 

No 
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contractors shall equip all construction 
equipment, fixed or mobile, with 
properly operating and maintained 
mufflers consistent with manufacturers’ 
standards. 

2. The project contractor shall place all 
stationary construction equipment so 
that emitted noise is directed away 
from the sensitive receptors located to 
the southeast of the project site. 

3. The construction contractor shall 
locate equipment staging in areas that 
will create the greatest distance 
between construction- related noise 
sources and noise- sensitive receptors 
located to the south and southeast of 
the project site during all project 
construction. 

4. During all project site construction, the 
construction contractor shall limit all 
construction- related activities that 
would result in high noise levels to the 
City permitted hours of construction 
work detailed in Section 9.50.070 of 
the Municipal Code. 

4.12.6.2 Operational Noise Impacts: Noise associated 
with slow-moving trucks and forklift activities in the parking 
areas would result in noise levels exceeding the daytime noise 
standards at the nearest residences (which are located 
approximately 75 to 100 feet to the south of the project property 
line). During the nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.), 
residents to the south of the project site who are outdoors and 
engaging in any recreational activity would be potentially 

Yes 4.12.6.2A Prior to approval of grading plans 
and/or issuance of building permits, the 
proposed project plans shall be modified to 
include a sound attenuation gate on the 
eastern project driveway on Santa Ana 
Avenue. In addition, a noise barrier with a 
minimum height of 8 feet above ground level 
shall be implemented along the project’s 

No 
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impacted by truck movement noise on the eastern portion of 
the project site. This is a significant impact, and mitigation is 
required.  

eastern boundary from the attenuation gate at 
the project entry extending north approximately 
180 feet so that the direct line-of-sight from any 
loading dock on the east side of the building is 
completely blocked by the noise barrier wall. 

4.12.7 Cumulative Noise Impacts: Although it is not possible 
to predict if contiguous properties may be constructed at the 
same time, each project’s adherence to applicable provisions of 
the City’s Municipal Code regulating construction activities 
would render cumulative construction-related noise impacts 
less than significant.  
 
The “Cumulative with Project” exterior noise levels will increase 
up to 2.0 dBA CNEL and will occur at Willow Avenue between 
Slover Avenue and Santa Ana Avenue. All other roadway 
segments will have an increase of less than 1.0 dBA CNEL. 
Because noise levels at these locations are currently below 65 
dBA, this increase is not considered a significant impact.  No 
mitigation is required. 

No No mitigation required.  No 

4.13 Population, Housing, and Employment    

4.13.5.1 Population Growth: The proposed project would 
construct a single 525,110-square foot warehouse which would 
result in approximately 483 jobs. The proposed project would 
generate employment in an area considered to be “jobs poor;” 
jobs created would likely be filled by residents of the City. While 
the potential exists for the proposed project to result in 
population growth, the proposed uses are consistent with the 
General Plan and, therefore, population increase as a result of 
the proposed project is not considered substantial. As a result, 
the proposed project will not induce a population increase 
above which has been planned for by the City. Impacts related 
to this issue are less than significant, and no mitigation is 
required. 

No  No mitigation required.  No  
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4.13.5.2 Displace Substantial Housing/People: The 
project site currently contains two occupied single family 
residences. These residences would be demolished in order to 
develop the proposed project. The homes on-site are a non-
conforming land use, and adequate housing exists elsewhere is 
the City. The loss of two single family residences is not 
substantial when compared to existing vacant housing and 
planned future residential development. No construction of 
replacement housing would be needed. Therefore, potential 
impacts related to the displacement of existing housing units or 
people are less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

No  No mitigation required. No  

4.13.7 Cumulative Population, Housing, and Employment 
Impacts: The proposed project is consistent with the City’s 
General Plan land use and zoning of the site. While the 
proposed project would generate approximately 483 jobs, any 
resulting population growth has been anticipated by the 
General Plan and is therefore not considered substantial. The 
proposed project would generate employment in an area 
considered to be “jobs poor”, improving the jobs to housing 
ratio of the City. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
significantly contribute to a City or regional cumulative housing 
or population impact. No mitigation is required.

No No mitigation required.  No  

4.14 Public Services and Facilities     

4.14.5.1 Police Protection: Since the proposed project would 
only incrementally increase population in the service area, no 
new or physically altered law enforcement facilities are 
required. The design, construction, and operation of the 
proposed project in accordance with City Standards and 
payment of Development Impact Fees would offset any 
increase in demand for police services. Therefore, the 
proposed project’s potential impacts to law enforcement 
facilities would be less than significant. No mitigation is 
required. 

No  No mitigation required. No  
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4.14.5.2 Fire Protection: The proposed project would be 
designed, constructed, and operated per applicable fire 
prevention/protection standards established by the City. Such 
requirements include, but are not limited to, provisions for 
smoke alarms; sprinklers; building and emergency access; 
adequate emergency notification; and hydrant sizing, pressure, 
and siting. With these provisions, the proposed project would 
not require the construction of new firefighting facilities. The 
design, construction and operation of the proposed project in 
accordance with City Standards and payment of Development 
Impact Fees would offset any increase in demand for fire 
services and facilities. Therefore, the proposed project’s 
potential impacts to fire services and facilities are less than 
significant. No mitigation is required. 

No  No mitigation required.  No  

4.14.5.3 School Facilities: The Colton Joint Unified School 
District (CJUSD) currently imposes development fees of $0.54 
per square foot for industrial development. Per California 
Government Code, “The payment or satisfaction of a fee, 
charge, or other requirement levied or imposed … are hereby 
deemed to be full and complete mitigation of the impacts … on 
the provision of adequate school facilities.” The proposed 
project would be required to pay these development fees in 
accordance with Government Code 65995 and Education Code 
17620. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than 
significant impact on school facilities. No mitigation is required. 

No  No mitigation required.  No  

4.14.4 Cumulative Impacts to Public Services: The 
proposed project and related future projects would increase the 
demand for police and fire protection services, including 
personnel, equipment, and/or facilities. This increase is 
considered a potentially cumulatively considerable impact 
related to police and fire services. Increases in demand for 
police and fire services are assessed by the City as part of the 
annual monitoring and budgeting process. All new development 

No  No mitigation required. No  
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within the service areas of the City’s Police and Fire 
Departments would be subject to applicable Development 
Impact Fees that would contribute to the maintenance of their 
facilities. With adherence to City development standards and 
payment of required fees, no cumulatively considerable impact 
on police and fire services would occur. No mitigation is 
required. 
 
For the purposes of this document, the cumulative area for 
school-related services is the service area for the CJUSD. The 
proposed project and related future projects would increase the 
demand for the maintenance of existing and the expansion or 
construction of new school facilities. This increase is 
considered a potentially cumulatively considerable impact 
related to school services. The CJUSD requires the payment of 
development fees to provide for maintenance of existing and 
the expansion or construction of new facilities. The proposed 
project and related projects would be required to provide school 
impact fees at the level identified by the CJUSD. Therefore, 
with payment of required fees, no cumulatively considerable 
impact on school facilities would occur. No mitigation is 
required. 

4.15 Recreation and Parks     

4.15.5.1 Existing Recreational Facilities: The proposed 
project does not include the construction of any residential 
homes, which would directly result in increased use of parks. 
While employees at the warehouse may incrementally increase 
the use of local parks and recreational areas, the proposed 
project would not result in a substantial acceleration of physical 
deterioration of nearby parks and other recreational facilities. 
No impact would occur. No mitigation is required. 

No No mitigation required.  No  

4.15.5.2 New or Physically Altered Recreation and Park 
Facilities: The proposed project is an industrial development 

No  No mitigation required. No  
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that does not include plans for construction of recreational 
facilities. Implementation of the proposed project would not 
generate a significant increase in population that would result in 
an increased demand for parks facilities. No significant impact 
would occur. No mitigation is required.   

4.15.7 Cumulative Impacts to Recreation and Parks: As 
future residential development occurs, the City will require the 
provision of the appropriate amount of parkland or payment of 
in-lieu fees, which will contribute to future recreational facilities. 
Payment of these fees and/or implementation of facilities on a 
project-by-project basis would offset potentially cumulatively 
considerable parkland impacts by providing funding for new 
and/or renovated parks equipment and facilities. Therefore, 
with adherence to City development standards, the incremental 
effect, which could be a potential cumulative considerable 
impact related to recreation and parks, would be less than 
significant, and no cumulative mitigation is required. 

No  No mitigation required.  No  

4.16 Transportation and Traffic    

4.16.5.1 Conflict with Applicable Circulation Plan and 
Traffic and Level of Service Impacts: The 2007 San 
Bernardino County Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
includes guidelines to more directly link land use, 
transportation, and air quality, thereby prompting reasonable 
growth management programs that will effectively utilize new 
transportation funds, alleviate traffic congestion and related 
impacts, and improve air quality. The adopted minimum level of 
service (LOS) threshold for CMP State highways and principal 
arterial roadways is LOS E. The CMP also allows a local 
jurisdiction to establish its own traffic impact policies and 
procedures. 

All freeway segments and ramp termini are under the 
jurisdiction of Caltrans, which considers acceptable LOS to be 

No No mitigation required. No 
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between C and D for all intersections under its jurisdiction; 
therefore, all signalized intersections under Caltrans jurisdiction 
must operate with a weighted average delay of 45 seconds or 
less. Signalized study intersections under the jurisdiction of 
Caltrans operating at delays of more than 45 seconds are 
required to be mitigated to acceptable standards. For freeway 
segments and ramp merge/diverge areas, the Caltrans Guide 
for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies states that 
transition between LOS C and D may not be feasible. As a 
result, most jurisdictions located in San Bernardino County do 
not use the Caltrans LOS, as it is not attainable in most areas 
of Southern California. Instead, most jurisdictions require LOS 
E, which is in accordance with San Bernardino County CMP 
guidelines. 

The project-specific TIA presents a more conservative analysis 
for evaluating project impacts within the study area. As such, 
the proposed project would not conflict with any applicable 
CMP criteria, including LOS standards, travel demand 
measures, or other standards by the County Management 
Agency (San Bernardino County) for roads or highways. 
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is 
required. 

4.16.5.2 Air Traffic Patterns: The proposed project is not 
within an airport land use plan area. The airport closest to the 
project site is Flabob Airport located five miles to the southwest. 
The proposed project does not include any use that would 
interfere with or alter air traffic volumes or otherwise affect air 
traffic patterns, nor does the proposed project include any 
visual, electronic, or physical feature that would present a flight 
hazard to aircraft using Flabob Airport or any other air facility. 
Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not 
have an impact on air traffic patterns. No mitigation is required. 

No  No mitigation required. No  
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4.16.5.3 Design Features or Incompatible Uses: The design 
of proposed project’s circulation system does not include any 
sharp curves or dangerous intersections. As part of the City’s 
standard plan check process, the final design of all roadways, 
intersections, and circulation within and adjacent to the project 
site would be reviewed by and subject to approval by City staff 
prior to issuance of any grading, construction, or occupancy 
permit. The review and approval by City staff sufficiently 
ensures the proposed project will incorporate the necessary 
design features to ensure safe travel to, from, and within the 
project site.  
 
The proposed project does not include uses that are 
incompatible with existing on-site or adjacent development. As 
discussed in Section 4.10, Land Use, south of the site are 
warehouses and a non-conforming single-family residential 
land use. Southwest of the site is a large vacant dirt lot. 
Northwest of the site is a very large distribution center 
(approximately twice the size of the proposed project). 
Immediately north of the site is a recycling plant. Beyond the 
general industrial land uses, a large railroad yard is located 
north of the site and a mix of residential homes is located to the 
west. South of the site are more industrial land uses and east of 
the site is vacant undeveloped land adjacent to the Santa Ana 
River. 
 
Therefore, with adherence to applicable existing requirements 
of the City the proposed project would have a less than 
significant impact related to design features and adjacent uses. 
No mitigation is required. 

No No mitigation required. No  

4.16.5.4 Inadequate Emergency Access: The proposed 
project would be designed, constructed, and maintained to 
provide required emergency/evacuation access. As part of the 

No  No mitigation required.  No 
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development process, project plans will be submitted to law 
enforcement, fire protection, and/or other emergency service 
providers (as appropriate) for review. Therefore, with 
adherence to applicable existing requirements of the City, the 
proposed project would have a less than significant impact 
related to emergency service providers. The proposed project 
is not expected to cause any significant impacts at study area 
intersections that may be used by emergency vehicles. With 
the installation of project improvements and full participation in 
the applicable fee programs, it is reasonable to conclude that 
the long-term emergency access features required for the 
project site and the City in general will be installed and 
appropriately maintained. No mitigation is required. 

4.16.5.5 Alternative Transportation: The proposed project 
would be required to adhere to applicable City standards that 
support and/or facilitate alternative modes of transportation. 
Through the City’s project review process, policies, plans, 
and/or programs, supporting alternative transportation would be 
reviewed and incorporated as applicable. Therefore, 
implementation of the proposed project would have a less than 
significant impact related to non-vehicular traffic or alternative 
modes of transportation. No mitigation is required. 

No  No mitigation required.  No  

4.16.6.1 Conflict with Applicable Circulation Plan and 
Traffic and Level of Service Impacts – Existing Plus 
Project: The addition of project traffic would cause the Willow 
Avenue/Santa Ana Avenue p.m. peak hour LOS to decrease 
from C to D and the delay to increase by 10.1 seconds. The 
addition of project traffic would cause the Riverside 
Avenue/Slover Avenue a.m. peak hour LOS to decrease from C 
to D and the delay to increase by 22.0 seconds, and the p.m. 
peak hour LOS to remain at C and increase in delay by 9.8 
seconds. Consistent with the City’s significance criteria based 
on peak hour delay increases caused by the proposed project, 

Yes 4.16.6.1A Prior to the issuance of building 
permits, the project applicant shall install the 
following local circulation improvements: 

• Willow Avenue/Santa Ana Avenue: 
Convert from a two-way stop control to 
an all-way stop control. 

• Riverside Avenue/Slover Avenue: 
Restripe one eastbound through lane 
to an eastbound left-turn lane. This 
improvement would require a 

No  
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these are potentially significant impacts, and mitigation is 
required. 

modification to the existing 
signalization to provide protected 
phasing in the eastbound and 
westbound directions. 

4.16.6.2 Conflict with Applicable Circulation Plan and 
Traffic and Level of Service Impacts – Opening Year (2016): 
Without the proposed project’s traffic, intersections operate at 
satisfactory LOS. The addition of project traffic would cause the 
Willow Avenue/Santa Ana Avenue p.m. peak hour LOS to 
decrease from C to D and the delay to increase by 11.2 
seconds. The addition of project traffic would cause the 
Riverside Avenue/Slover Avenue a.m. peak hour LOS to 
decrease from C to D and the delay to increase by 24.1 
seconds, and the p.m. peak hour LOS to remain at C and 
increase in delay by 10.2 seconds. Consistent with the City’s 
significance criteria based on peak hour delay increases 
caused by the proposed project, these are potentially significant 
impacts, and mitigation is required.  

Yes  Mitigation Measure 4.16.6.1A, as described 
in the previous section, would also address the 
impacts from the Opening Year (2016) plus 
Project Condition.  

No  

4.16.6.3 Conflict with Applicable Circulation Plan and 
Traffic and Level of Service Impacts – Cumulative (2016): All 
intersections are projected to operate at satisfactory levels of 
service with the exception of the following: 

• Willow Avenue/Santa Ana Avenue (p.m. peak hour);  
• I-10 Eastbound Ramps/Riverside Avenue (p.m. peak hours); 

and 
• Riverside Avenue/Slover Avenue (a.m. and p.m. peak 

hours). 

Based on the City’s significant impact criteria, the proposed 
project would have significant cumulative impact at the following 
intersections: 

• Willow Avenue/Slover Avenue (a.m. peak hour); 

Yes  4.16.6.3A Prior to the issuance of building 
permits, the project applicant shall submit 
evidence to the City that required fair-share 
contributions for cumulative project impacts 
have been made. The following improvements 
are required: 

• Willow Avenue/Slover Avenue: 
Convert from two-way stop control to 
all-way stop control.  

• I-10 Eastbound/Riverside Avenue: 
Add a dedicated northbound right-turn 
lane. This improvement would require 
widening of the Riverside Avenue 
Bridge over the Union Pacific Railroad 

No/Yes 
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• Willow Avenue/Santa Ana Avenue (a.m. and p.m. peak 
hours); and 

• Riverside Avenue/Slover Avenue (a.m. and p.m. peak hour). 

Although Willow Avenue/Slover Avenue would still operate at a 
satisfactory LOS, the proposed project would contribute a 
significant level of delay (8.0 seconds). For Willow Avenue/Santa 
Ana Avenue (p.m. peak hour) and Riverside Avenue/Slover 
Avenue (a.m. peak hour), the proposed project would cause 
these intersections to degrade to an unsatisfactory LOS. 

The intersection of I-10 Eastbound Ramps/Riverside Avenue is 
under the jurisdiction of Caltrans. For intersections under the 
jurisdiction of Caltrans, a project significant impact occurs when 
the project reduces the LOS to below satisfactory conditions. 
Under cumulative with project conditions, the proposed project 
contributes to the projected deficiency under cumulative without 
project conditions at this intersection. 

All study area roadway segments would operate at satisfactory 
LOS D or better with the exception of Riverside Avenue, between 
Slover Avenue and Santa Ana Avenue, and the segment of 
Riverside Avenue north of Slover Avenue. Impacts to segments 
on Riverside Avenue are considered significant on a cumulative 
basis and require mitigation.  

to provide one approximately 520-foot 
lane. 

4.16.6.3B Prior to the issuance of building 
permits, the project applicant shall pay the 
proposed project’s fair share for local 
circulation improvements. The City shall 
ensure that the roadway improvements 
outlined in the Project Traffic Study will be 
constructed pursuant to the timeframes 
established by the City of Rialto Development 
Impact Fee Program: 

 Riverside Avenue between Slover 
Avenue and Santa Ana Avenue: Add 
one northbound through lane and one 
southbound through lane to provide a 
six-lane arterial. 

 Riverside Avenue north of Slover 
Avenue: Add one northbound through 
lane and one southbound through lane 
to provide a six-lane arterial. 

4.16.6.4 Conflict with Applicable Circulation Plan and 
Traffic and Level of Service Impacts – Freeway Impacts: 
Currently, the I-10 segments and ramps in the study area are 
experiencing service deficiencies during the AM peak hour for 
westbound lanes and PM peak hour of eastbound lanes. Under 
existing conditions, the proposed project would contribute to 
five freeway segments and three merge/diverge areas 
operating at unsatisfactory levels of service during either the 
a.m. or p.m. peak hour with the addition of project traffic.  
 

Yes No reasonably feasible mitigation. Yes  
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The same deficiencies were found to exist in the Opening Year 
(2016) condition, plus an additional deficient freeway segment.  
 
Under the Opening Year (2016) Condition, six freeway 
segments and three merge/diverge areas would continue 
operate at unsatisfactory levels of service during either the a.m. 
or p.m. peak hour with the addition of project traffic. The same 
deficiencies would exist under the Cumulative (2016) Condition. 
 
Six freeway segments and three merge/diverge areas would 
continue operate at unsatisfactory levels of service during 
either the a.m. or p.m. peak hour with the addition of project 
traffic. While the proposed project would not cause a segment 
or merge/diverge area to move from an acceptable LOS to an 
unacceptable LOS, it would exacerbate an already deficient 
condition. This is considered a significant cumulative impact for 
which there is no reasonably feasible mitigation. 

4.16.7 Cumulative Transportation and Traffic Impacts: 
Cumulative impacts associated with traffic volumes are 
determined based on the addition of traffic volumes from 
approved and pending projects in the area and projected traffic 
growth to existing traffic volumes. With the project-specific 
mitigation previously identified, project-related short-term and 
long-term impacts to intersections would be reduced to less 
than significant levels for “Existing with Project,” “Opening Year 
(2016),” and “Cumulative (2016)” conditions. As stated in 
Section 4.16.6, cumulative impacts related to Riverside Avenue 
and State highway facilities are cumulatively significant and 
unavoidable. 

Yes No reasonably feasible mitigation. Yes  

4.17 Utilities and Service Systems     

4.17.5.1  Water Supply and Water Treatment Facilities: 
Depending on the type of industry that occupies the 
development in the future, water use can vary greatly. Based 

No No mitigation required.  No  
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on a water use factor for miscellaneous manufacturing 
industries, the proposed project could use approximately 
41,538 gallons per day (gpd), or 46.53 acre-feet per year 
(AFY). The proposed project’s demand is well within the 
surplus capacity of West Valley Water District. Therefore, the 
proposed project would have sufficient water supplies available. 
New water treatment facilities would not be required. Impacts 
related to this issue are therefore less than significant, and no 
mitigation is required. 

4.17.5.2  Storm Water Drainage Requirements: No 
significant impact relative to storm water conveyance facilities 
have been identified, no mitigation is required. 

No No mitigation required. No  

4.17.5.3  Wastewater Treatment Requirements: It is 
anticipated that all wastewater generated by the proposed 
project would be routed to and treated by the City Waste Water 
Treatment Plant (WWTP). Proposed project discharge flows 
treated at the WWTP would be required to comply with Waste 
Discharge Requirements (WDRs) for that facility. Compliance 
with condition or permit requirements established by the City 
and WDRs would ensure that discharges into the wastewater 
treatment facility system from the operation of the proposed 
project would not exceed applicable Regional Water Quality 
Control Board wastewater treatment requirements. Expected 
wastewater flows from the proposed project would not exceed 
the capabilities of the serving treatment plant. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not cause an impact related to 
wastewater treatment requirements. No mitigation is required. 

No  No mitigation required. No  

4.17.5.4  Wastewater Treatment Capacity and/or New or 
Expanded Wastewater Treatment Facilities: Wastewater 
flows generated by the proposed project would be routed to the 
City WWTP. The WWTP consists of five plants with a permitted 
capacity of 11.7 mgd. Current average flows are approximately 
7 mgd. According to rates used by the City Sewer Master Plan 

No  No mitigation required.  No  
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Report, the proposed project would generate approximately 
36,555 gpd, which is within the surplus capacity of the plant 
(approximately 0.78 percent of existing surplus capacity). The 
proposed project would not exceed the capacity of the City’s 
WWTP. The proposed project would not result in the 
construction of new or expanded water or wastewater treatment 
facilities. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less 
than significant impact related to wastewater treatment capacity 
and/or new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities. No 
mitigation is required. 

4.17.5.5  Solid Waste Facilities: Based on a generation 
rate of 8.93 pounds per employee per day, the proposed 
project would generate approximately 4,313.19 pounds of solid 
waste per day. This amount is equivalent to 0.044 percent of 
the daily surplus at Mid-Valley Landfill. The Mid-Valley Landfill 
has adequate capacity to serve the proposed project. As 
adequate daily surplus capacity exists at the receiving landfill, 
development of the proposed project would not significantly 
affect current operations or the expected lifetime of the landfill 
serving the project area. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not cause an impact related to solid waste disposal. No 
mitigation is required. 

No  No mitigation required. No  

4.17.5.6  Solid Waste Reduction: The proposed project 
would be required to comply with applicable elements of AB 
1327, Chapter 18 (California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling 
Access Act of 1991) and other applicable local, State, and 
federal solid waste disposal standards, thereby ensuring that 
the solid waste stream to regional landfills are reduced in 
accordance with existing regulations. Impacts are considered 
less than significant, and require no mitigation. 

No No mitigation required. No  

4.17.7.1 Cumulative Impacts to Water Supply and Storm 
Drain Facilities: As development occurs, each project will be 
required to assess its separate and cumulative effect on utilities 

No No mitigation required. No  
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and service systems. With the assessment of individual project 
effects on utilities and service systems and implementation of 
mitigation as necessary, no cumulatively significant effects on 
utilities and service systems would occur. No mitigation is 
required. 

4.17.7.2 Cumulative Impacts to Wastewater Facilities: 
The proposed project would not have a cumulatively significant 
impact on wastewater infrastructure because it would not 
require the expansion of existing infrastructure; only 
connections to existing infrastructure would be required by the 
proposed project. By adhering to wastewater treatment 
requirements, wastewater from the project site that is 
processed through the WWTP would meet established 
standards. As the wastewater from all development within the 
City’s service area would be similarly treated, no cumulatively 
significant wastewater treatment impact would occur. No 
mitigation is required. 

No No mitigation required.  No  

4.17.7.3 Cumulative Impacts to Solid Waste Services: 
The proposed project and other projects within the City would 
increase demand for solid waste services. Cumulative projects 
would result in increased generation of solid waste that would 
need to be processed at the Mid-Valley Landfill. The landfill has 
an anticipated closure date of April 2033. With planned 
expansion activities of landfills in the project vicinity and 
projected growth rates contained in the City’s General Plan, 
sufficient landfill capacity exists to accommodate future 
disposal needs. Therefore, development according to the City 
General Plan would not create demands for solid waste 
services that would exceed the capabilities of the County’s 
waste management system. Consequently, cumulative impacts 
associated with solid waste within the City would be considered 
less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

No No mitigation required. No  
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2.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE 

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared utilizing information 
from City of Rialto (City) planning and environmental documents, technical studies 
prepared for the proposed project, and other publicly available data. Alternatives to 
the proposed project are also discussed and mitigation measures that would offset, 
minimize, or otherwise avoid significant environmental impacts from the proposed 
project have been identified. This section of the EIR provides an overview of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process, outlines the document’s 
format, summarizes public review of the EIR, describes the Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Program (MMRP), identifies the environmental issues discussed in 
the EIR, and defines the parameters and data to be used in the analysis of 
cumulative impacts. 

2.1 LEAD AGENCY 

The City was incorporated in 1911 and is the “… public agency which has the 
principal responsibility for carrying out or approving the project.” As such, it is the 
“Lead Agency” pursuant to CEQA Guidelines (Section 15367). CEQA requires the 
preparation of an EIR for any project that has the potential to significantly affect the 
environment.1 Through its review, the City has determined the proposed project may 
have a significant impact on the environment and, therefore, has required the 
preparation of this EIR. CEQA requires the Lead Agency to prepare, process, and 
consider the information contained in the EIR prior to taking any discretionary2 action 
on the proposed project. 

The EIR must be prepared directly by or for the Lead Agency. LSA Associates, Inc. 
(LSA) has prepared this EIR under the direction of City staff. As permitted under 
CEQA Guidelines (Section 15084), when prepared by a party other than the Lead 
Agency, the EIR must be subjected to Lead Agency review and reflect the City’s 
independent judgment. The City is undertaking an independent review of this EIR by 
having City planning staff work with LSA on the EIR, and by employing a third-party 
consultant to independently review the EIR. 

                                                      
1  CEQA Guidelines §15360. “Environment” is defined as the physical conditions which exist within 

the areas that will be affected by a proposed project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, 
fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historical or aesthetic significance. The area involved shall 
be that in which significant effects would occur either directly or indirectly as a result of the 
project. The “environment” includes both natural and man-made conditions. 

2  CEQA Guidelines §15357. “Discretionary Project” is defined as a project that requires the 
exercise of judgment or deliberation when a public agency decides to approve or disapprove a 
particular activity, as distinguished from situations where the public agency merely has to 
determine where there has been conformity with applicable statutes, ordinances, or regulations. 
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2.2 OVERVIEW OF THE EIR PROCESS 

CEQA Guidelines (Section 15002) states the basic purposes of the CEQA are to: 

 Inform government decision-makers and the public about the potential significant 
environmental effects of proposed activities; 

 Identify ways that environmental damage can be avoided or significantly 
reduced; 

 Prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes 
in projects through the use of alternatives or mitigation measures when the 
governing agency finds the changes to be feasible; and 

 Disclose to the public the reasons why a governmental agency approved the 
project in the manner the agency chose if significant environmental effects are 
involved. 

The CapRock Distribution Center III Warehouse Project includes the demolition of 
existing structures and the construction of a 525,110-square foot building with 
515,110 square feet of warehouse uses and 10,000 square feet of office uses, and 
satisfies the definition of a “project.” 

An EIR is an informational document used to inform public agency decision-makers 
and the public of the significant environmental effects of a project. The EIR contains 
a detailed description of the project under consideration, establishes the existing 
environmental conditions of the project site and adjacent areas, assesses the 
environmental effects that would result from the proposed project, identifies 
measures to reduce or eliminate significant environmental impacts, and evaluates 
alternatives that may reduce the impacts associated with project development. 

The standard1 for EIR adequacy requires analysis that presents an adequate, 
complete, and good faith effort to provide decision-makers with the information to 
intelligently consider the environmental consequences of the project under 
consideration. While not requiring exhaustive evaluation, the EIR must include a 
“reasonably feasible” assessment of project impacts. Where disagreement amongst 
experts occurs, the EIR must detail the main points of disagreement. 

The Draft EIR is distributed to public agencies and made available to the general 
public for review and comment. Upon completion of the public comment period, the 
Lead Agency prepares responses to comments received and, as appropriate, 
revises the EIR to accommodate minor corrections or modifications to the Draft EIR. 
The revised document, the Final EIR, must be certified by the Lead Agency prior to 
or in conjunction with the decision to approve the proposed project. 

                                                      
1  CEQA Guidelines §15150. 
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The City and “responsible agencies”1 with the authority or responsibility to issue 
permits related to the proposed project will consider the information contained in this 
EIR in their evaluation of the proposed project. The information presented in the EIR 
does not serve to control the decision(s) related to the proposed project; rather, it is 
provided to foster informed decision-making and appropriate public participation. 

2.3 EIR CONTENT AND FORMAT 

To assist the reader’s review of the document, the EIR is organized as follows: 

Section 1.0 Executive Summary provides a summary of the proposed project; 
identifies potentially significant impacts, mitigation measures, and the 
level of significance of each impact following mitigation; and project 
alternatives. 

Section 2.0 Introduction and Purpose outlines the EIR document’s format including 
technical appendices; describes the purpose of the EIR including the 
legal purpose of CEQA, the intended use of EIR, and the EIR’s 
incorporated documents and referenced technical reports; summarizes 
the public review of the EIR to date; identifies environmental issues 
that are discussed; and defines the cumulative analysis provided in the 
EIR. 

Section 3.0 Project Description details the geographical setting, project location, 
project setting, applicable land use and zoning designations, project 
characteristics, project objectives, and discretionary actions required to 
implement the proposed project. 

Section 4.0 Environmental Impact Evaluation provides the detailed analysis of 
each environmental issue. 

Subsection 4.0 (Summary) provides an introduction to the issues to be 
analyzed, discusses the general approach of the EIR, and 
summarizing the content of the analysis to follow. 

Subsections 4.1 through 4.17 present the detailed evaluation of each 
environmental topic contained in this EIR. Evaluation of each issue 
follows the following format: 

 Summary. Provides an introduction to the issue to be discussed, 
summarizing the content of the analysis to follow. This section will 

                                                      
1  CEQA Guidelines §15381. “Responsible Agency” means a public agency which proposes to carry 

out or approve a project for which a Lead Agency is preparing or has prepared an EIR or 
Negative Declaration and includes all public agencies other than the Lead Agency that have 
discretionary approval power over the project. Examples include the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board(s), South Coast Air Quality Management District, and the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife. 
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identify the specific reference material utilized in the environmental 
analysis. 

 Existing Setting. Identifies the existing local and regional 
environmental conditions (natural and built) in existence at the time 
the EIR was prepared. Existing setting information provides the 
reader with the “baseline” from which future impacts are analyzed, 
and provides a standard against which to measure these impacts. 

 Existing Policies and Regulations. Details the local, State, and 
federal regulations, ordinances, and policies applicable to the issue 
area under discussion. 

 Methodology. A brief summary of the methods and resources 
utilized in the preparation of the environmental analysis. 

 Thresholds of Significance. Provides the criteria against which the 
relative significance of impacts resulting from project 
implementation are determined. 

 Impacts and Mitigation. This discussion focuses on the potential 
short-term, long-term, and cumulative impacts of the proposed 
project. For these issues where no impact or a less than significant 
impact would occur, either no mitigation would be required or 
adherence to established regulations, standards, and policies 
would sufficiently mitigate project impacts. 

For impacts determined to be significant, the measure(s) to reduce 
or eliminate the impact, as well as the level of impact upon 
implementation of any such measure(s), will be identified. Impacts 
that cannot be reduced to a less than significant level will be 
identified as “significant.” 

 Cumulative Impacts. This discussion focuses on the potential 
environmental effect of the proposed project combined with the 
effects of reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects within the 
project study area. 

Table 1.B provides a comprehensive inventory of project impacts. 

Section 5.0 Other CEQA Topics contains discussions of additional topics required 
by CEQA, including effects found to be significant and unavoidable, 
irreversible environmental changes caused by the proposed project, 
and a discussion of project energy usage. 

Section 6.0 Alternatives contains discussion of alternatives to development of the 
proposed project. As allowed by CEQA, the impacts of these 
alternatives are evaluated at a more general level than the analyses of 
the proposed project that is contained in Section 4.0. This section also 
evaluates the proposed effects of the No Project Alternative and 
identifies the environmentally superior alternative. 
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Section 7.0 This section identifies the references used in the preparation of the 
EIR, the persons contacted, and the other source material. 

Section 8.0 This section identifies City and Consultant staff who participated in the 
preparation and review of the EIR. 

Section 9.0 This section defines the acronyms and abbreviations used in the 
document, and definitions of terms used, including those specific to the 
proposed project. 

Appendices The Appendices contain the Notice of Preparation, Notice of 
Preparation mailing list, Notice of Preparation comment letters and 
responses, public scoping meeting information; the various technical 
studies that support the EIR analysis; referenced materials; and other 
relevant material utilized during the preparation of the EIR. 

2.4 AREA-WIDE, REGIONALLY, OR STATEWIDE 
SIGNIFICANT PROJECT 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15206 establishes the criteria for identifying projects of 
statewide, regional, or area-wide significance. Projects that include the adoption or 
amendment of a local General Plan or General Plan element, exceed the numerical 
thresholds defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15206, or cause significant impacts 
(e.g., significant amounts of traffic or exceedance of State or federal air quality 
standards) beyond the boundary of the jurisdiction in which the project is located are 
representative conditions that would be considered of area-wide, regional, or 
statewide significance. The EIR for such projects must be sent to the State 
Clearinghouse and the appropriate metropolitan area council of governments for 
review and comment. 

The proposed project does not include amendments to the City’s General Plan, does 
not exceed the numerical thresholds that define a regionally significant project, and 
does not cause significant impacts beyond the boundary of the jurisdiction in which 
the project is located. For these reasons, the proposed project is not considered a 
regionally significant project. Therefore, the EIR is not required to be transmitted to 
the State Clearinghouse and the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) for review and comment. In addition, a Public Scoping Meeting is not 
required for the proposed project.  

2.5 DOCUMENTS INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE 

CEQA Guidelines (Section 15150) permits the incorporation by reference of portions 
or all of other documents that provide information relevant to the proposed project 
and the environmental analysis. Documents incorporated by reference must be 
available for public review at an office of the Lead Agency or other public building. 



CapRock Distribution Center III Warehouse Project – City of Rialto 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

2-6  Introduction and Purpose Section 2.0 

The documents identified below are incorporated by reference, and where relevant, 
the information therein has been summarized throughout the EIR. 

2.5.1 City of Rialto Documents 

 City of Rialto General Plan, December 2010. 

 City of Rialto General Plan Land Use Map, December 2010. 

 City of Rialto Zoning Map, revised April 2012. 

 City of Rialto Municipal Code (various chapters). 

2.5.2 Technical Studies 

A number of technical project-related reports have been prepared to assess specific 
issues that may result from the construction and operation of the proposed project. 
As relevant, the EIR analysis is supported by information obtained from the following 
technical studies, which have been included as appendices to this EIR.1 

 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse 
Project, LSA Associates, Inc., June 2016. (Appendix B-1) 

 Health Risk Assessment, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA Associates, 
Inc., June 2016. (Appendix B-2) 

 2014 Focused Survey for the Delhi Sands Flower-loving Fly, Ecological 
Sciences, Inc., November 2014. (Appendix C-1) 

 2015 Focused Survey for the Delhi Sands Flower-loving Fly, Ecological 
Sciences, Inc., October 2015. (Appendix C-2) 

 Cultural Resources Assessment, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA 
Associates, Inc., June 2015. (Appendix D-1) 

 Historic Resources Assessment, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA 
Associates, Inc., June 2015. (Appendix D-2) 

 SB 18 and AB 52 Native American Response Letters. (Appendix D-3) 

 Geotechnical Investigation, Caprock Willow Santa Ana Development, MTGL, Inc., 
February 2015. (Appendix E)  

                                                      
1  At the time the air quality and greenhouse gas and traffic studies were written, the proposed 

project consisted of 527,900 square feet. Subsequent to these reports, the project’s size was 
reduced to 525,110 square feet. These technical studies are based on the larger project size and 
thus impacts represented in the associated DEIR sections are incrementally greater than the 
actual impacts that would result from the project. Topics addressed in the DEIR not based on 
these studies use the current project size (525,110 square feet).  
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 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report, 2437 South Willow Avenue & 
150 Santa Ana Avenue, Partner Engineering and Science, Inc., August 2013. 
(Appendix F-1) 

 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report, Rialto Parcel Additions, 2385 
and 10771 South Willow Avenue; 2352 South Riverside Avenue, Partner 
Engineering and Science, Inc., December 2014. (Appendix F-2) 

 Phase II Subsurface Investigation Report, Rialto Parcel Additions – B&B Truck 
Dismantling, 2385 and 10771 South Willow Avenue and 2352 South Riverside 
Avenue, Partner Engineering and Science, Inc., February 2015. (Appendix F-3) 

 Water Quality Management Plan for Willow Avenue Industrial Building, Otte-
Berkeley Groupe, Inc., February 2015. (Appendix G) 

 Noise and Vibration Impact Study, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA 
Associates, Inc., June 2016. (Appendix H) 

 Traffic Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA Associates, Inc., 
May 2015. (Appendix I) 

The documents incorporated by reference in this EIR are available for review at the 
following location: 

Rialto Civic Center 
Planning Division 

150 South Palm Avenue 
Rialto, California 92376 

Monday–Thursday 7:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m. (closed Fridays) 

2.6 PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS 

2.6.1 Notice of Preparation 

An Initial Study was not prepared for the proposed project. Due to the nature and 
size of the proposed project, the EIR work effort commenced directly to the 
circulation of the Notice of Preparation (NOP). The NOP was distributed to the State 
Clearinghouse, as well as agencies and organizations that may provide comment on 
the proposed project and the potential environmental impacts that may result from 
the construction and operation of the proposed on-site uses. 

The NOP dated October 19, 2015, was distributed to State and local public agencies 
on October 21, 2015, for a 30-day review period ending on November 19, 2015. 
Comments received during the public review of the NOP have been previously 
detailed in Table 1.A and were utilized to identify potential impacts addressed in 
Section 4.0 of this EIR. Appendix A contains the NOP, NOP Mailing List, and NOP 
Response Letters. 



CapRock Distribution Center III Warehouse Project – City of Rialto 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

2-8  Introduction and Purpose Section 2.0 

2.6.2 Tribal Consultation 

The proposed project does not include a General Plan Amendment (GPA), but it 
does include an amendment to the Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan. 
Therefore, the City engaged in consultation with Native American Tribal 
Government(s) pursuant to applicable provisions of Local and Inter-Governmental 
Consultation (Senate Bill [SB] 18). On April 21, 2016, the City notified California 
Native American Tribes who have requested to the City to be notified for CEQA 
actions subject to SB 18. Table 4.5.B in Section 4.5.3.3 of this EIR details California 
Native American Tribe responses (Appendix D-3) received by the City. 

The proposed project is required to comply with the provision of AB 52 regarding 
consultation with California Native American Tribes and consideration of Tribal 
Cultural Resources. On April 20, 2016, the City notified California Native American 
Tribes who have requested to the City to be notified for CEQA actions subject to 
Assembly Bill (AB) 52. The City received one response from the San Manuel Band 
of Mission Indians on April 26, 2016 (Appendix D-3). In the response letter dated 
April 26, 2016, sent to the City, the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians stated it 
does not have any concerns due to the extensive ground disturbance on the project 
site, but that further consultation must ensue if archaeological resources are 
encountered during project execution. Section 4.5.3.4 of this EIR details AB 52 
consultation between the City and California Native American Tribes. 

2.6.3 Draft Environmental Impact Report 

This EIR was distributed to responsible and trustee agencies, other affected 
agencies, and interested parties. Additionally, in accordance with Public Resources 
Code Section 21092(b)(3), the EIR has been provided to all parties who have 
previously requested copies. The Notice of Completion (NOC) and Notice of 
Availability (NOA) of the EIR have been distributed as required by CEQA. During the 
45-day public review period, the EIR and technical appendices have been made 
available for review. The EIR will be available for review on the City’s website during 
the public review period. 

Written comments related to this EIR should be addressed to: 

Daniel Casey 
Associate Planner 

150 South Palm Avenue 
Rialto, California 92376 

Phone: (909) 820-2525 x 2075 
Email: dcasey@rialtoca.gov 

After the 45-day public review period, written responses to all comments on the Draft 
EIR raised will be prepared. These responses will be available for review for a 
minimum of 10 days prior to the public hearings before the City’s Planning 
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Commission and City Council, at which time the certification of the Final EIR will be 
considered. The City will respond as appropriate to comments made at public 
hearings on the proposed project and this EIR. The Final EIR (which will include the 
Draft EIR, the public comments and responses to the Draft EIR, and findings) will be 
included as part of the environmental record used during the consideration of the 
proposed project by the City decision-makers. 

2.7 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING 
PROGRAM 

An MMRP will be prepared for this EIR to comply with the requirements of State law 
(Public Resources Code Section 21081.6). When mitigation measures are required 
to avoid or reduce the severity of significant impacts, State law requires the adoption 
of an MMRP. The monitoring program is intended to ensure compliance during 
implementation of the program. An MMRP will be adopted by the City Council 
concurrent with certification of the Final EIR for the proposed project. 

2.8 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

CEQA defines cumulative effects as “two or more individual effects that, when 
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other 
environmental impacts” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130). The Guidelines 
further state that the individual effects can be the various changes related to a single 
project or the changes involved in a number of other closely related past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects (Section 15335). Substantial changes 
are anticipated to occur as the result of the increase in residents and employment 
growth of the proposed project, as well as growth in population, housing, and 
employment from development of other projects in the City and the surrounding 
region. Section 15130 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR include a 
discussion of the potential cumulative impacts of a proposed project. The cumulative 
impact from several projects is the change in the environment that results from the 
incremental impact of the development when added to the impacts of other closely 
related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable or probable future developments. 
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but collectively significant, 
developments taking place over a period of time. With respect to the analysis of 
cumulative impacts, CEQA generally requires the following: 

(a) Cumulative impacts shall be discussed when the project’s incremental effect 
is cumulatively considerable. 

(b) The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts 
and their likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as 
great detail as is provided of the effects attributable to the project. The 
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discussion should be guided by the standards of practicality and 
reasonableness. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130, the assessment of cumulative 
impacts contained in EIRs is typically based on either: (i) past, present, and probable 
future projects, which are either approved or being considered for approval by the 
City or other municipalities (or anticipated to be submitted for consideration, 
including projects in the design phase or under construction); or (ii) growth 
projections set forth in regional plans, including regional modeling plans. For each of 
the environmental topics addressed in this EIR (i.e., Sections 4.1 through 4.17), the 
methodology for determining cumulative impacts and the corresponding cumulative 
impact area is discussed in the last section within each section. 

Table 2.A summarizes data provided by the City Planning Department for the Willow 
Avenue Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) (Appendix I) pertaining to potential 
development projects that could contribute to cumulative environmental impacts. 
The list of cumulative projects used in the TIA (Appendix I), as of the date of the 
NOP (October 19, 2015), includes projects physically located beyond the proposed 
project study area intersections (Figure 4.16.1) but considered to contribute 
cumulatively to traffic therein, as detailed in the TIA (Appendix I). This same list of 
cumulative projects has been used, where applicable, in the cumulative impact 
assessments for the environmental topics in which the list of project methods has 
been utilized. 

Table 2.A: Cumulative Projects List 
Map 
#1 Location Land Use Size Status 

1 Southwest corner 
Riverside Ave/San 
Bernardino Ave  

Walmart 
Free Standing Discount Store 
Gas Station 
Retail 
Restaurant 
Fast Food Restaurant w/ drive thru 

 
250,000 SF 
16 VFP 
17,020 SF 
12,005 SF 
7,000 SF 

 

2 Spruce Avenue, 
south of Paso Fino 
Street 

Warehouse 3,659,000 SF  

3 1900 W. Valley 
Boulevard 

Government Office 
Auto Parts 
Office  
Warehouse 

46,500 SF 
2,000 SF 
4,240 SF 
31,835 SF 

 

4 Northeast corner 
Riverside Avenue/
Miguel Bustamante 
Parkway  

Warehouse 447,330 SF  

5 Northeast corner E. 
Valley Boulevard/N. 
Wildhorse Avenue 

Business Park 39,400 SF  
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Table 2.A: Cumulative Projects List 
Map 
#1 Location Land Use Size Status 

6 1405 W. Valley 
Boulevard 

Medical Office Building  31,300 SF Completed 

7 1099 N. Pepper 
Avenue 

Office Building 25,500 SF Completed 

8 588 E. Agua Mansa 
Road 

Warehouse  808,500 SF  

Source:  Willow Avenue Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix I), May 2015. 
1 See Figure 2.1. 
Notes: SF = square feet, VFP = vehicle fueling positions 

The locations of projects are detailed in Figure 2.1. 

It is expected that the cumulative impact analysis set forth in this EIR will be 
conservative and would tend to overstate (rather than understate) cumulative 
impacts. The significance of a cumulative impact may be greater than the effects 
resulting from the individual actions if the effects of more than one action are 
additive. 

Because the nature of individual environmental factors differs from one 
environmental issue to another, the cumulative area for each environmental issue 
addressed in this EIR may not be identical. For example, the cumulative area for air 
quality impacts is reasonably assumed to be the entire South Coast Air Basin, which 
is much larger than the cumulative area for public service impacts (i.e., the service 
area of the various service providers). Criteria for evaluating the significance of 
adverse effects are identified for each environmental issue in Section 4.0. These 
criteria, which are based on resource sensitivity, quality, and quantity, are also 
instructive when evaluating whether the environmental effect resulting from 
implementation of a particular project is cumulatively considerable. The timing and 
duration of each activity is also an important consideration for evaluating the 
potential cumulative effects of activities that may occur only for a limited period. In 
such cases, a cumulative effect may occur only when two or more of the activities 
are occurring simultaneously. 

To provide an adequate discussion of significant cumulative impacts, a list approach 
is used, in accordance with Section 15130(b) of the CEQA Guidelines. The 
cumulative discussion for each environmental issue evaluates the proposed project 
together with (i) the reasonably foreseeable potential effects of other closely related 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable or probable future development in the 
area of the project site, or (ii) a summary of projections contained in an adopted 
general plan or related planning document, or in a prior environmental document 
that has been adopted or certified, which described or evaluated regional or area-
wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact. 
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Implementation of the mitigation measures identified in each section of the EIR will 
reduce the cumulative impact of the proposed project to the extent feasible. In many 
cases, the mitigation measures result in reducing the proposed project’s cumulative 
impact to a less than significant level. The analyses indicate to what degree the 
proposed project makes a significant contribution to cumulatively considerable 
impacts for each environmental issue (air quality, greenhouse gas, noise, traffic, 
etc.). 

The project TIA used this same list of cumulative projects to estimate potential traffic 
impacts over time on local roadways and intersections (see Section 4.16, 
Transportation and Traffic). The traffic data in turn were used as a basis for 
modeling air quality and greenhouse gas emissions (see Sections 4.3, Air Quality 
and 4.7 Greenhouse Gas and Global Climate Change) and noise (see Section 4.12, 
Noise). 
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
3.1 OVERVIEW 

The information in this section is provided pursuant to CEQA Guidelines (Section 
15124) governing the identification of the proposed project’s location, features, and 
project objectives at a level of detail sufficient to evaluate environmental impacts. 

3.2 PROJECT LOCATION 

The proposed CapRock Distribution Center III Warehouse Project (proposed project) 
consists of a 525,110-square foot warehouse building located at the northeast 
corner of Willow and Santa Ana Avenues in the City of Rialto (City) in San 
Bernardino County. The project site is located in Section 26 in Township 1 South 
and Range 5 West, as depicted on the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute 
series San Bernardino South, California quadrangle (latitude 34° 03’ 24” north and 
longitude 117° 22’ 19” west). Figure 3.1 shows the regional location and project 
vicinity. Figure 3.2 illustrates the conceptual site plan for the proposed project. 

The project site consists of six parcels of land with the following San Bernardino 
Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs): 0258041120000, 0258041340000, 
0258041330000, 0258041320000, 0258041060000, and 0258041040000. The 
topography of the project site is generally flat with a gentle downslope from north to 
south. Elevations on site range from approximately 1,012 feet above mean sea level 
(amsl) at the northwest corner to approximately 1,000 feet amsl along the southern 
boundary. 

3.3 EXISTING LAND USE AND LAND USE DESIGNATIONS 

The following discussion summarizes existing land uses, existing General Plan land 
use designations, and zoning designations on the project site and on adjacent 
properties. 

3.3.1 Existing Land Uses 

3.3.1.1 On site 

Figure 3.3 shows existing on-site land use. The project site is 24.37 acres and 
developed with two single-family residences, large metal storage structures, and a 
scrap yard. The two residences are located at 150 West Santa Ana Avenue 
(southeastern portion of the project site) and 2385 South Willow Avenue 
(northwestern portion of the project site). Both properties consist of multiple 
structures and a primary and secondary residence. The secondary residence on 
each property consists of a garage converted to a residence. The residence in the 
northwest corner of the project site also includes an old poultry barn 
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on the property and is bordered to the north and east by a scrap yard. This scrap 
yard is located within the northern boundary of the project site and is currently being 
used to store old and rusting vehicles. Both residences were constructed in the 
1930s. 

Most of the southern portion (APNs 0258041340000 and 0258041330000) of the 
project site consists of undeveloped land that has been plowed and has little 
vegetation. A small portion of the northeastern corner of the project site is gravel/
cobble along with various types of debris embedded in the soil consistent with either 
historic dumping or building demolition. The northwestern portion of the project site 
is currently occupied by B&B Truck Dismantling, which stores automotive vehicles 
for off-site dismantling. The Mulhauser Steel complex, consisting of large metal 
shade structures and storage buildings, is located in the central portion of the project 
site. Mulhauser Steel operations consist of structural and miscellaneous steel 
fabrication. The complex area is improved with asphalt-paved parking areas and 
landscaping. The project site also contains a small concrete V-ditch that bisects the 
center of the southern half of the site. This ditch appears to convey runoff from the 
northern part of the project site. 

Between 1936 and 1968, the project site supported agricultural uses. Current light-
industrial structures have been present since 1971. B&B Truck Dismantling has 
been a tenant of the project site since 1968. 

3.3.1.2 Adjacent 

The project site is generally surrounded by industrial uses and vacant land. East of 
the project site are various industrial land use facilities including BP West Coast 
Products, a truck repair shop, and a propane supplier. South of the project site is a 
single-family non-conforming land use and warehouses. Southwest of the project 
site is a large vacant dirt lot. Northwest of the project site is a very large distribution 
center. Immediately north of the project site is a recycling plant. Beyond the general 
industrial land uses, a large railroad yard is farther north of the project site and a mix 
of residential homes is located farther to the west. Farther south of the project site 
are more industrial land uses and farther east of the project site is vacant 
undeveloped land adjacent to the Santa Ana River. Surrounding uses are within the 
Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan, and are designated for Heavy 
Industrial uses by the Specific Plan. The General Plan land use designation for the 
surrounding area is General Industrial. The existing on-site and adjacent current 
land uses are summarized in Table 3.A and shown in previously referenced Figure 
3.3. In addition, the on-site and adjacent General Plan Land Use Designations and 
Zoning are summarized in Table 3.A and shown in Figures 3.4 and 3.5, respectively. 
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Table 3.A: Existing On-site and Adjacent Land Uses and Land Use 
Designations 

Location Current Land Use 
General Plan Land Use 

Designation Zoning 

On site 
Light Industrial, 

Residential, and Vacant 
General Industrial 

Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor 
Specific Plan – Heavy Industrial 

North Industrial General Industrial 
Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor 
Specific Plan – Heavy Industrial 

South 
Santa Ana Avenue and 

Industrial uses 
General Industrial 

Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor 
Specific Plan – Heavy Industrial 

East 
Riverside Avenue, 

Industrial, and Vacant 
General Industrial 

Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor 
Specific Plan – Heavy Industrial 

West Vacant General Industrial 
Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor 
Specific Plan – Heavy Industrial 

Sources: City of Rialto General Land Use Map; City of Rialto Zoning Map. 

3.3.2 Existing General Plan Land Use Designations 

The City’s General Plan is the blueprint for future growth and development. The 
General Plan identifies the City’s goals with respect to both built and natural 
environments, and establishes the policies and implementation measures to achieve 
the stated goals. 

The General Plan land use is General Industrial (GI). This designation allows for a 
broad range of heavy industrial activities requiring large areas of land with 
convenient access for trucks and rail. Permitted uses include manufacturing and 
processing, warehousing and distribution, chemical or petroleum products 
processing and refining, heavy equipment operations, and similar uses. GI uses 
have a maximum intensity of 1.0 Floor Area Ratio (FAR).1 Previously referenced 
Figure 3.4 shows the existing General Plan land uses and Figure 3.5 shows the 
existing zoning on the project site and vicinity. The General Plan land use for the 
surrounding uses is also General Industrial. 

3.3.3 Existing Zoning Designations 

The City’s Zoning Ordinance (Rialto Municipal Code, Title 18) regulates the type, 
scale and intensity of physical development and use that may occur in specific 
zoning districts. The entire project site is within the Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor 
Specific Plan. According to Land Use Plan for the Specific Plan, the project site is 
designated as Heavy Industrial uses. Areas designated as Heavy Industrial are 
intended to be utilized for manufacturing, resource extraction, freight, compounding 
 

                                                      
1  FAR is gross floor area divided by the total net area of the project site. 
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of material, packaging, treatment, processing, or assembly of goods. Surrounding 
uses are all within the Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan, are designated 
as Heavy Industrial, and consist of resource extraction, storage, and transport, 
industrial manufacturing, industrial/commercial freight, and warehouse storage and 
distribution services. 

3.4 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

3.4.1 On-site Development 

Overall Development Concept 

The 24.37-acre proposed project site will be developed with a single warehouse 
building, ancillary office space, and high dock clearances for use by high-
cubedistribution warehouse operators.2 Other proposed on-site improvements 
include installation of parking spaces, drive aisles, landscaping, lighting, detention 
basins, curbs gutters, and sidewalks. Previously referenced Figure 3.2 illustrates the 
conceptual site plan for the proposed project, and a summary of the proposed 
project specifications can be found in Table 3.B. 

Table 3.B: Proposed Project Summary 
Building setbacks 
(approximate) 

153’ from Willow Avenue; 54’-6” from Santa Ana Avenue; 355’ from 
Riverside Avenue 

Height 42 feet 

Parking 
350 total 

(74 dock-high doors, 128 trailer parking stalls, 136 passenger vehicle 
stalls, and 12 ADA-compliant stalls) 

Total building area 525,110 square feet 

Warehouse area 515,110 square feet 

Office space area 10,000 square feet 

FAR (Floor Area Ratio) 
49%  

(525,110 square feet area ÷ 1,064,170.80 square feet floor) 

The proposed project building area would total 525,110 square feet and include 
515,110 square feet of warehouse uses and 10,000 square feet of office uses. The 
building would be approximately 42 feet tall and have 76 dock doors and 8 loading 
docks. 

                                                      
2  High-cube warehouses/distribution centers, as defined in Trip Generation, 9th Edition, 2012, 

Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), are “used for the storage of materials, goods and 
merchandise prior to their distribution to retail outlets, distribution centers or other warehouses. 
These facilities are typically characterized by ceiling heights of at least 24 feet with small 
employment counts due to a high level of mechanization. High-cube warehouses/distribution 
centers generally consist of large steel or masonry shell buildings and may be occupied by single 
or multiple tenants. A small ancillary office use component may be included and some limited 
assembly and repackaging may occur within these facilities.” 
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Figure 3.6 shows representative building elevations. Based on the square footage of 
the proposed project, the warehouse is expected to employ approximately 483 
people.3 

Although the future tenant of the proposed project is not known at this time, 
operations at the project site would potentially occur over a 24-hour period, seven 
days per week. Therefore, for the purposes of this analysis, operations, including 
trucking activities, are assumed to occur 24 hours per day, 7 days per week. 

Circulation 

Access to the proposed project will be provided by four project driveways consisting 
of two driveways on Willow Avenue, one driveway on Santa Ana Avenue, and one 
right-in/right-out driveway on Riverside Avenue. All project driveways will provide 
access to passenger vehicles and trucks. Improvements along the project site’s 
frontage on both of these roadways would comply with applicable City standards. 

The proposed project would be designed, constructed, and maintained to provide 
required emergency/evacuation access. As part of the development process, project 
plans will be submitted to law enforcement, fire protection, and/or other emergency 
service providers (as appropriate) for review. 

3.4.2 Site Preparation and Grading 

Currently, elevations on site range from approximately 1,010 feet amsl at the 
northwest corner to approximately 1,000 feet amsl along the southern boundary. 

The entire project site will be graded and soil will be balanced on site. After grading, 
the central portion will have a 0.5 percent north to south slope. Additionally, the east 
and west perimeters of the project site, where the proposed parking areas would be 
located, would be graded to have a slight east to west and west to east slopes so 
that runoff will move toward existing roadways and drain pipes. A 66-foot wide 
infiltration basin is planned at the southern boundary. Figure 3.7 shows the proposed 
grading plan. 

                                                      
3  Warehouse employment density based on the estimated project trips generation from Traffic 

Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project (LSA 2015: Table L) and the trip generation 
rates by employee from ITE Trip Generation (9th Edition: Page 193) for Land Use 150 – 
“Warehousing.” (1,880 total daily vehicle trip generation ÷ 3.89 average trip generation per 
employee = 483 employees.) 
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3.4.3 Utilities and Storm Water Management 

The proposed project will require the extension of utility services to the proposed on-
site uses. Actions associated with the extension of utility services include, but are 
not limited to: providing new utility connections, adjusting utility alignments, and/or 
upgrading existing utility features. As there is a variety of utility lines currently 
located in existing roadway rights-of-way, it is not anticipated that the major 
expansion of water or wastewater systems will be required. All utility services for the 
proposed project would connect to existing infrastructure; no off-site improvements 
would be required. 

3.4.3.1 Water 

Water to the project site will be provided by West Valley Water District (WVWD). The 
proposed project would connect to existing water lines located in Willow and Santa 
Ana Avenues. 

3.4.3.2 Wastewater 

Wastewater conveyance service to the project site will be provided by the City 
(Rialto Water Services). Currently, sanitary sewer line(s) are located in Willow and 
Santa Ana Avenues. Wastewater generated during occupation of the proposed 
project will be conveyed by new and existing sanitary sewer lines to wastewater 
treatment facilities operated by the Rialto Water Services. All sanitary sewer 
improvements will be designed and constructed per the applicable guidelines 
established by the City’s Engineering Department and Rialto Water Services. 

3.4.3.3 Storm Water Management 

Within the project site, storm water and water quality management features will be 
installed subject to applicable City requirements. A 66-foot wide infiltration basin is 
planned at the southern project site boundary. The City, being subject to provisions 
of the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), requires that 
development and municipal activities within its jurisdiction implement appropriate 
storm water pollution control measures. Construction-related storm water 
management measures will be implemented by a City-approved Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 

3.4.3.4 Other Utilities 

Occupation of the proposed warehouse uses will require connection to other utility 
providers, including electricity, natural gas, and communication. All other utility 
services for the proposed project would connect to existing infrastructure; no off-site 
improvements would be required. 
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3.4.4 Landscaping, Open Space, and Lighting 

3.4.4.1 Landscaping 

The conceptual landscape, included as Figure 3.8, depicts that the building’s exterior 
shall be screened by Brisbane box and Mondell pine. Shrubs bordering the buildings 
and parking lot include hopseed bush, red tip photinia, Indian hawthorne, rosemary, 
Texas privet, and salvia species. African sumac and California sycamore would 
provide shade in the parking lots. The project site perimeter would be lined with 
Australian willow and holly oak. Street trees would consist of Chinese elm and 
Londonplane tree. Groundcover would consist primarily of myoporum, a low-growing 
shrub. The infiltration area would have sides lined with drought-tolerant grasses and 
a have base of hydroseed and cobblestone. The majority of trees and groundcover 
have Water Use Classification of Landscape Species (WUCOLS) factor of low. 

3.4.4.2 Lighting 

The proposed project site will be developed to include lighting designed to be 
architecturally integrated and compatible with the on-site building. All exterior lighting 
fixtures will be designed to avoid spillover onto neighboring parcels and to provide 
security, safety, and effective operations during all hours of business. Although the 
specific warehouse operator is not known and the daily hours of operation are 
therefore not known, it is assumed that 24-hour operations would be proposed at the 
project site and, therefore, lighting at locations and of sufficient intensity to provide 
necessary nighttime security is a component of the proposed project. Additionally, 
street lighting will be added along the proposed project’s Willow Avenue, Santa Ana 
Avenue, and Riverside Avenue frontages. All proposed project lighting will be 
shielded to avoid spillover onto neighboring parcels, and on-site lighting will not 
exceed one foot-candle along the property line, as required by the Rialto Municipal 
Code. The lighting will be located, installed, and maintained per applicable City 
requirements, including Section 18.61.140 (Lighting) of the Rialto Municipal Code. 

3.5 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The proposed project objectives are as follows: 

 Create employment opportunities for the citizens of Rialto and surrounding 
communities. 

 Provide new development consistent with regional and municipal service 
capabilities. 

 Provide warehouse distribution facilities and services that capitalize on the area’s 
close proximity to freeways and other key transportation corridors. 

 Provide new development consistent with the capacity and municipal service 
capabilities. 



I:\CRP1502\Reports\EIR\fig3-8_ConceptLandscapePlan.mxd (9/1/2015)
Source: Scott Peterson Landscape Architect, Inc., March 25, 2015.
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 Cluster industrial warehouse uses near efficient access points to the State 
highway system to reduce traffic congestion on surface streets and to reduce 
associated air pollutant emissions from vehicle sources. 

 Implement the City’s General Plan General Industrial Land Use policies and 
objectives. 

 Implement the Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan by developing a land 
use envisioned and previously authorized by the Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor 
Specific Plan. 

3.6 REQUIRED ACTIONS AND PERMITS 

Development of the project as proposed will require a number of discretionary and 
non-discretionary actions, permits, and/or related consultations included below. 

 3.6.1 City Actions and Permits 

As established in CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(d)(2), “If a public agency must 
make more than one decision on a project, all its decisions subject should be listed.” 
Actions necessary to fully develop the project as proposed include: 

 Certification of the EIR; 

 Specific Plan Amendment No. 6 to the Agua Mansa Specific Plan;  

 Tentative Parcel Map No. 19639; and  

 Precise Plan of Design No. 2391.  

Specific Plan Amendment. The project applicant has requested approval of 
Specific Plan Amendment No. 6 to the Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan 
(AMSP-6). AMSP-6 is a request to change the required on-site parking for 
Warehouse uses as follows: 

 Current Parking Requirements: 

o Floor Area up to 10,000 square feet: 1 parking space per 1,000 square feet 

o Floor Area 10,001 square feet or more: 1 parking space per 2,000 square feet 

 Proposed Parking Requirements: 

o Floor Area up to 40,000 square feet: 1 parking space per 1,000 square feet 

o Floor Area 40,001 square feet or more: 1 parking space per 4,000 square feet 

Tentative Parcel Map. Tentative Parcel Map No. 19639 (TTM-19639) involves the 
consolidation of six (6) parcels of land into one (1) 24.37 net-acre parcel of land. The 
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approval of the tentative map would be consistent with the provisions of Title 17, 
Subdivisions of the Rialto Municipal Code. 

Precise Plan of Design. Precise Plan of Design No. 2391 (PPD-2391) entails the 
design review of the proposed development. 

Non-Discretionary City Actions. In addition to these discretionary actions, the 
proposed project will require City review and approval of construction, grading, 
drainage, and related permits to allow for the development of project features and 
facilities. 

3.6.2 Other Agency Required Actions 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(d)(1) requires the City, to the extent the information 
is known, include a list of the agencies that are expected to use the EIR in their 
decision-making processes, a list of permits and other approvals required to 
implement the proposed project, and a list of related environmental review/
consultation requirements established by federal, State, or local law, regulation and/
or policy. Based on the project as proposed, the additional actions that may be 
required include, but are not limited to the following: 

 Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board; 

 South Coast Air Quality Management District;  

 San Bernardino County Fire Department, Hazardous Material Division; and 

 Requisite approval from utility providers (connection permits/work permits). 
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT EVALUATION 

This EIR addresses potential environmental impacts associated with the following 
issue areas:  

4.1 Aesthetics 4.10 Land Use and Planning 

4.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 4.11 Mineral Resources 

4.3 Air Quality 4.12 Noise  

4.4 Biological Resources 4.13 Population and Housing 

4.5 Cultural Resources 4.14 Public Services 

4.6 Geology and Soils 4.15 Recreation 

4.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 
Global Climate Change 

4.16 Transportation and Traffic 

4.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 4.17 Utilities and Service Systems 

4.9 Hydrology and Water Quality  

The analysis relative to each environmental issue will include the following: 

 A description of the existing setting relative to each environmental issue; 

 A summary of policies and regulations relevant to the specific environmental 
issue; 

 The identification of the significance thresholds against which the project’s impact 
will be measured; 

 An evaluation of project-specific impacts and a determination of significance 
based on identified threshold; 

 A description of proposed project design features and/or standard conditions that 
will help reduce the level of any potential impact; 

 An identification of feasible measures to minimize any significant environmental 
effect; 

 A determination of the level of significance after mitigation measures are 
implemented; and 

 An evaluation of cumulative impacts and determination of significance. 

Mitigation Measures are the requirements imposed on the proposed project to 
reduce the significance of identified impacts. Mitigation Measures have been 
identified for those significant impacts. Mitigation Measures will be required during 
implementation of the proposed project. 
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The environmental analysis provided in Sections 4.1 through 4.17 focuses on 
changes in the existing physical environment and identifies the direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts associated with development of the proposed project. 
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4.1 AESTHETICS 
This section addresses the potential impacts of the proposed project related to 
aesthetics. 

The following analysis is based on the project application materials. The analysis 
contained in the section is based on the following reference documents: 

 Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects, Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA), March 2010. Publication Number FHWA-HI-88-054. 

 City of Rialto General Plan, adopted December 2010. 

 City of Rialto Municipal Code (Title 18: Zoning) 

 Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan, July 1986. 

4.1.1 Existing Setting 

4.1.1.1 Project Site and Surrounding Area 

The project site is located in the southeastern portion of the City. The project site is 
24.37 acres and developed with two single-family residences, large metal storage 
structures, and a scrap yard. Both residential properties consist of multiple structures 
and a primary and secondary residence. The secondary residence on each property 
consists of a garage converted to a residence. The residential property in the 
northwestern portion of the site also contains an old poultry barn on the property and 
is bordered to the north and east by a scrap yard. This scrap yard is located within 
the northern boundary of the project site and is currently being used to store old and 
rusting vehicles. The remaining portions of the project site have been highly 
disturbed with evidence of routine disking activities apparent in the southern 
portions. A small portion of the northeastern corner of the project site is gravel/
cobble along with various types of debris embedded in the soil consistent with either 
historic dumping or building demolition. The northwestern portion of the project site 
is currently occupied by B&B Truck Dismantling, which stores automotive vehicles 
for off-site dismantling. The Mulhauser Steel complex, consisting of large metal 
shade structures and storage buildings, is located in the central portion of the project 
site. Mulhauser Steel operations consist of structural and miscellaneous steel 
fabrication. The complex area is improved with asphalt-paved parking areas and 
landscaping. There is also a small concrete V-ditch that bisects the center of the 
southern half of the project site. This ditch appears to convey runoff from the 
northern part of the project site. 

Between 1936 and 1968, the project site supported agricultural uses. Current light-
industrial structures have been present since 1971. B&B Truck Dismantling has 
been a tenant of the project site since 1968. 
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The project site is relatively level, with elevations ranging from 1,010 feet above 
mean sea level (amsl) to 1,000 amsl along the southern boundary. The undeveloped 
portions of the site are highly disturbed with compacted bare ground, sparse non-
native vegetation, and evidence of previous disking activities. Native vegetation 
observed is limited to widely scattered annual sunflower (Helianthus annuus). 

The project site is generally surrounded by industrial uses and vacant land. East of 
the project site are various industrial land use facilities including BP West Coast 
Products, a truck repair shop, and a propane supplier. South of the project site is a 
single-family non-conforming land use and warehouses. Southwest of the project 
site is a large vacant dirt lot. Northwest of the project site is a very large distribution 
center. Immediately north of the project site is a recycling plant. Beyond the general 
industrial land uses, a large railroad yard is farther north of the project site and a mix 
of residential homes is located farther to the west. Farther south of the project site 
are more industrial land uses and farther east of the project site is vacant 
undeveloped land adjacent to the Santa Ana River. Surrounding uses are within the 
Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan, and are designated for Heavy 
Industrial Uses by the Specific Plan. The General Plan land use designation for the 
surrounding area is General Industrial. The existing on-site and adjacent current 
land uses are summarized in previously referenced Table 3.A and shown in 
previously referenced Figure 3.3. In addition, the on-site and adjacent General Plan 
Land Use Designations and Zoning are summarized in previously referenced Table 
3.A and shown in in previously referenced Figures 3.4 and 3.5, respectively. 

The San Gabriel Mountains are located northwest of the site and the San Bernardino 
Mountains are located northeast of the site. The La Loma Hills, Rattlesnake 
Mountain, and Mount Jurupa are located south of the project site. 

4.1.1.2 Existing Viewsheds and Scenic Resources 

Existing Scenic Resources. Scenic resources include areas that are visible to the 
general public and considered visually attractive. Scenic resources can include 
natural landmarks and prominent or unusual features of the landscape. Scenic vistas 
are typically views of natural or open spaces such as mountains, hills, lakes, rivers, 
or canyons. However, urban settings that define the aesthetic character of a 
community can also be considered scenic vistas.1 

According to the City’s General Plan, views of the San Gabriel and San Bernardino 
Mountains are considered scenic vistas. The General Plan also calls for the 
protection of views of the La Loma Hills, Jurupa Hills, Box Springs Mountains, 
Moreno Valley, and Riverside. 

                                                      
1  Perea, Ernest. Guide to the CEQA Initial Study Checklist, PlanTech Publishing, 2010. 
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Existing Viewsheds. Viewsheds are used as tools in identifying all the views a 
project could potentially affect. A viewshed can be divided into three components: the 
foreground, midground, and background. Table 4.1.A provides a summary of the 
existing viewsheds from the project site. Figure 4.1.1 provides the site photo key map 
showing the direction from which the site photos shown in Figures 4.1.2A through 
4.1.2E were taken. 

Table 4.1.A: Existing Viewsheds in the Project Area 

Vantage 
Point Photograph 

Characteristics of Views 

Foreground Midground Background 

North from 
project site  

6, 8, and 10 Vacant land, 
industrial uses 

Industrial uses Obstructed/partial views of 
the San Gabriel and San 
Bernardino Mountains 

East from 
project site  

1, 3, 5, and 7 Industrial uses, 
vacant land 

Residential use, 
landscaping, 
Riverside Avenue, 
reservoirs, 
industrial uses 

Industrial uses, 
Obstructed/partial views of 
the San Bernardino 
Mountains 

South from 
project site  

9 and 2 Industrial uses and 
vacant land 

Santa Ana Avenue, 
landscaping, 
industrial uses 

Industrial uses  

West from 
project site  

4 S. Willow Avenue 
and Vacant land 

Industrial uses Obstructed/partial views of 
the San Gabriel Mountains 
and Rattlesnake Mountain 

As depicted in Figures 4.1.2A–E, views of the San Gabriel and San Bernardino 
Mountains, as well as Rattlesnake Mountain, are partially obstructed by the existing 
industrial and residential uses both within and surrounding the project site. Although 
the proposed project would entail construction of a warehouse up to 42 feet tall, the 
existing building heights both within and surrounding the project site are estimated to 
be between 15 feet for residential structures and 40 feet for industrial storage tanks 
and distribution warehouses. 

4.1.1.3 Lighting and Visibility 

Lighting. Light sources on the project site include residential lighting from two 
single-family residences as well as overhead flood lighting at the ingress/egress 
driveway to the on-site industrial use from Willow Avenue. To the east of the project 
site, light sources include a commercial truck repair shop east-southeast of the 
project site, a single overhead streetlight and vehicle traffic lights along Riverside 
Avenue, and overhead floodlighting east of Riverside Avenue illuminating the 
industrial storage tanks and associated parking lot on the adjacent parcel. To the 
south of the project site, light sources include residential lighting from one single-
family residence, vehicle traffic lights along Santa Ana Avenue, and overhead 
floodlighting south of Santa Ana Avenue illuminating the industrial yard and 
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Photograph 1:View looking east from the northwest portion from the junkyard in the northwest portion of the project site, 
with the San Bernardino Mountains in the background.

Photograph 2:View looking south from the western border of the project site.

FIGURE 4.1.2A
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Photograph 3:View looking east from the western border of the project site toward the Muhlhauser Steel facility.

Photograph 4:View looking west from the western border of the project site across undeveloped land and industrial uses, with 
Rattlesnake Mountain in the background.

FIGURE 4.1.2B
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Photograph 5:View looking east, across undeveloped land, from the southwestern portion of the project site. The San 
Bernardino Mountains are visible in the background.

Photograph 6:View looking north, toward the Muhlhauser Steel facility, from the southern border of the project site. The San 
Bernardino Mountains are visible in the background.

FIGURE 4.1.2C
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Photograph 7:View looking east, toward single family residences and industrial facilities, from the southern boundary of the 
project site. The San Bernardino Mountains are visible in the background.

Photograph 8:View looking north from the southeast portion of the project site, with vacant land and a truck repair facility 
visible. The San Bernardino and San Gabriel Mountains appear in the background.
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Photograph 9:View south from the eastern boundary of the project site, with industrial uses visible.

Photograph 10:View north, across vacant land and industrial uses, from eastern boundary of the project site. The San 
Bernardino Mountains are visible in the background.
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associated parking lot on the adjacent parcel. To the west of the project site, light 
sources include two overhead streetlights and vehicle traffic lights along Willow 
Avenue and overhead floodlighting west of Willow Avenue illuminating the industrial 
yard on the adjacent parcel. To the north of the project site, light sources include 
overhead floodlighting illuminating industrial uses on the adjacent parcels. 

Visibility. Visibility within the project site is generally good during daytime hours and 
poor during nighttime hours due to a lack of overhead floodlighting on on-site vacant 
land and minimal overhead floodlighting within the on-site industrial uses; visibility of 
the on-site residential uses is minimal due to the low intensity nature of residential 
lighting. Parcels adjacent to and surrounding the project site have good daytime 
visibility and good to poor nighttime visibility. Adjacent industrial uses with overhead 
floodlighting have good nighttime visibility while minimizing light spillage onto 
adjacent parcels. Adjacent residential uses and vacant land have poor nighttime 
visibility due to a lack of overhead floodlighting on adjacent vacant land and the low 
intensity nature of residential lighting. 

4.1.1.4 NOP/Scoping Comments 

No NOP/Scoping comments regarding aesthetics were received during the NOP 
public review period 

4.1.2 Existing Policies and Regulations 

4.1.2.1 Federal Regulations 

There are no federal regulations associated with this topical environmental issue 
area. 

4.1.2.2 State Regulations 

The State Department of Transportation’s (Caltrans) Landscape Architecture 
Program administers the Scenic Highway Program contained in the Streets and 
Highways Code, Sections 260–263. State highways are classified as either Officially 
Listed or Eligible. The intent of this program is to protect and enhance the natural 
scenic beauty of California highways and adjacent corridors through special 
conservation treatment. A highway may be designated scenic depending upon how 
much of the natural landscape can be seen by travelers, the scenic quality of the 
landscape, and the extent to which development intrudes upon a traveler’s 
enjoyment of the view. 

There are no Officially Listed or Eligible highways near or overlooking the project 
site. 
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4.1.2.3 Local Regulations 

City of Rialto General Plan. The following goals and policies pertain to aesthetics 
and are applicable to the proposed project. Table 4.1.B later in this section includes 
an evaluation of the proposed project’s consistency with the stated goals and 
policies. 

Land Use, Community Design, Open Space and Conservation Goal 2-11: 
Design streetscapes in Rialto to support and enhance the City’s image as a 
desirable place to live, work, shop, and dine. 

Policies: 

Policy 2-11.1 Require the screening of commercial or industrial parking areas, 
storage yards, stockpiles, and other collections of equipment from 
the public right-of-way. 

Policy 2-11.2 Provide and maintain street trees and parkway landscaping within 
the public right-of-way for developed properties within Rialto. 
Require private development to do the same as per City design 
regulations. 

Land Use, Community Design, Open Space and Conservation Goal 2-14: 
Protect scenic vistas and scenic resources. 

Policies: 

Policy 2-14.1 Protect views of the San Gabriel and San Bernardino Mountains by 
ensuring that building heights are consistent with the scale of 
surrounding, existing development. 

Policy 2-14.2 Protect views of the La Loma Hills, Jurupa Hills, Box Spring 
Mountains, Moreno Valley, and Riverside by ensuring that building 
heights are consistent with the scale of surrounding, existing 
development. 

Policy 2-14.3 Ensure use of building materials that do not produce glare, such as 
polished metals or reflective windows. 

Land Use, Community Design, Open Space and Conservation Goal 2-16: 
Improve the architectural and design quality of development in Rialto. 

Policies: 

Policy 2-16.1 Require new development and construction to exhibit a high level of 
quality architectural design to emphasize community uniqueness, 
individuality, and historical references. 

Policy 2-16.3 Discourage architectural monotony. 

Policy 2-16.4 Discourage the design of boxy structures; emphasize articulation of 
the front façade and the horizontal plane with multi-story structures. 
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Policy 2-16.5 Require developers to vary building and parking setbacks along the 
streetscape to create visual interest. 

Policy 2-16.6 Require architectural treatments on all façades facing rights-of-way, 
public streets, and alleys, including windows, doors, architectural 
details, and landscape treatment. 

Land Use, Community Design, Open Space and Conservation Goal 2-22: 
Promote commercial and/or industrial development that is well designed, 
people-oriented, environmentally sustainable, sensitive to the needs of the 
visitor or resident, and functionally efficient for its purpose. 

Policies: 

Policy 2-22.1 Require that developments incorporate varied planes and textures 
and variety in window and door treatments on building façades. 

Policy 2-22.2 Encourage architecture which disaggregates massive buildings into 
smaller parts with greater human scale. 

Policy 2-22.3 Require that landscape plantings be incorporated into commercial 
and industrial projects to define and emphasize entrances, inclusive 
of those areas along the front of a building facing a parking lot. 

Policy 2-22.5 Require developments to provide pedestrian and vehicle 
connections and pathways between parking lots at the rear and 
front of buildings. 

Policy 2-22.6 Require delivery areas to be separated from pedestrian areas. 

Policy 2-22.7 Require outdoor storage areas, where permitted, to be screened 
from public view. 

Policy 2-22.8 Insist that full architectural treatments and details be provided on all 
façades visible to the street of development projects. 

Land Use, Community Design, Open Space and Conservation Goal 2-23: 
Minimize the visual impact of parking lots. 

Policies: 

Policy 2-23.1 Require mature trees and landscaping in off-street parking areas to 
make them more inviting and aesthetically appealing, and to 
provide sufficient shading to reduce heat. 

Policy 2-23.2 Encourage the inclusion of textured paving along pedestrian 
walkways and under building canopies. 

Policy 2-23.3 Require use of drainage improvements designed, with native 
vegetation where possible, to retain or detain water runoff and 
minimize pollutants into drainage system. 

As Table 4.1.B details, the anticipated visual changes of the project site are 
generally consistent with City General Plan. 
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Table 4.1.B: General Plan Consistency Analysis 
General Plan Goals and Targets Consistency Analysis 

Land Use, Community Design, Open Space and Conservation Goal 2-11: Design streetscapes 
in Rialto to support and enhance the City’s image as a desirable place to live, work, shop, and 
dine. 

Policy 2-11.1. Require the screening of 
commercial or industrial parking areas, 
storage yards, stockpiles, and other 
collections of equipment from the public 
right-of-way. 

Consistent: As detailed in Section 3.4.4.1, of this EIR, the 
proposed project will screen parking areas with trees and 
decorative shrubs. In conjunction with landscaping, trailer 
parking will be screened also by an 8-foot-tall concrete 
screen wall for approximately 680 feet along the west side 
of the project site and an 8-foot-tall steel picket fence for 
approximately 1,700 feet along the east side of the project 
site. Other collections of equipment are not proposed by 
the project. 

Policy 2-11.2. Provide and maintain 
street trees and parkway landscaping 
within the public right-of-way for 
developed properties within Rialto. 
Require private development to do the 
same as per City design regulations. 

Consistent: The proposed project landscape plan 
includes street trees and landscaping. All landscaping 
improvements shall comply with City design regulations. 

Land Use, Community Design, Open Space and Conservation Goal 2-14: Protect scenic vistas 
and scenic resources. 

Policy 2-14.1. Protect views of the San 
Gabriel and San Bernardino Mountains 
by ensuring that building heights are 
consistent with the scale of surrounding, 
existing development. 

Consistent: Project building heights and building 
materials are consistent with surrounding industrial and 
residential development. The proposed project will not 
substantially change existing views or generate a 
substantial amount of glare. 

The proposed project includes architectural and landscape 
treatments, including windows, doors, architectural details, 
and landscape treatment, on all façades facing rights-of-
way, public streets, and alleys, and would resemble other 
industrial development in the surrounding area: adhere to 
all applicable design requirements; and not remove any 
significant visual resources. Additionally, proposed 
building heights, up to 42 feet above grade, are well below 
the 75-foot maximum permitted under the General Plan 
land Use designation for the project site. 

The proposed project site is designed such that loading 
docks that face streets are obstructed from view via 
landscaping, parking lots, and office buildings. Loading 
doors will be painted to match the building façade. A 
combination of fences, walls, gates, and landscaping 
designed to be compatible with overall site design will be 
used to screen service facility areas. 

Policy 2-14.2. Protect views of the La 
Loma Hills, Jurupa Hills, Box Spring 
Mountains, Moreno Valley, and 
Riverside by ensuring that building 
heights are consistent with the scale of 
surrounding, existing development. 

Policy 2-14.3. Ensure use of building 
materials that do not produce glare, 
such as polished metals or reflective 
windows. 
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Table 4.1.B: General Plan Consistency Analysis 
General Plan Goals and Targets Consistency Analysis 

Land Use, Community Design, Open Space and Conservation Goal 2-16: Improve the 
architectural and design quality of development in Rialto. 

Policy 2-16.1. Require new 
development and construction to exhibit 
a high level of quality architectural 
design to emphasize community 
uniqueness, individuality, and historical 
references. 

Consistent: The proposed project is an industrial 
development and is within an area characterized by 
industrial development. The proposed project shall comply 
with City design requirements for industrial developments.  

The proposed project is characterized by quality 
architectural design, which includes the use of horizontal 
plane. The proposed project structure will feature an 
entryway with a canopy composed of clear aluminum 
cladding to be incorporated into the overall design of the 
development in an architecturally pleasing fashion to 
reflect the overall appearance of a high-quality 
development. Rooflines at the entryway will vary in height, 
and the tilt-up concrete walls will feature 1½” horizontal 
“V” grooves to add interest and reduce the massive scale 
of the large building. 

Shade and flowering accent trees, shrubs, and 
groundcover vegetation will be integrated into the 
entryways, along with paved walkways to create an 
inviting appearance. 

Policy 2-16.3. Discourage architectural 
monotony. 

Policy 2-16.4. Discourage the design of 
boxy structures; emphasize articulation 
of the front façade and the horizontal 
plane with multi-story structures. 

Policy 2-16.5. Require developers to 
vary building and parking setbacks 
along the streetscape to create visual 
interest. 

Consistent: Proposed project building and parking 
setback distances vary from 54 feet to 185 feet (Refer to 
Figure 3.2-Site Plan). 

Policy 2-16.6. Require architectural 
treatments on all façades facing rights-
of-way, public streets, and alleys, 
including windows, doors, architectural 
details, and landscape treatment. 

Consistent: The proposed project includes architectural 
and landscape treatments, including windows, doors, 
architectural details, and landscape treatment, on all 
façades facing rights-of-way, public streets, and alleys. 

Land Use, Community Design, Open Space and Conservation Goal 2-22: Promote commercial 
and/or industrial development that is well designed, people-oriented, environmentally 
sustainable, sensitive to the needs of the visitor or resident, and functionally efficient for its 
purpose. 

Policy 2-22.1 Require that 
developments incorporate varied planes 
and textures and variety in window and 
door treatments on building façades. 

Consistent: The proposed project will include shade trees 
in parking areas. 

Policy 2-22.2 Encourage architecture 
which disaggregates massive buildings 
into smaller parts with greater human 
scale. 

Consistent: The proposed project will include shade trees 
in parking areas. 

Policy 2-22.3 Require that landscape 
plantings be incorporated into 
commercial and industrial projects to 
define and emphasize entrances, 
inclusive of those areas along the front 
of a building facing a parking lot.  

Consistent: The proposed project will include shade trees 
in parking areas. 
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Table 4.1.B: General Plan Consistency Analysis 
General Plan Goals and Targets Consistency Analysis 

Policy 2-22.5 Require developments to 
provide pedestrian and vehicle 
connections and pathways between 
parking lots at the rear and front of 
buildings. 

Consistent: The proposed project will include shade trees 
in parking areas. 

Policy 2-22.6 Require delivery areas to 
be separated from pedestrian areas. 

Consistent: The proposed project will include shade trees 
in parking areas. 

Policy 2-22.7 Require outdoor storage 
areas, where permitted, to be screened 
from public view. 

Consistent: The proposed project will include shade trees 
in parking areas. 

Policy 2-22.8 Insist that full architectural 
treatments and details be provided on 
all façades visible to the street of 
development projects,  

Consistent: The proposed project will include shade trees 
in parking areas. 

Land Use, Community Design, Open Space and Conservation Goal 2-23: Minimize the visual 
impact of parking lots. 

Policy 2-23.1. Require mature trees 
and landscaping in off-street parking 
areas to make them more inviting and 
aesthetically appealing, and to provide 
sufficient shading to reduce heat. 

Consistent: The proposed project will include shade trees 
in parking areas. 

Policy 2-23.2. Encourage the inclusion 
of textured paving along pedestrian 
walkways and under building canopies. 

Not consistent: Paving will be concrete in accordance 
with Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan and 
Rialto Municipal Code Design Guidelines (Chapter 18.61).

Policy 2-23.3. Require use of drainage 
improvements designed, with native 
vegetation where possible, to retain or 
detain water runoff and minimize 
pollutants into drainage system. 

Consistent: The proposed project will incorporate a 
detention basin that is lined with drought-tolerant grasses 
and has a base of hydroseed and cobblestone, minimizing 
pollutants into the drainage system. 

Source: City of Rialto General Plan, December 2010. 

Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan. The Agua Mansa Industrial 
Corridor Specific Plan (AMICSP) dictates the prevailing land use regulations within 
the Specific Plan Area and supersedes City Zoning Standards therein. The AMICSP 
outlines specific design goals, objectives, and strategies to guide future development 
within the Specific Plan Area and outline building requirements applicable to the 
proposed project. These include height, bulk, space, and signage requirements. 
Where design criteria are not specified within the AMICSP, development guidelines 
default back to the City’s Design Guidelines contained in Chapter 18.61 of the Rialto 
Municipal Code. 

As Table 4.1.C details, the anticipated visual changes of the project site are 
generally consistent with the AMICSP. 
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Table 4.1.C: Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan Consistency 
Analysis 

Specific Plan Goals and Targets Consistency Analysis 

4.1 - PROJECT DESIGN GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND STRATEGIES 

4.1.3 Special and Design Issues 

4. To expand upon the existing industrial character of 
the Corridor to ultimately create a compatible cohesive 
enclave where industry can locate and operate without 
the encroachment of other non-compatible urban 
uses. The fact that the project is bounded at most 
peripheries by either the Santa Ana River or major 
transportation arteries provides tangible boundaries 
identifying the limits of the project and affords 
protection for industrial development. 

Consistent: The proposed project is a 
compatible use that is in keeping with the 
existing industrial character of the Agua 
Mansa Industrial Corridor. 

5. To protect the existing scenic resources in the study 
area, particularly the Santa Ana River floodplain and 
areas adjoining Agua Mansa Road northeasterly of 
Riverside Avenue. 

Consistent: Due to the industrial nature of 
the surrounding environment and distance 
between the proposed project site and 
existing scenic resources, the proposed 
project does not have an adverse impact on 
the Santa Ana River floodplain or other 
scenic resources in the Agua Mansa 
Industrial Corridor. 

4.2 - DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

4.2.2 Development Standards 

B. Site Development Standards 

Table 9. Summary of Development Standards for 
Industrial Development Agua Mansa Industrial 
Corridor 

 Minimum Lot Size for: 

o Heavy Industrial: 15,000 square feet. 
o Medium Industrial: 10,000 square feet.  
o Industrial Park: 10,000 square feet. 

 Minimum Lot Width and Depth for: 

o Heavy Industrial: 100 feet. 
o Medium Industrial: 75 feet. 
o Industrial Park: 75 feet. 

 Minimum Setbacks for: 

o Heavy Industrial:  
 Front: 25 feet.* 
 Side: none* 
 Rear: none* 

o Medium Industrial: 
 Front: 25 feet. 
 Side: 15 feet. 
 Rear: 20 feet. 

o Industrial Park: 
 Front: 25 feet.  
 Side: 15 feet.  

Consistent: 

The proposed project is zoned as Heavy 
Industrial (refer to Table 3.A).  

The proposed project’s lot size, width, and 
depth exceed the minimum lot size, width, 
and depth for all industrial designations. 

The setbacks for the proposed project 
range from 54 feet along Santa Ana Avenue 
to 355 feet along Riverside Avenue, in 
accordance with the specific plan 
specifications for all industrial designations. 

The proposed project’s floor to area ratio is 
49%. 

The entire front setback along Santa Ana 
Avenue (approximately 54’) will be 
landscaped (Figure 3-8) to separate the 
proposed project from nearby residential 
uses. A minimum 15% of the setbacks 
along Riverside Avenue and Willow Avenue 
will be landscaped. 

The maximum building height of the 
proposed project will be 42 feet. The 
nearest residential structure will be 
approximately 135 feet south of the 
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Table 4.1.C: Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan Consistency 
Analysis 

Specific Plan Goals and Targets Consistency Analysis 

 Rear: 20 feet.  

 Maximum Lot Coverage for: 

o Heavy Industrial: No maximum  
o Medium Industrial: 50% 
o Industrial Park: 50% 

 Minimum Site Landscaping for: 

o Heavy Industrial: 10% of required front 
setback area 

o Medium Industrial: 15% 
o Industrial Park: 15%  

 Maximum Building Height for: 

o Heavy Industrial: no limit** 
o Medium Industrial: 45 feet. 
o Industrial Park: 35 feet.  

 Distance Between Building for: 

o Heavy Industrial: None Required 
o Medium Industrial: None Required 
o Industrial Park: 20 feet.  

 Outdoor Storage for: 

o Heavy Industrial: Permitted, but must be 
screened from view of residential properties 
located w/in 300’ 

o Medium Industrial: Permitted, but must be 
screened from public view 

o Industrial Park: Not permitted 

*  Where Heavy Industrial development is located across a 
street from residential, a 50-foot front setback shall be 
maintained. Of the 50 feet, the exterior 20 feet shall be 
landscaped while the remaining area may be used for 
parking. If the industrial development abuts a residential 
area, a 7-foot masonry wall shall be constructed on the 
property line and a 20-foot building setback shall be 
maintained in the side or rear yard, whichever is the case. 

** Within 100 feet of an existing or planned residential area, 
the maximum building height shall be 35 feet. 

proposed project structure. 

Outdoor storage and distance between 
buildings are not applicable to the proposed 
project. As proposed project falls within a 
Heavy Industrial zone, it is not subject to a 
maximum lot coverage. 

C. Signing Standards 

Table 11. Industrial Sign Standards Aqua Mansa 
Industrial Corridor 

 Heavy Industrial Land Use Designation 

o Total Allowable Sign Area Per 
Lot/Development: 300 square feet. 

o One Free-Standing Sign Permitted. Maximum 
Area/Maximum Height: 200 square feet/30 

Consistent: 

The proposed project is zoned as Heavy 
Industrial (refer to Table 3.A). 

Total signage area will be less than 300 
square feet. 

The proposed project will have up to one 
free-standing sign less than 200 square feet 
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Table 4.1.C: Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan Consistency 
Analysis 

Specific Plan Goals and Targets Consistency Analysis 

feet  
o One Monument Sign Permitted. Maximum 

Area/Maximum Height: 150 square feet/5 feet. 
o One Wall, Roof, or Projecting Signs Permitted. 

Maximum Area/Maximum Height above 
Grade: 150 square feet/40 feet.* 

*Signs may be permitted at a height in excess of 40 feet if 
the building on which the sign is contained is more than 40 
feet in height and the sign is affixed below the roof eave or 
parapet. Signs may exceed the stated maximum size subject 
to the approval of a Conditional Use Permit if it is found that 
the sign is in keeping with the scale and design of the 
building.  

in size and 30 feet in height. 

The proposed project will have up to one 
monument sign less than 150 square feet in 
size and 5 feet in height. 

The proposed project will have up to one 
wall, roof, or projecting sign less than 150 
square feet in size and 40 feet above grade. 
If the wall, roof, or projecting sign exceeds 
40 feet above grade, a Conditional Use 
Permit will be obtained in accordance with 
the sign standards of the AMICSP. 

D. Performance Standards 

Refuse Storage – Each industrial use shall provide a 
masonry trash enclosure with visually solid gates. 
Where possible, such enclosures shall be placed in 
the rear of primary buildings so as to not be visible 
from public rights-of-way. The specific volume 
requirements of trash storage shall be determined at 
the site review stage. 

Loading Facilities – All uses shall provide adequate 
loading facilities which shall be oriented so as to not 
be visible from public rights-of-way or nearby 
nonindustrial uses. The exact nature, capacity and 
number of loading facilities shall be determined for 
each specific use at the site review stage.  

Roof- and Ground-Mounted Equipment – All roof- and 
ground-mounted equipment shall be screened 
completely from public view. All screening shall be 
architecturally integrated with the building design and, 
where possible, a roof parapet shall be used to screen 
roof equipment.  

Consistent: 

The proposed project site will include 
accessory structures, such as trash 
enclosures, designed to match the main 
structure in materials, workmanship, and 
color scheme. 

The proposed project site is designed such 
that loading docks that face streets are 
obstructed from view via landscaping, 
parking lots, and office buildings. Loading 
doors will be painted to match the building 
façade. A combination of fences, walls, 
gates and landscaping designed to be 
compatible with overall site design will be 
used to screen service facility areas. 

Any roof-mounted equipment will be hidden 
from view via tilt-up concrete walls and 
recessed rooflines painted a primary field 
color to match the rest of the building. 

4.2.3 Overlay Districts 

A. Riverside Avenue Corridor Design Overlay District 

Table 14 provides supplemental development 
standards which are applicable to all properties having 
frontage on Riverside Avenue. These standards 
contained in Table 14 are in addition to the base 
standards contained in Table 11.  

Site Development Standards 

 Minimum Lot Size: 10,000 square feet.  

 Minimum Lot Width & Depth: 100 feet.  

 Minimum Setbacks:  

o Front: 25 feet. 

Consistent: 

At 24.37 acres, the proposed project meets 
the minimum lot size, width, and depth 
specification for the Riverside Avenue 
Corridor Design Overlay District. The 
setbacks of the proposed project meet or 
exceed the minimum setbacks required for 
this overlay district.  

The minimum landscape width along 
Riverside Avenue will be approximately 66 
feet as measured from the face of the curb. 

The proposed project will be annexed into 
the Rialto City Landscape Maintenance 
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Table 4.1.C: Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan Consistency 
Analysis 

Specific Plan Goals and Targets Consistency Analysis 

o Side: None 
o Rear: None 

 Maximum Lot Coverage (by Structure): None 

 Minimum Site Landscaping: 30 feet of landscaping 
shall be provided along public street frontages 
measured from face of curb 

 Landscape Maintenance: All new developments 
shall be annexed either into Rialto City Landscape 
Maintenance District No. 1 or into the appropriate 
Colton Landscape Maintenance District.  

 Maximum Building Height: None 

 Minimum Distance Between Buildings: None 

 Outdoor storage: Permitted but must be screened 
by a minimum six (6) foot high decorative block 
wall along the street frontage. 

Sign Standards 

 Total Allowable Area per Lot/Development: 200 
square feet.  

 Freestanding Signs 

o Number Permitted: One 
o Maximum Area: 100 square feet. 
o Maximum Height: 25 feet. 

 Monument Signs: 

o Number Permitted: One 
o Maximum Area: 100 square feet. 
o Maximum Height: 5 feet. 

 Wall, Roof, or Projecting Signs: 

o Number Permitted: One 
o Maximum Area: 100 square feet. 
o Maximum Height: 5 feet. 

District No. 1. 

The proposed project does not feature 
outdoor storage. 

Along the Riverside Avenue frontage, the 
proposed project will have up to one free-
standing sign less than 100 square feet in 
size and 25 feet in height. 

Along the Riverside Avenue frontage, the 
proposed project will have up to one 
monument sign less than 100 square feet in 
size and 5 feet in height. 

Along the Riverside Avenue frontage, the 
proposed project will have up to one wall, 
roof, or projecting sign less than 100 square 
feet in size and 5 feet in height. 

4.2.5 Urban Design Concepts 

Architecture and Design 

The following policy guidelines should be considered 
upon the design of specific industrial structures in the 
Agua Mansa Corridor during the site review process: 

 The design of buildings and surrounding 
environment should be compatible with 
surrounding land use and architecture, and should 
recognize the climate, the physical setting, and the 
architectural traditions of Southern California. 

Consistent: 

The proposed project is an industrial 
development and is within an area 
characterized by industrial development. 
The proposed project shall comply with City 
design requirements for industrial 
developments. The proposed project is 
characterized by quality architectural design 
which includes the use of horizontal plane. 
Loading doors will be painted to match the 
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Table 4.1.C: Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan Consistency 
Analysis 

Specific Plan Goals and Targets Consistency Analysis 

 All exterior wall elevations of buildings and screen 
walls should be architecturally compatible with the 
surrounding land use and architecture. 

 Colors, materials and finishes should be 
coordinated in all exterior elevations of the 
buildings to achieve a continuity of design.  

 At ground level, expanses of blank building walls 
shall be minimized with encouragement of 
architectural embellishment within the structures. 

 The landscape design of open spaces shall be 
harmonious with the design of the buildings on the 
site and shall enhance their appearance.  

 Where possible, open spaces shall be accessible 
to the public and equipped with benches and other 
seating. 

Entryway Treatments 

A uniform entryway treatment should be developed for 
placement at the entries to the project area. Such 
treatment could include a monument sign for 
identification with landscaping or stone treatments 
depicting the logo of the Agua Mansa Industrial 
Corridor. 

The most significant approaches to the Corridor 
include Riverside Avenue (from north, south and 1-
10). Pepper Avenue (from north and 1-10), and the 
corner of Market Street and Rubidoux Boulevard. 
Typical forms of entryway treatments are shown in 
Figure 21 for street corners and for street medians at 
entrances to the Agua Mansa Corridor. 

The development and maintenance of this type of 
amenity could most easily be handled through a 
landscape maintenance district or some similar 
structure. 

Signing 

 Detailed standards for sign control are contained 
in Section 4.2.2.  

 The following guidelines should be considered in 
the development of signage programs for specific 
industrial sites:  

o A maximum of two freestanding signs shall be 
permitted for industrial sites, one of which 
shall be a monument sign.  

o Signs designed primarily for advertising 
directed at motorists on I-IO or on major 

building façade.  

A combination of fences, walls, gates, and 
landscaping designed to be compatible with 
overall site design will be used to screen 
service facility areas. The proposed project 
includes architectural and landscape 
treatments, including windows, doors, 
architectural details, and landscape 
treatment, on all façades, facing rights-of-
way, public streets, and alleys. 

The proposed project structure will feature 
an entryway with a canopy composed of 
clear aluminum cladding to be incorporated 
into the overall design of the development in 
an architecturally pleasing fashion to reflect 
the overall appearance of a high-quality 
development. 

Rooflines at the entryway will vary in height, 
and the tilt-up concrete walls will feature 
1½” horizontal “V” grooves to add interest 
and reduce the massive scale of the large 
building. 

The proposed project will have up to one 
free-standing sign less than 200 square feet 
in size and 30 feet in height. 

The proposed project will have up to one 
monument sign less than 150 square feet in 
size and 5 feet in height. 

The proposed project will have up to one 
wall, roof, or projecting sign less than 150 
square feet in size and 40 feet above grade. 
If the wall, roof, or projecting sign exceeds 
40 feet above grade, a Conditional Use 
Permit will be obtained in accordance with 
the sign standards of the AMICSP. 

Signage along the Riverside Avenue 
frontage will be consistent with Section 
4.2.3.A - Riverside Avenue Corridor Design 
Overlay District. 

The proposed project features contiguous 
landscaping along the right-of-way, with the 
exception of driveways. Shade and accent 
trees are used to partially screen parking 
and loading areas. 

The proposed project will incorporate a 
detention basin that is lined with drought-
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Table 4.1.C: Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan Consistency 
Analysis 

Specific Plan Goals and Targets Consistency Analysis 

thoroughfares should be prohibited. Signs 
should serve the primary purpose of 
identifying industries and directing visitors to 
appropriate destinations.  

o Signs should be architecturally integrated into 
the design of new industrial structures where 
possible.  

Landscaping 

The specific area requirements for site landscaping 
are portrayed in Tables 9 through 12. The following 
landscape treatments shall be incorporated into site 
design of the required landscape areas:  

 Bermed landscaping should be incorporated 
wherever possible within the landscape setback 
and landscape areas surrounding parking and 
loading areas.  

 The design of the berms should be undulating to 
provide interest and visual access to buildings.  

 All landscaped areas shall be served by an 
automatic irrigation system.  

 Property owners will be responsible for the 
development and maintenance of landscaping on-
site and for the contiguous planted right-of-way, 
unless a maintenance district is established for 
right-of-way areas.  

 The use or combination of berming, landscape 
materials, low level walls, and building mass 
should be used to screen parking and loading 
areas and refuse collection areas from public 
view.  

 To increase the chances of survival of various 
landscape materials, the use of indigenous, low-
water requiring species should be encouraged.  

 A landscape maintenance district could be formed 
to insure the continued maintenance for roadway 
medians and other landscaped areas in public 
rights-of-way. 

tolerant grasses and has a base of 
hydroseed and cobblestone. The majority of 
the landscaping materials are drought 
tolerant. Shade and flowering accent trees, 
shrubs, and ground cover vegetation will be 
integrated to the entryways, along with 
paved walkways to create an inviting 
appearance. 

Source: Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan, July 1986 

As stated previously, where design criteria are not specified within the AMICSP, 
development guidelines default back to the City’s Design Guidelines contained in 
Chapter 18.61 of the Rialto Municipal Code. 
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As Table 4.1.D details, the anticipated visual changes of the project site are 
generally consistent with Chapter 18.61 of the Rialto Municipal Code. 

Table 4.1.D: City of Rialto Municipal Code Chapter 18.61 - Design Guidelines 

Municipal Code Goals and Targets Consistency Analysis 
18.61.010 – Purpose. The design guidelines are intended 
to promote a desired level of future development quality in 
the city of Rialto that will: 

1. Contribute to a positive visual image; 

2. Promote high quality development; 

3. Provide matters of design and aesthetics within zoning 
code; and 

4. Implement the goals and policies of the general plan. 

Consistent: The proposed project will 
revitalize an underutilized parcel 
currently comprised of an industrial 
staging yard and disked soil devoid of 
vegetation. The proposed distribution 
warehouse will include architectural 
and landscape treatments in 
accordance with City design 
regulations and the general plan. 

18.61.030 – Site design. 
A. Building placement with creates opportunities for 

plazas, courts, patio areas, or gardens are 
encouraged. 

B. Focal points and public site entrances shall receive 
special landscape or architectural treatment to 
enhance the streetscape. 

C. Specialty decorative paving materials shall be used to: 

 1. Enhance and identify building entries, plazas, 
seating/patio areas, and the likes; and 

 2. Identify transition from streets used by the public to 
drives. 

D. Multiple buildings shall be clustered on-site to achieve 
a "village" scale. This creates opportunities for plazas 
and pedestrian areas while preventing long rows of 
buildings. When clustering is impractical, a visual link 
shall be established between buildings. 

Consistent: The proposed project 
places the building in the center of the 
parcel with setback spacing designed 
to facilitate landscaped 
enhancements. Except for the 
proposed driveways entering the 
project site, the proposed landscaping 
will surround 100% of the subject 
parcel for the visual enhancement of 
the project site. Additionally, 
architectural elements will be 
incorporated into the building design in 
accordance with City design 
regulations and the general plan. 

18.61.050 – Site design – Commercial and industrial. In 
addition to Section 18.61.030 of this chapter, the provisions 
of this section are applicable to commercial and industrial 
uses. 

A. When a commercial use is adjacent to residential or 
other sensitive (e.g. schools, offices, and etc.) uses, 
appropriate design techniques shall be provided to 
mitigate any negative effects of the commercial use. 
Such design techniques include but not limited to:  

1. Loading areas and circulation driveways, trash and 
storage areas, and roof-mounted equipment be 
located as far as feasible and practical from adjacent 
residences;  

2. Noise, traffic, or odor generating activities and 
hazardous activities be located adjacent to similar 
activities on adjacent properties, whenever possible. 
The location of these activities within close proximity 
to residential or other sensitive uses shall always be 
avoided;  

Consistent: The proposed project is 
an industrial development and is within 
an area characterized by industrial 
development and accordingly zoned 
as such. The proposed project shall 
comply with City design requirements 
for industrial developments. The 
proposed project landscape plan 
includes street trees and landscaping. 
Except for the proposed driveways 
entering the project site, the proposed 
landscaping will surround 100% of the 
subject parcel for the visual 
enhancement of the project site and 
shall comply with City design 
regulations. 

Additionally, architectural elements will 
be incorporated into the building 
design in accordance with City design 
regulations and the general plan. The 



CapRock Distribution Center III Warehouse Project – City of Rialto 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

4.1-30 Aesthetics Section 4.1 

Table 4.1.D: City of Rialto Municipal Code Chapter 18.61 - Design Guidelines 

Municipal Code Goals and Targets Consistency Analysis 
3. Commercial buildings adjacent to or across a street 
or alley from residentially zoned property or property 
development with a residential use provide a 
minimum fifteen-foot setback along all common 
property line boundaries;  

4. Adjacent residential and nonresidential uses be 
segregated as is necessary to maintain a livable 
residential environment by design elements such as 
masonry walls, landscape berms, building orientation 
and activity limitation; and  

5. Trees be planted to screen parking areas and large 
commercial building walls in order to provide a visual 
barrier between commercial and residential uses. 

B. Where an industrial use is adjacent to a nonindustrial 
use, appropriate buffering techniques such as 
additional setbacks, walls, screening and landscaping 
shall be provided to mitigate any negative effects of 
the industrial use. Such buffering techniques include 
but not limited to: 

1. Industrial buildings adjacent to or across a street or 
alley from nonindustrial zoned property or property 
developed with a residential use provide a minimum 
twenty-five-foot setback along all common property 
line boundaries; and 

 2. Industrial uses adjacent to or across a street or 
alley from nonindustrial zoned property or property 
developed with a residential use provide a minimum 
six foot high masonry wall along all common property 
line boundaries, which blends in with the site's 
architecture. In addition, fifteen gallon trees shall be 
installed and maintained along the inside of the wall in 
a minimum five-foot wide planter. The trees shall be 
located a maximum of twenty feet apart for the length 
of the common lot line. 

C. "L" shaped retail centers shall be avoided. Retail 
centers shall incorporate either a clustered type 
development or utilize pads at the street edge for 
visual interest. 

D. Buildings shall be oriented parallel to streets used by 
the public and shall be placed as close to those 
streets as established setbacks permit to allow 
buildings rather than parking areas to define the 
street edge. Other such design techniques, to define 
the street edge, include but not limited to: 

 1. Building be placed at their front  setback lines; 

2. On larger project sites, such as retail centers, thirty 
percent of the total building frontage be located at the 
front setback line. Such siting, together with 

proposed project will screen parking 
areas with trees, and trailer parking 
will be screened by an 8-foot concrete 
screen wall. A 54-foot landscaped 
drainage detention basin, as well as 
5,000 square feet of office space will 
screen loading areas from nearby 
residential uses. 
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Municipal Code Goals and Targets Consistency Analysis 
substantial landscape treatment, reinforces and 
strengthens the streetscape, and screens the parking 
area; and 

 3. Only building entrances shall be oriented to face 
streets used by the public, never blank walls or 
loading areas, shall face streets used by the public. 

18.61.060 – Building design. 

A. Desirable colors on building exteriors shall include but 
not limited to: 

1. Muted natural colors; 

2. Earth tone colors; 

3. Pastel colors; 

4. Natural stains. 

B. Undesirable colors on building exteriors shall include 
but not limited to: 

 1. Fluorescent colors; 

 2. Neon colors; 

 3. Bright colors as the primary wall color; and 

 4. Primary colors (red, yellow, blue) as the primary 
wall color. 

C. Wall and ground sign design, material, and color shall 
be compatible with the building design on-site. 

Consistent: The proposed project will 
construct a distribution warehouse to 
be a muted natural color. Wall and 
ground sign design, material, and color 
will be compatible with the building 
design on site. 

18.61.080 – Building design – Commercial and 
industrial. In addition to Section 18.61.060 of this chapter, 
the provisions of this section are applicable to commercial 
and industrial uses. 

A. Main building entrances shall be well defined. The 
entrances shall be visually and functionally distinct, 
pedestrian-oriented and visible from the adjacent 
street system. This may be achieved by, but not 
limited to: 

1. Recessing the entry; 

2. Creating an arcade by the use of bollards and 
accent materials; 

3. Provision of seating areas, by providing lush 
landscaping in combination with enhanced hardscape 
materials; and; 

4. Addition of a compatible entry structure. 

B. Manager residences, when provided, shall be located 
in the front of the site. 

C. In order to avoid long, monotonous building facades 
and to create diversity, building facades greater than 
one hundred feet in length, measured horizontally, 
shall incorporate wall plane projections or recesses 
having a depth of at least three feet to break up the 

Consistent: The proposed project is 
an industrial development and is within 
an area characterized by industrial 
development and accordingly zoned 
as such. The proposed project shall 
comply with City design requirements 
for industrial developments. The 
proposed project landscape plan 
includes street trees and landscaping. 
Except for the proposed driveways 
entering the project site, the proposed 
landscaping will surround 100% of the 
subject parcel for the visual 
enhancement of the project site and 
shall comply with City design 
regulations. 

Additionally, architectural elements will 
be incorporated into the building 
design in accordance with City design 
regulations and the general plan. The 
proposed project will screen parking 
areas with trees. In conjunction with 
landscaping, trailer parking will be 
screened also by an 8-foot-tall 
concrete screen wall for approximately 



CapRock Distribution Center III Warehouse Project – City of Rialto 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

4.1-32 Aesthetics Section 4.1 
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Municipal Code Goals and Targets Consistency Analysis 
expansiveness of the exterior. 

D. The building design shall provide architectural and 
visual interest. Such design elements shall include 
but not limited to: 

 1. Wall articulations such as pop-outs, inserts and 
etc.; 

 2. Roof treatments; 

 3. Roof overhangs; 

 4. Arcades; 

 5. Articulated mass and bulk; 

 6. Courtyards and patios; 

 7. Towers element; and 

 8. Recessed doors and window openings. 
Undesirable design elements shall include but not 
limited to:  

  a. Large blank, flat walls, 

  b. Flat roofs, 

  c. Square “box-like” buildings, 

  d. Highly reflective surfaces such as metal, 

  e. Exposed pip columns, 

  f. Plywood siding, and 

  g. T-11 plywood siding. 

E. In order to achieve design harmony and continuity 
with all buildings on-site, the exterior building design 
shall be consistent amongst all buildings on-site. 

F. Facades shall be articulated to reduce the massive 
scale and the one-dimensional appearance of large 
buildings and provide visual interest. The overall 
intent is to encourage a more human scale. 

G. Facades, exterior walls and entryways shall provide 
consistent architectural treatment. 

H. Facades that face streets used by the public or are 
visible to residential properties shall have a variety of 
windows, entry areas, awnings or other such features 
along no less than fifty percent of their horizontal 
length unless the structural integrity of the building is 
at stake. 

I. Facades that do not face a street used by the public 
shall incorporate a repeating pattern that includes, but 
not limited to, color change, texture change and 
material change, each of which shall be integral parts 
of the building. 

J. Buildings shall be designed to be viewed from all 
sides. 

K. Blank walls and facades shall not be permitted except 
as required for the structure integrity of the building. 

680 feet along the west side of the 
project site and an 8-foot-tall steel 
picket fence for approximately 1,700 
feet along the east side of the project 
site. A 54-foot-wide landscaped 
drainage detention basin, as well as 
5,000 square feet of office space, will 
screen loading areas from nearby 
residential uses. 

Pedestrian access will be facilitated 
via two accessible pathways from the 
proposed building entrances to public 
right-of-way [sidewalks]. 
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L. Buildings shall provide protection for pedestrians from 

adverse weather conditions and not limited to utilizing 
overhangs, marquees, and awnings at entrances, 
along pedestrian pathways, and at transportation 
waiting areas. 

M. A decorative trellis, canopy, or other overhang shall 
be constructed over a drive-thru window and extend 
across the entire width of the drive-thru aisle. 
Landscaping shall also be provided. 

N. Entries shall portray an office image which is 
integrated into the building design. Building entries 
accessible to the general public shall be pronounced 
and easily recognizable. 

O. Office portion of any industrial building shall be 
located in the front portion of buildings. 

P. Service doors shall be recessed and integrated into 
the overall design of the building. 

Q. Smaller buildings located within a regional center as a 
separate building pad shall incorporate into their 
design structural enhancements similar to the 
principal building. This would provide visual 
consistency and a greater sense of place within the 
center. 

R. Industrial building shall be constructed of concrete tilt-
up or masonry block. Metal buildings shall not be 
permitted except for heavy industrial users and 
building additions. 

18.61.090 – Roofs.  

A. Roof-mounted equipment shall not be located on the 
roof of the structure unless the equipment can be 
hidden by building elements that are designed for that 
purpose as an integral part of the building design. 
Such building designs include but not limited to: 

1. Roof-mounted equipment fully screened by 
parapets, roof screens or equipment wells; 

2. Roof-mounted equipment screened from public 
view by materials similar to those used in the overall 
structure and designed to minimize noise; and 

3. Roof-mounted equipment be clustered and 
included in one screen. 

B. Roof style in new buildings or additions shall be 
compatible with the existing roof designs on the site. 
Flat roofs shall not be permitted unless part of the 
distinct architectural style. 

C. To add interest and reduce the massive scale of large 
buildings, variations in roof lines shall be used 
through the use of overhanging eaves, parapets, pop-
outs, height variations, and entrance features. In 

Consistent: Any roof-mounted 
equipment will be hidden from view via 
tilt-up concrete walls and recessed 
rooflines painted a primary field color 
to match the rest of the building. 
Additional architectural features such 
as height variations, canopies, and 
entrance features will add subtle 
variation to the overall structure. 
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addition, roofline variations shall be used to 
demarcate primary building entrances. 

D. Roof form and masses shall be consistent with the 
overall architectural character and scale of the 
building. 

E. Roof materials and colors shall be consistent with the 
desired architectural building character. 

F. Roof flashings, rain gutters and downspouts, vents 
and other roof protrusions shall be finished to match 
adjacent finish materials and/or colors. Unfinished 
galvanized metal is not acceptable. 

18.61.100 – Materials and colors.  

A. Color and finishes on building exteriors of all 
elevations of a building shall be coordinated to 
provide a total continuity of design. Alteration of 
colors and materials shall be used to produce 
diversity and provide visual and architectural interest. 
Such materials include but not limited to: 

 1. Concrete texturing; 

 2. Cement or plaster to produce the effects of texture; 

 3. Wood; 

 4. Brick; 

 5. Tile; 

 6. Stone; and 

 7. Stucco. 

B. Undesirable materials shall include but not limited to: 

 1. Metal; 

 2. Plywood siding; 

 3. T-11 plywood siding; 

 4. Plywood garage doors. 

C. Exterior material and paint shall be durable and high 
quality to prevent degradation and for ease of 
maintenance. 

D. No more than three colors shall be used on any given 
facade, including “natural” colors such as unpainted 
brick or stone. These three colors are referred to as: 

 1. Base color; 

 2. Trim color; 

 3. Accent color. 

E. The base color is the color of the facade. This color 
shall be subtle, neutral or earth tone colors. Such 
colors tones include but not limited to: 

 1. Cream; 

 2. Off-white; 

 3. Light pastels; 

Consistent: The proposed project 
structure will consist primarily of tilt-up 
concrete panels. The proposed paint 
scheme is an “Elder White” façade 
with a “Dorian Gray” trim and “Pacifica 
Glass Blue” accent. 
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 4. Gray; 

 5. Brown; and 

 6. Taupe. 

Finish materials with "natural" colors such as brick, 
stone, tile and etc. shall be used where practical. 

When the base color is natural brick, the major trim 
color shall relate to the brick color. When the base 
color is painted, the trim and accent colors shall 
complement the base color. 

F. The trim color is used primarily as an accent to 
highlight the architectural details of the facade. 
Design elements include but not limited to: 

 1. Window trims; 

 2. Door trim; and 

 3. Trim elements within the façade openings. 

G. The accent color is used on the decorative elements 
of the construction, which serve to define the building 
facade. Design elements which define the facade 
include but not limited to: 

 1. Upper and lower cornices; 

 2. Shutters; 

 3. Doors; 

 4. Decks; and 

 5. Storefront columns. 

H. The trim and accent colors may feature brighter 
colors, including primary colors. Such colors tones 
include but not limited to: 

 1. Blue; 

 2. Red; 

 3. Yellow; 

 4. Bluegreen; 

 5. Charcoal gray; and 

 6. Burgundy. 

I. Fluorescent and neon colors shall be prohibited. 

J. All building facades shall be architecturally treated. 
Special consideration shall be given to those 
elevations that may be viewed from streets viewed by 
the public.  

K. The combination of materials on a building facade 
shall be appropriate to its style and design. 

L. All building colors shall be subtle and compatible with 
the neighborhood. 

18.61.120 – Materials and colors - Commercial and 
industrial. In addition to Section 18.61.100 of this chapter, 
the provisions of this section are applicable to commercial 

Consistent: Same as above. 
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and industrial uses. 

A. Light, neutral colors shall be used on industrial 
buildings to help reduce their perceived size. 
Contrasting trim and horizontal color bands may 
feature brighter colors complementing to the primary 
color. 

B. The exterior building materials may include smooth-
faced concrete block, tilt-up concrete panels, or pre-
fabricated steel panels only when these materials 
have been incorporated into the overall design of the 
development in an architecturally pleasing fashion 
and reflect an overall appearance of a high-quality 
development. 

18.61.130 – Entryways. 

A. Entryway design elements and variations shall give 
orientation and aesthetically pleasing character to the 
building. The building shall have a clearly defined 
highly visible pedestrian entrance such as: 

 1. Canopies; 

 2. Overhangs; 

 3. Recesses/projections; 

 4. Peaked roof forms; 

 5. Arches; 

 6. Outdoor patios; 

 7. Display windows; 

 8. Architectural details such as tile work and moldings 
which are integrated into the building structure and 
design; and 

 9. Integral landscape areas and/or places for sitting. 

B. A clear and well-designed entry into the project site 
shall be created using walls, signage, paving, and 
planting to visually link the site entry to the building(s). 
Such project entries include but not limited to: 

 1. Landscape enhancements; 

 2. Medians; 

 3. Walkways; and 

 4. Special paving. 

Consistent: The proposed project 
structure will feature an entryway with 
a canopy comprised of clear aluminum 
cladding to be incorporated into the 
overall design of the development in 
an architecturally pleasing fashion to 
reflect the overall appearance of a 
high-quality development. Rooflines at 
the entryway will vary in height and the 
tilt-up concrete walls will feature 1½” 
horizontal “V” grooves to add interest 
and reduce the massive scale of the 
large building. 

Shade and flowering accent trees, 
shrubs, and groundcover vegetation 
will be integrated to the entryways, 
along with paved walkways to create 
an inviting appearance. 

18.61.140 – Lighting 

A. Lighting shall be designed as an integral part of the 
overall site and building design. 

B. The design of the light fixtures and their structural 
supports shall be architecturally compatible with on-
site buildings and be architecturally integrated into the 
design of a building. 

C. All exterior lighting shall be coordinated as to style, 
material, and color and designed to avoid spillover 

Consistent: The proposed project site 
will be developed to include lighting 
designed to be architecturally 
integrated and compatible with the on-
site building. All exterior lighting 
fixtures will be designed to avoid 
spillover onto neighboring parcels and 
to provide security, safety, and 
effective operations during all hours of 
business.  
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glare beyond the site boundaries, particularly where 
incompatible uses are located in close proximity. 
Neutral and carthtone color lighting fixtures with other 
appropriate measures to conceal the light source from 
adjoining properties and adjacent street used by the 
public shall be required. 

D. Exterior lighting shall provide illumination for the 
security and safety of on-site areas such as 
entrances, exits, parking, loading, shipping and 
receiving, pathways, and other work areas. 

E. All building facade recesses shall be well lit to 
encourage a safe environment. 

F. Night lighting shall be provided for all pedestrian 
movement paths such as walkways and where stairs, 
curbs, ramps, and crosswalks occur. 

G. The location of light fixtures shall correspond to 
anticipated use. Lighting of pedestrian movement 
paths shall illuminate changes in grade, path 
intersections, seating areas and any other uses along 
movement path which if left unlighted would create an 
unsafe condition. 

H. The level of lighting shall not exceed one-half foot-
candle at any residential property line or one foot-
candle at any nonresidential property line. 

I. Illuminated street address lighting fixtures shall be 
installed on the front yard side of each dwelling and 
each commercial and industrial building to facilitate 
location of the street address numbers for safety and 
public convenience. 

18.61.150 – Accessory buildings and structures. 

A. The design of secondary dwellings and accessory 
structures, such as carports, detached garages and 
sheds shall be architecturally compatible with the 
main structure with regard to roof and building wall 
finish materials and shall match the colors and 
materials of the residential development on-site. 

B. The design of the mailboxes and mailbox enclosures 
shall be consistent with the architectural style of the 
development and shall match the colors and materials 
of residential buildings on-site. Each mailbox 
installation shall conform to current United States 
Postal Service standards. 

C. Trash bins shall be located within trash enclosure. 
The enclosure shall be finished using materials 
compatible with surrounding architecture and shall be 
soften with landscaping. 

D. Trash and storage areas shall be screened and gated 
from view. Dumpster shall be enclosed and covered.  

Consistent: The proposed project site 
will include accessory structures, such 
as trash enclosures, designed to 
match the main structure in materials, 
workmanship, and color scheme. 
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18.61.160 – Service, storage, and loading areas. 

A. Buildings shall be designed so that loading and 
storage areas do not face onto streets used by the 
public, wherever possible. When these features must 
face a street used by the public due to site 
constraints, they shall be screened with a solid 
decorative wall, berm, and/or landscaping. Where 
oblique views of these features are possible from 
streets used by the public, these features shall be 
screened through the use of walls, trellises, tall 
landscaping, or equivalent features. Height of 
screening shall be sufficient to screen dock doors, 
loading areas, and any outdoor storage. 

B. Loading facilities shall be located out of sight of 
streets used by the public, to the extent possible. 
Loading docks are most appropriately located at the 
rear of the buildings and screened from view by 
masonry wall and landscaping. 

C. Service facilities such as loading areas shall be 
incorporated into the design of the building. Loading 
door design shall be integrated into the design of the 
building. High quality material and nonbright colors 
shall be used for loading doors. 

D. Loading facilities shall be located so that vehicles are 
not required to use streets used by the public for 
backing into loading docks. Adequate room shall be 
provided for trucks maneuvering or waiting to unload. 

E. Loading and service areas shall be separated from 
pedestrian and automobile traffic. The areas shall be 
easily accessible for service vehicles and tenants and 
be located so as to minimize interaction between 
service vehicles and automobiles. 

F. When service areas such as loading, trash 
enclosures, outside storage, and ground-mounted 
equipment are located adjacent to residential uses or 
in parking areas, a minimum ten-foot wide landscape 
strip with a minimum eight-foot high masonry wall 
shall be required. The landscaping shall be 
maintained at all times in good condition and must not 
be trimmed to a height lower than the equipment they 
screen.  

G. Service areas such as loading, trash enclosures, 
outside storage, and ground-mounted equipment 
such as mechanical and HVAC equipment shall not 
be installed at ground level along any portion of a 
building facing a street used by the public unless 
such location is necessitated by the nature and 
design of the building it serves. A minimum ten-foot 
wide landscape strip with a minimum eight-foot high 
masonry wall shall screen such equipment. The 

Consistent: The proposed project site 
is designed such that loading docks 
which face streets are obstructed from 
view via landscaping, parking lots, and 
office buildings. Loading doors will be 
painted to match the building façade. 
A combination of fences, walls, gates 
and landscaping designed to be 
compatible with overall site design will 
be used to screen service facility 
areas. 
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Table 4.1.D: City of Rialto Municipal Code Chapter 18.61 - Design Guidelines 

Municipal Code Goals and Targets Consistency Analysis 
landscaping shall be maintained at all times in good 
condition and must not be trimmed to a height lower 
than the equipment they screen. 

H. A combination of fences, walls, gates and 
landscaping shall be used to screen service facility 
areas. Screening fences shall be compatible with 
overall site design. 

I. In multi-building complexes, service areas shall be 
combined or located next to each other to minimize 
the visual and noise impact on the surrounding uses. 

18.61.170 – Fences and walls.  

A. If walls are not required for a specific screening or 
security purpose, they shall not be utilized. 

B. Walls shall be designed to blend with the architectural 
character of the site. Landscaping should be used in 
combination with walls. 

C. When security fencing is required, it shall be a 
combination of solid pillars, or short solid walls 
segments and wrought iron grille work. 

D. Long expanses of fence or wall surfaces shall be 
offset and architecturally designed to prevent 
monotony. A minimum twelve feet wide by three feet 
deep landscaping pockets shall be provided at 
seventy-foot minimum intervals along the walls. 

E. All fences shall be made of attractive durable and 
weather resistant materials. 

F. Fences and walls used for noise control shall be 
made of material most suited for noise reduction, and 
which minimize reflective sound. 

G. Walls shall be designed to blend with the overall 
architectural character of the site, including material, 
color and texture. Wherever possible, landscaping 
shall be used to soften the appearance of walls. 

H. Where visible from streets used by the public, walls 
shall not be blank, long surfaces, but rather shall be 
articulated with intervening pillars, alternating heights, 
offsetting sections and materials that provide variety, 
including material texturing. 

I. Gates, viewed from the streets used by the public or 
parking areas, shall be designed to blend with the 
site's architecture through the use of similar materials 
and colors. 

J. Landscaping shall be used in combination with walls 
to soften the otherwise blank surfaces. Vines planted 
on walls are strongly encouraged to hide flat wall 
surfaces and to help reduce graffiti. 

K. Barbed wire, razor wire or similar wire or security 
fences shall not be permitted. 

Consistent: Walls will be utilized on 
the west side of the project site and as 
necessary to blend accessory 
structures into the surrounding site 
design. All walls will be constructed 8 
feet tall and of materials, 
workmanship, and color scheme to 
match the main building on site. 
Perimeter fence will be installed along 
the east side of the project site. The 
perimeter fence will be constructed of 
metal, feature a picket design, and 
measure 8 feet tall. Landscaping will 
be installed along the entire length of 
the perimeter fence to soften its 
appearance. 
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Table 4.1.D: City of Rialto Municipal Code Chapter 18.61 - Design Guidelines 

Municipal Code Goals and Targets Consistency Analysis 
L. Chain link and wood fencing and barb wire shall not 

be permitted. 

18.61.190 – Parking and circulation.  

A. Parking areas and vehicular traffic shall not be the 
dominant visual element of the project site. 

B. Ingress and egress to and from parking areas and 
loading facilities shall be provided and shall be clearly 
marked with appropriate directional signage and 
pavement markings. 

C Parking areas adjacent to and visible from streets 
used by the public shall be screened through the use 
of landscaping, landscape berms, screen walls or 
combination thereof. 

D. Site access and internal circulation shall be designed 
in a straight forward manner which emphasizes safety 
and efficiency. The circulation pattern shall be 
designed to reduce conflicts between vehicular and 
pedestrian traffic, provide adequate maneuvering and 
stacking areas, and consideration for emergency 
vehicle access. 

E. Parking areas shall be designed in a manner that 
links the building to the street sidewalk system as an 
extension of the pedestrian environment. This can be 
accomplished by using design features such as 
enhanced pavement treatments on walkways, trellis 
structures or special landscape treatments. 

F. A minimum of ten percent of the automobile parking 
areas shall be landscaped, receiving interior as well 
as perimeter treatment. 

G. Parking areas shall be designed so that pedestrians 
walk parallel to moving cars to minimize the need for 
the pedestrian to cross parking aisles and landscape 
areas. 

H. Reciprocal ingress and egress, circulation, and 
parking arrangements shall be required where 
possible and feasible to facilitate ease of vehicular 
movement between adjoining properties and to limit 
unnecessary driveways. 

I. Parking areas shall be designed to minimize visual 
impact. Parking areas shall provide safe and efficient 
ingress and egress for vehicles and public transit and 
be designed to reduce the overall mass of paved 
surfaces. 

J. Parking areas shall provide direct pedestrian access 
to the building on-site. 

K. Parking areas with street frontage shall be attractively 
landscaped with a minimum ten-foot wide planting 
strip of trees and shrubs in order to screen parked 

Consistent: Parking areas will be 
entirely encompassed by landscape, 
including solid hedges and a variety of 
shade, accent, and screen trees. The 
layout of the parking areas will 
facilitate safe and effective vehicle 
circulation and pedestrian access to 
the building. 
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Table 4.1.D: City of Rialto Municipal Code Chapter 18.61 - Design Guidelines 

Municipal Code Goals and Targets Consistency Analysis 
vehicles. 

L.  All parking areas shall incorporate screening of 
parked vehicles. Such screening techniques include 
but not limited to: 

 1. Minimum thirty-six-inch earth berm; 

 2. Minimum three-foot high masonry wall; 

 3. Solid landscape hedge; 

 4. Lower the grade of the parking area in relation to 
the adjacent street used by the public; and 

 5. Variety of twenty-four-inch and thirty-six-inch boxed 
trees. 

18.61.210 – Parking and circulation – Commercial and 
industrial. In addition to Section 18.61.190 of this chapter, 
the provisions of this section are applicable to commercial 
and industrial uses. 

A. Parking areas shall be designed to accommodate all 
parking needs generated by the use. Streets used by 
the public for parking and staging of trucks is not 
permitted. 

B. Parking areas shall be designed to accommodate 
solid waste pick-up service without excessive 
backing-up of service trucks. 

C. Site access and internal circulation shall be designed 
in a manner which emphasizes safety and efficiency. 
Consideration shall be given to the separation of 
employee/customer parking and commercial vehicle 
operation (trucking, delivery and etc.). 

Consistent: The layout of the parking 
areas will facilitate safe and effective 
vehicle circulation and pedestrian 
access to the building. All parking 
needs generated by the proposed 
project will be accommodated by the 
parking layout. Additionally, employee/
customer parking is separated from 
commercial vehicle operations. 

18.61.220 – Pedestrian accessways. 

A. On-site pedestrian circulation systems shall be 
provided to meet the movement needs of the on-site 
users. Such systems shall provide safe, all-weathered 
surfaces and aesthetically pleasing means of on-site 
foot travel. Pedestrian walkways shall be an 
integrated part of the overall architecture and site 
design concept. 

B. Continuous internal pedestrian walkways no less than 
eight feet in width shall be provided from the sidewalk 
and/or street used by the public to the pedestrian 
entrance of all buildings on the site. 

C. The walkways shall feature adjoining landscaped 
areas to enhance the appearance of the walkway 
areas and must have adequate lighting. 

D. To the maximum extent feasible, pedestrian and 
vehicles shall be separated through provisions of a 
walkway. Where complete separations of pedestrian 
and vehicles are not feasible, hazards shall be 
minimized by using landscaping, bollards, special 
paving, lighting and other means to clearly delineate 

Consistent: Pedestrian accessways 
are designed to facilitate safe and 
effective travel between parking areas 
and the building on site. Walkway 
paths also will provide access from the 
building to the public right of way. 
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Table 4.1.D: City of Rialto Municipal Code Chapter 18.61 - Design Guidelines 

Municipal Code Goals and Targets Consistency Analysis 
pedestrian areas. 

E. All internal pedestrian walkways shall be 
distinguished by the use of durable, low maintenance 
surface materials such as pavers, bricks stamped 
asphalt, scored concrete, or similar architectural 
treatments to enhance pedestrian safety and comfort 
as well as the attractiveness of the walkways. 

F. Walkways shall connect focal points of pedestrian 
activity. 

18.61.250 - Landscaping and buffering. 

A. The scale and nature of landscape materials shall be 
appropriate to the site and structure. Native plant 
materials and other plant species which are well 
adapted to local climatic conditions are preferable. 
Drought tolerant landscape materials shall be used as 
much as possible. 

B. Elements such as mature trees, tree grouping, and 
etc. shall be considered in the design of the project. 
Where feasible, significant existing landscape 
elements shall be preserved and incorporated into 
development and landscape plans.  

C. Landscaping of parking areas shall include a 
combination of trees, shrubs and groundcovers. All 
parking areas shall provide interior landscaping for 
shade purposes and aesthetic enhancement. 

D. To soften the edge between the parking lot areas and 
the building, landscaping shall be provided at building 
perimeters visible by streets used by the public. A 
minimum ten-foot wide landscape strip shall be 
provided around the entire base of buildings to soften 
the edge between the parking areas and the 
structure. 

E. A perimeter landscape buffer planting area shall be 
provided along all sides of the property boundaries. A 
minimum ten-foot wide landscape strip from the edge 
of the property lines, along all sides of the property 
shall be required. Property boundaries adjacent to 
residentially zoned parcels shall provide a fifteen-foot 
wide landscape strip. Planting area shall consist of a 
combination of medium to large scale trees, shrubs 
and groundcover.  

F. Views of parking areas from streets used by the 
public shall be buffered by a minimum fifteen-foot 
wide landscape strip in order to reduce the visual 
impact of large parking areas. 

G. Parking areas shall be enhanced with clustered 
landscaped areas such as finger planting islands, and 
curbed planting areas equal to the width and depth of 
one parking stall along with additional landscaping 

Consistent: Except for the proposed 
driveways entering the project site, the 
proposed landscaping will surround 
100% of the subject parcel for the 
visual enhancement of the project site 
and shall comply with City design 
regulations. Parking areas will be 
entirely encompassed by landscape, 
including solid hedges and a variety of 
shade, accent, and screen trees. 
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Table 4.1.D: City of Rialto Municipal Code Chapter 18.61 - Design Guidelines 

Municipal Code Goals and Targets Consistency Analysis 
throughout the parking area. Planting areas shall be 
placed at each end of a parking row and shall contain 
a maximum of ten contiguous parking spaces without 
curbed parking planting areas. 

H. Wheel stops shall be used adjacent to tree wells and 
planter areas to protect landscaping from vehicular 
overhangs. A planter curb may be used for car 
overhangs provided the five-foot minimum clear 
planting area is maintained. 

I. Landscaping shall be protected from vehicular and 
pedestrian encroachment by raised planting surfaces 
and the use of curbs.  

J. Street parkways and common lots, such as 
detention/retention basins, shall be provided with 
landscaping consisting of decorative gravels, living 
groundcovers, shrubs and trees. 

K. For security reasons, openings shall be incorporated 
into the landscaping in order to permit clear views into 
the site. 

L. Any landscape element that dies, or is otherwise 
removed, shall be promptly replaced with the same, if 
not similar, to height or texture element as originally 
intended. 

M. All landscaped areas within a development shall be 
required to have a permanent installed automatic 
irrigation system to ensure plant survival. 

N. Parking areas shall include landscaping that accents 
the importance of driveways from the street, frames 
the major circulation aisles, and highlights pedestrian 
pathways. 

18.61.270 - Landscaping and buffering - Commercial 
and industrial. In addition to Section 18.61.250 of 
this chapter, the provisions of this section are 
applicable to commercial and industrial uses. 

A. Landscaping for commercial and industrial uses shall 
be used to define specific areas such as entrances to 
buildings and parking lot areas, define the edges of 
various land uses, provide transition between 
neighboring properties (buffering), and provide 
screening for loading and equipment areas. 

B. When industrial buildings and/or loading dock areas 
are located adjacent to residential uses, a minimum 
ten-foot wide landscape strip with a minimum eight-
foot high masonry wall shall be required. 

Consistent: Except for the proposed 
driveways entering the project site, the 
proposed landscaping will surround 
100% of the subject parcel for the 
visual enhancement of the project site 
and shall comply with City design 
regulations. The proposed driveways 
and parking areas will be clearly 
delineated via the proposed landscape 
design. An approximately 54-foot-wide 
landscaped detention basin will buffer 
the project structure from residential 
uses. 

Source:  City of Rialto Municipal Code, (Website accessed November 25, 2015) 
>https://www.municode.com/library/ca/rialto/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT18ZO_CH18.61DEGU< 

In summary, the proposed project’s design features and compliance with the City’s 
General Plan, the Aqua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan, and Chapter 18.61 
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of the Rialto Municipal Code would ensure all impacts related to visual character are 
less than significant. 

4.1.3 Methodology 

Visual impacts were determined by assessing the degree of change in visual 
resources and predicting the response of viewers to the change (FHWA). Visual 
impacts can be beneficial or detrimental. While any evaluation of visual impacts is 
subjective, aesthetic standards for a project can be found in governing documents 
such as a general plan, zoning code, and design requirements; values expressed in 
these documents can be used to evaluate changes in view within a particular 
community. 

For the purposes of CEQA compliance, this analysis of visual impacts will focus on 
changes in the visual character1 of the project site that would result from the 
development of the proposed on-site uses, the visual compatibility of on-site and 
adjacent uses, changes in vistas and viewsheds, and new sources of light and glare. 
Changes in on-site aesthetics (visual character and compatibility) are assessed by 
comparing the expected appearance of the proposed project to the existing site 
appearance and visual character of adjacent uses. Factors such as the blending/
contrasting of new buildings, density, height, bulk, and setbacks are considered in 
this comparison. Changes in views and viewshed are considered in terms of the 
presence of scenic resources, the degree of obstruction, and the permanence of the 
obstruction. In addition, the anticipated appearance of the proposed project and its 
changes to viewsheds is compared to the City General Plan, zoning code, and 
design requirements. 

4.1.4 Thresholds of Significance 

4.1.4.1 CEQA Thresholds 

Based on Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines r potential impacts related to 
aesthetics would be significant if the proposed project would result in: 

 A substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; 

 Substantial damage to scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State scenic highway; 

 Substantial degradation of the existing visual character or quality of the site and 
its surroundings; and/or 

                                                      
1 Visual character includes attributes such as form, line, color, texture, and is used to describe, not 

evaluate; that is, these attributes are neither considered good nor bad. However, a change in 
visual character can be evaluated when it is compared with the viewer response to that change. 
Changes in visual character can be identified by how visually compatible a proposed project 
would be with the existing condition by using visual character attributes as an indicator. 
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 Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect 
daytime or nighttime views in the area. 

4.1.5 Less than Significant Impacts 

The following potential impacts were determined to be less than significant. In each 
of the following issues, either no impact would occur or adherence to established 
regulations, standards, and policies would reduce potential impacts to a less than 
significant level. In either instance, no mitigation would be required. 

4.1.5.1 Scenic Vistas 

Threshold Would the proposed project have a substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic vista? 

From the project site, views of the San Gabriel Mountains can be seen to the north 
and views of the San Bernardino Mountains can be seen to the northeast. These 
views are partially obstructed by surrounding development. Hills to the south of the 
project site, including the Jurupa and La Loma Hills, have limited visibility due to 
views being blocked by industrial buildings directly south of the site.  

The City General Plan calls for the protection of views of the San Gabriel and San 
Bernardino Mountains, La Loma Hills, Jurupa Hills, Box Spring Mountains, Moreno 
Valley, and Riverside. Of these, the San Gabriel and San Bernardino Mountains are 
most visible from the project site. These views are limited due to the elevation of the 
project site and surrounding industrial development. Currently, the site includes light 
industrial development. The proposed project would place buildings of similar height 
on the project site. As existing views are limited, and the proposed project would not 
place structures on the project site that substantially exceed existing building 
heights, the proposed project would not have a substantial effect on scenic vistas. 
Therefore, potential impacts related to scenic vistas would be less than significant. 
No mitigation is required. 

4.1.5.2 Scenic Highways 

Threshold Would the proposed project substantially damage scenic resources, 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway and/or local scenic road? 

The project site is not located on or near any state scenic highway corridors.1 The 
City’s General Plan does not designate any local scenic roads. The project site and 
surrounding areas are generally developed and lack scenic resources such as trees 
                                                      
1  California Department of Transportation, State Scenic Highway Mapping System, San Bernardino 

County, http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/scenic_highways/index.htm (accessed July 1, 2015). 
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and rock outcroppings. As described in Chapter 4.5, the two residences on the 
project site do not meet State or local historic significance criteria. The project site 
does not contain significant scenic resources and is not within a scenic highway or 
local road view corridor. Therefore, potential impacts related to scenic highways are 
less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

4.1.5.3 Visual Character 

Threshold Would the proposed project substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its surroundings? 

Currently, the project site provides views of disturbed, undeveloped land, vacant 
light industrial development, residences, and a junkyard with auto parts. The 
proposed project would remove existing on-site development and replace views with 
that of a warehouse, parking areas, and associated landscaping. No significant 
scenic resources have been identified on the project site. 

The proposed project would resemble other industrial development in the 
surrounding area. The building exterior would be painted white with gray accents. 
Office areas would have large, reflective glass windows. Views of the structure and 
parking lot would be partially shielded by a variety of accent and shade trees. Bare 
ground would be planted with scrub and groundcover vegetation. 

The proposed project would place a structure that is consistent with the City General 
Plan, zoning ordinance, and Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan, all of 
which designate the project site for industrial uses. The proposed project would 
implement design elements as required by these documents.  

Views of the proposed project would be generally consistent with surrounding 
industrial development. The proposed project would remove an existing junkyard. 
Since the proposed project would develop the project site with consistent uses, 
adhere to all applicable design requirements, and not remove any significant visual 
resources, it would not degrade the visual character of the project site. Therefore, 
potential impacts related to light and glare are less than significant. No mitigation is 
required. 

4.1.5.4 Light and Glare 

Threshold Would the proposed project create a new source of substantial light or 
glare that would adversely affect daytime or nighttime views in the 
area? 

Currently, nighttime lighting is produced by on-site residential properties and the 
Muhlhauser Steel facility. The proposed project would include exterior and parking 
lot lighting that would incrementally increase ambient nighttime illumination in the 
area. Night lighting would be incorporated to illuminate work areas such as 
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entrances, exists, pathways, and loading areas. Additionally, street lighting will be 
added along the proposed project’s Willow Avenue, Santa Ana Avenue, and 
Riverside Avenue frontages in accordance with Chapter 18.61.140 – Lighting of the 
Rialto Municipal Code. All proposed project lighting will be shielded to avoid spillover 
onto neighboring parcels, and on-site lighting will not exceed one foot-candle along 
the property line, as required by the Rialto Municipal Code. The proposed project’s 
design features and compliance with the Rialto Municipal Code would ensure that 
lighting would not substantially affect daytime or nighttime views in the project area. 
Therefore, potential impacts are less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

4.1.6 Significant Impacts 

No significant impacts related to aesthetics were identified and no mitigation is 
required.  

4.1.7 Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative study area for potential impacts to visual resources is the proposed 
project site’s viewshed. A viewshed is an area of land, water, or other environmental 
element that is visible from the site or a view of the site from surrounding vantage 
points. As previously noted, viewsheds are used as tools in identifying all the views a 
project could potentially affect. A viewshed can be divided into three components: 
the foreground, midground, and background. Table 4.1.A provides a summary of the 
existing viewsheds from the project site. Figure 4.1.1 provides the site photo key 
map showing the direction from which the site photos shown in Figures 4.1.2A 
through 4.1.2E were taken. 

As shown in Table 2.A and illustrated in Figure 2.1, several cumulative projects are 
planned within the City. However, none of these projects is proposed within the 
viewshed of the proposed project site and none would contribute to cumulative 
impacts related to visual resources within the project’s viewshed. 

No significant scenic resources have been identified in the project area. In addition, 
cumulative projects would contribute to development that is consistent with planned 
uses in the project area. Compliance with the City’s General Plan standards, and the 
City’s Municipal Code standards would ensure that the proposed project in 
combination with other projects in the area would not result in significant impacts 
upon scenic vistas, scenic resources, and visual character. Therefore, the proposed 
project and cumulative projects would create a less than significant cumulative 
impact on local scenic vistas, scenic resources, and visual character. No cumulative 
mitigation is required. 

More lighting would be introduced into the City by the proposed project and future 
development. The proposed project and cumulative lighting-related impacts would 
be reduced through compliance with applicable City lighting standards. Therefore, 
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no cumulatively significant lighting impact would result from implementation of the 
proposed project and cumulative projects. No mitigation is required. 
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4.2 AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 
This section discusses the proposed project’s effect on agricultural and forestry 
resources. It focuses on applicable State, regional, and local policies regarding 
agricultural resources and the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses. The 
analysis contained in this section is based on the following reference documents: 

 A Guide to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, California 
Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resources Protection, 2004 
Edition. 

 Chapter 2: Managing Our Land Supply, City of Rialto General Plan, adopted 
December 2010. 

4.2.1 Existing Setting 

4.2.1.1 Agricultural Designations and Use 

The project site is 24.37 acres and developed with two single-family residences, 
large metal storage structures, and a scrap yard. The residential property in the 
northwestern portion of the project site also contains an old poultry barn that is 
currently being used to store old vehicles. There is also a small concrete V-ditch that 
bisects the center of the southern half of the project site. This ditch appears to 
convey runoff from the northern part of the project site. Approximately half of the 
project site is undeveloped with exposed soil and minimal vegetation. The soil types 
underlying the project site include Delhi fine sand, Hanford coarse sandy loam, 2 to 
9 percent slope, and Tujunga gravelly loamy sand, 0 to 9 percent slopes (see Figure 
4.2.1 Soil and Farmland). Formed in alluvial fan environments, these soils are deep 
and well drained to somewhat excessively drained. 

According to a review of historic aerial photographs, the project site was used as a 
citrus grove from 1938 until 1968; however, by 1978 no citrus trees remained. The 
City General Plan designates the project site as General Industrial and the project 
site is zoned as Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan – Heavy Industrial. 

The California Department of Conservation (DOC), the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program (FMMP)1 compiles important farmland maps for each county 
within the State. Maps and statistics are produced biannually using a process that 
integrates aerial photo interpretation, field mapping, a computerized mapping 
system, and public review. The southern portion of the project site is designated 
“Other Land” and the northern portion of the project site is designated “Urban &  
 

                                                      
1  A Guide to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, California Department of 

Conservation, Division of Land Resources Protection, 2004 Edition. 
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FIGURE 4.2.1
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Built-up Land” under the FMMP map for San Bernardino County (2012).1 Other Land 
is land not included in any other mapping category, and can include low density rural 
developments and vacant land that is surrounded by urbanized uses. Urban and 
Built-up Land is occupied by structures with a building density of at least one unit to 
1.5 acres. This land is used for residential, industrial, commercial, construction, and 
other developed purposes. Neither FMMP designation has any agricultural use or 
value. The project site is not designated as Prime, Unique, Statewide Important, or 
Locally Important Farmland. 

4.2.1.2 California Land Conservation Act (Williamson Act) 

The California Land Conservation Act of 1965, also referred to as the Williamson 
Act, is a non-mandated State program administered by counties and cities for the 
preservation of agricultural land. This program enables local governments to enter 
into contracts with private landowners to restrict specific parcels of land to 
agricultural or related open space use. In return, landowners receive much lower 
property tax assessments than normal because the assessments are based upon 
farming and open space uses rather than full market value. According to California 
Department of Conservation map for San Bernardino County (Sheet 2 of 2, 2013), 
there are no Williamson Act contracts on or adjacent to the project site. 

4.2.1.3 Forest Resources 

Public Resource Code Section 12220(g)) defines forest land as:  

“… land that can support 10-percent native tree cover of any species, including 
hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that allows for management of one or 
more forest resources, including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife, biodiversity, 
water quality, recreation, and other public benefits.” 

According to the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, there are no 
areas designated as forest land or timberland on the project site. The project site 
does not support any native tree cover (please refer to Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources). 

4.2.1.4 NOP/Scoping Comments 

No NOP/scoping comments regarding agricultural issues were received during the 
NOP comment period. 

                                                      
1  California Department of Conservation, California Important Farmland Finder, 

http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp/mccu/Pages/map_categories.aspx (accessed July 8, 
2015). 
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4.2.2 Existing Policies and Regulations 

4.2.2.1 City of Rialto General Plan Policies 

The City General Plan does not contain any policies related to agricultural land and 
forests that apply to the proposed project and project site. In the Managing Our Land 
Supply section of the General Plan, the City does provide a Historic Agricultural 
Overlay that preserves historic orchards, tree crops, and other historical agricultural 
enterprise. This overlay is not located on the project site and is not applicable to the 
proposed project. 

4.2.3 Methodology 

The methodological analysis underlying this section of the EIR consists of the 
following: 

 Identify the FMMP designation of the project site; 

 Identify existing and proposed General Plan land use designations and zoning for 
the project site and adjacent areas to determine potential conflicts between 
agricultural and non-agricultural uses; and 

 Finally, use Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) data to further 
analyze any potential impacts to agricultural resources. 

For forest land analysis, the City General Plan and Zoning Ordinance were 
considered in order to determine whether the proposed project would conflict with 
forest or timberland zoning. 

4.2.4 Thresholds of Significance 

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines agricultural resources impacts would 
be significant if the proposed project would: 

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

 Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in 
Public Resources Code Section 12220[g]), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as 
defined by Government Code Section 51104[g]); 

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

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

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

4.2.5 Less than Significant Impacts 

The following potential impacts were determined to be less than significant. In each 
of the following issues, either no impact would occur or adherence to established 
regulations, standards, and policies would reduce potential impacts to a less than 
significant level. In either instance, no mitigation would be required. 

4.2.5.1 Loss or Conversion of Forest Land 

Threshold Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)), 
timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526), or 
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government 
Code Section 51104(g))? 

Threshold Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? 

The project site is currently zoned for industrial uses (Agua Mansa Industrial 
Corridor Specific Plan – Heavy Industrial). The proposed project does not propose a 
zone change that would convert existing forest or timberland. 

Since there are no trees on the project site, it could not be considered forest land or 
timberland pursuant to Public Resource Code Section 1220(g). Therefore, the 
proposed project would not result in any impact to forest land. No mitigation is 
required. 

4.2.5.2 Farmland Conversion 

Threshold Would the project result in the conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural land 
use? 

The California Resources Agency has mapped the project site as “Other” and 
“Urban and Built-up” land. These designations are not considered to be valuable for 
agricultural uses. Surrounding land to the north, south, east, and west are also 
mapped as “Urban and Built-Up” land. As no agricultural land is located on, adjacent 
to, or in close proximity to the project site, development of the proposed project 
would not result in the conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural uses. Therefore, 
the proposed project would not result in any impact related to farmland conversion. 
No mitigation is required. 
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4.2.5.3 Existing Agricultural Zoning and Williamson Act Contract Land 

Threshold Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a 
Williamson Act contract? 

There is no land enrolled in Williamson Act contracts either on the project site or on 
adjacent properties. Neither the project site nor any adjacent properties is zoned or 
General Plan designated for agricultural uses. The proposed project would not 
conflict with any Williamson Act contracts or existing zoning designations. Therefore, 
the proposed project would not result in any impact related to existing zoning or 
Williamson Act Contract Land. No mitigation is required. 

4.2.5.4 Conversion of Farmland to Non-Agricultural Uses 

Threshold Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of 
farmland to non-agricultural use, or conversion of forest land to non-
forest use? 

Neither the project site nor adjacent land is considered farmland or forest land, as 
shown on maps prepared by the DOC. In addition, the project site and adjacent 
lands are not currently used for agriculture. Although the project site was historically 
used as farmland, the current industrial uses of the project site and surrounding 
areas would make it impractical for farming to occur now. The proposed project 
would not result in the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or the 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use. Therefore, no impacts from the 
conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses would occur. No mitigation is 
required. 

4.2.6 Significant Impacts 

The proposed project would not have any impact relative to agricultural or forestry 
resources. 

4.2.7 Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative study area for potential impacts to agricultural resources is the City 
of Rialto, which is the geographical area covered by the City’s General Plan, 
including all goals and policies included therein. As shown in Table 2.A and 
illustrated in Figure 2.1, several cumulative projects are planned within the City. 
Construction of the proposed project, when considered in conjunction with these 
cumulative projects in the project vicinity as well as other development citywide, 
would contribute to continued development of vacant and underutilized parcels 
within the City. This cumulative development would result in a loss of lands that are 
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currently undeveloped but in some cases have been historically used for dry farming 
and/or growing grasses, oats, and other feed for livestock. 

The DOC Office of Land Conservation publishes a Farmland Conversion Report 
every two years as part of its FMMP. These reports document by acreage land use 
conversion for each California county. The most recent data are for the 2008–2010 
period, during which San Bernardino County experienced a net loss of 1,242 acres 
of Prime Farmland, 505 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance, 150 acres of 
Unique Farmland, and 668 acres of Farmland of Local Importance (total loss equals 
2,565 acres). However, the loss of 24.37 acres of “Other” and “Urban and Built-up” 
land that has not been farmed in approximately 40 years and is not currently utilized 
for agriculture, would not contribute to loss of agricultural land in the County or State. 
Therefore, no cumulatively significant impact from the loss of agricultural land would 
result from implementation of the proposed project and cumulative projects. No 
mitigation is required. 

There is no forest or timber land on or adjacent to the site. Implementation of the 
proposed project and cumulative projects would not result in any loss of forest 
resources. Therefore, no cumulatively significant impact related to loss of forest 
resources would result from implementation of the proposed project and cumulative 
projects. No mitigation is required. 
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4.3 AIR QUALITY 

The following analysis provides an overview of the local and regional air quality 
environment, the physical setting of the project area, and the air quality regulatory 
framework. This section evaluates the proposed project’s potential air quality 
impacts by examining the short-term construction and long-term operational impacts 
associated with the proposed project.  

The analysis contained in this section is based on the following documents: 

 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse 
Project, LSA Associates, Inc., June 2016 (Appendix B-1). 

 Health Risk Assessment, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA 
Associates, Inc., June 2016 (Appendix B-2). 

4.3.1 Existing Setting 

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) coordinates and oversees both State and 
federal air pollution control programs in California and, in conjunction with the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and local air districts, maintains air 
quality monitoring stations throughout the State. Based on meteorological and 
topographical factors of air pollution, the CARB has divided the State into 15 air basins. 
The City is located in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin), a broad geographic area 
that encompasses the coastal plain and connecting broad inland valleys and low 
hills. The Basin includes Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, 
Riverside and San Bernardino Counties This area is bounded on the west by the 
Pacific Ocean and on the north and east by the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and 
San Jacinto Mountains. 

Regional air quality in the Basin is overseen by the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD). The SCAQMD develops and adopts Air Quality 
Management Plans (AQMPs), which serve as a blueprint to bring the Basin into 
compliance with federal and State clean air standards and adopts rules to reduce 
emissions from various sources, including specific types of equipment, activities, 
processes, and products. 

4.3.1.1 Climate and Meteorology 

Air quality in the project area is not only affected by various emission sources (mobile 
and stationary), but also by atmospheric conditions such as wind speed, wind direction, 
temperature, rainfall, and amount of sunshine. The regional climate has a substantial 
influence on air quality in the Basin. The combination of topography, low mixing height, 
abundant sunshine, and urban emissions create the worst air pollution conditions in the 
nation.  
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Due to a decreased marine influence, the eastern portion of the Basin shows greater 
variability in average annual minimum and maximum temperatures. January is the 
coldest month throughout the Basin, with average minimum temperatures of 47°F in 
downtown Los Angeles and 36°F in San Bernardino. All portions of the Basin have 
recorded maximum temperatures above 100°F. 

The Fontana-Kaiser Station, which is the climatological station closest to the site with 
complete temperature and rainfall records, provides data for average temperatures in 
the project area. The Fontana-Kaiser Station indicates that the monthly average 
maximum temperature recorded from March 1951 to August 1984 ranged from 66.8°F 
in January to 95.1°F in July, with an annual average maximum of 79.4°F. The monthly 
average minimum temperature recorded at this station ranged from 44.0°F in January 
to 62.9°F in August, with an annual average minimum of 52.3°F. 

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

More than 90 percent of the region’s rainfall occurs from November through April. The 
annual average rainfall varies from approximately 9 inches in Riverside to 14 inches in 
downtown Los Angeles. Monthly and yearly rainfall totals are extremely variable. 
Summer rainfall usually consists of scattered thunderstorms near the coast and slightly 
heavier shower activity in the eastern portion of the Basin, with frequency being higher 
near the coast. The Fontana-Kaiser Station monitored precipitation from March 1951 
through August 1984. Average monthly rainfall during that period varied from 3.65 
inches in January to 0.26 inch or less from May to October, with an annual total of 15.32 
inches. 

Due to its generally clear weather, about three-quarters of available sunshine is 
received in the Basin. The remaining one-quarter is absorbed by clouds. The ultraviolet 
portion of this abundant radiation is a key factor in photochemical reactions. On the 
shortest day of the year there are approximately 10 hours of possible sunshine, and on 
the longest day of the year there are approximately 14.5 hours of possible sunshine. 

The direction and speed of wind determines the horizontal dispersion and transport of 
air pollutants. Throughout the Basin, winds are characteristically light although the 
speed is somewhat greater during the dry summer months than during the rainy winter 
season. During the late autumn to early spring the Basin is subjected to wind flows 
associated with storms moving through the region from the northwest. Strong, dry, 
offshore winds (“Santa Anas”) generally occur during this period. During the dry season, 
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which coincides with the periods of maximum photochemical smog concentrations, the 
windflow is typified by daytime onshore sea breeze and nighttime offshore drainage 
wind. Summer wind flows are created by pressure differences between the relatively 
cold ocean and the unevenly heated and cooled land surfaces. Wind patterns across 
the region are characterized by westerly and southwesterly on-shore winds during the 
day and easterly or northeasterly breezes at nights. 

During periods of low inversions and low wind speeds, air pollutants generated in 
urbanized areas are transported predominantly onshore into eastern areas of the Basin. 
In the winter, the greatest pollution problems are carbon monoxide (CO) and oxides of 
nitrogen (NOX), because of extremely low inversions and air stagnation during the night 
and early morning hours. In the summer, the longer daylight hours and the brighter 
sunshine combine to cause a reaction between hydrocarbons and NOX to form 
photochemical smog. 

4.3.1.2 Regional Air Quality 

The CARB and EPA use the data collected at monitoring stations to classify air 
basins as attainment, non-attainment, non-attainment transitional, or unclassified, 
based on air quality data for the most recent three calendar years compared with the 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS). Existing air quality is measured at 
established SCAQMD air quality monitoring stations. Air quality is evaluated in the 
context of ambient air quality standards. These standards are the levels of air quality 
that are considered safe, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect the public 
health and welfare. Table 4.3.A details National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) and California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) currently in effect. 

The CAAQS are more stringent than the NAAQS. Indirect sources of pollution are 
generated when minor sources collectively emit a substantial amount of pollution. 
Examples of this would be the motor vehicles at intersections, malls, and on 
highways. The California Clean Air Act (CCAA) provides the SCAQMD with the 
authority to manage transportation activities at indirect sources. The SCAQMD also 
regulates stationary sources of pollution throughout its jurisdictional area. Direct 
emissions from motor vehicles are regulated by the CARB. 

The determination of whether a region’s air quality is healthful or unhealthful is 
determined by comparing contaminant levels in ambient air samples to the State and 
federal standards presented in Table 4.3.A. The air quality in a region is considered 
to be in attainment by the state if the measured ambient air pollutant levels for ozone 
(O3,) carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), inhalable 
particulate matter (PM10), and fine particulate matter (PM2.5) are not equaled or 
exceeded at any time in any consecutive three-year period; and the federal 
standards (other than O3, PM10, PM2.5, and those based on annual averages or 
arithmetic mean) are not exceeded more than once per year. The O3 standard is 
attained when the fourth highest eight-hour concentration in a year, averaged over  
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Table 4.3.A: Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Averaging Time 

California Standards1 Federal Standards2 

Notes Concentration3 Method4 Primary2,5 Secondary2,6 Method7 

Ozone (O3) 
1-Hour 0.09 ppm (180 µg/m3) 

Ultraviolet Photometry 
— Same as 

Primary 
Standard 

Ultraviolet Photometry 

1 California standards for ozone; carbon monoxide (except Lake 
Tahoe); sulfur dioxide (1 and 24 hour); nitrogen dioxide; suspended 
particulate matter, PM10; and visibility reducing particles are values 
that are not to be exceeded. All others are not to be equaled or 
exceeded. California ambient air quality standards are listed in the 
Table of Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the California 
Code of Regulations. 

2 National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, and those 
based on annual averages or annual arithmetic mean) are not to be 
exceeded more than once a year. The ozone standard is attained 
when the fourth-highest 8-hour concentration in a year, averaged 
over 3 years, is equal to or less than the standard. For PM10, the 24 
hour standard is attained when the expected number of days per 
calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration above 150 μg/m3 
is equal to or less than 1. For PM2.5, the 24-hour standard is attained 
when 98 percent of the daily concentrations, averaged over 3 years, 
are equal to or less than the standard. Contact U.S. EPA for further 
clarification and current federal policies. 

3 Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated. 
Equivalent units given in parentheses are based upon a reference 
temperature of 25˚C and a reference pressure of 760 torr. Most 
measurements of air quality are to be corrected to a reference 
temperature of 25˚C and a reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm in this 
table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole of 
gas. 

4 Any equivalent procedure that can be shown to the satisfaction of the 
CARB to give equivalent results at or near the level of the air quality 
standard may be used. 

5 National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with 
an adequate margin of safety to protect the public health. 

6 National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to 
protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse 
effects of a pollutant. 

7 Reference method as described by the EPA. An “equivalent method” 
of measurement may be used but must have a “consistent 
relationship to the reference method” and must be approved by the 
EPA. 

8 The CARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as ‘toxic air 
contaminants’ with no threshold level of exposure for adverse health 
effects determined. These actions allow for the implementation of 
control measures at levels below the ambient concentrations 
specified for these pollutants. 

 

8-Hour 0.07 ppm (137 µg/m3) 
0.075 ppm 
(147 µg/m3) 

Respirable 
Particulate 

Matter (PM10) 

24-Hour 50 μg/m3 
Gravimetric or Beta 

Attenuation* 

150 µg/m3 Same as 
Primary 

Standard 

Inertial Separation and 
Gravimetric Analysis Annual Arithmetic Mean 20 µg/m3 — 

Fine 
Particulate 

Matter (PM2.5) 

24-Hour No Separate State Standard 35 µg/m3 
Same as 
Primary 

Standard Inertial Separation and 
Gravimetric Analysis 

Annual Arithmetic Mean 12 µg/m3 
Gravimetric or Beta 

Attenuation* 
12 µg/m3 15 µg/m3 

Carbon 
Monoxide 

(CO) 

8-Hour 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m3) 

Non-Dispersive Infrared 
Photometry (NDIR) 

9 ppm  
(10 mg/m3) 

None 
Non-Dispersive Infrared 

Photometry (NDIR)  
1-Hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m3) 

35 ppm  
(40 mg/m3) 

 

8-Hour  
(Lake Tahoe) 

6ppm (7 mg/m3) — 

Nitrogen 
Dioxide (NO2) 

Annual Arithmetic Mean 0.030 ppm (56 µg/m3) Gas Phase 
Chemiluminescence 

0.053 ppm 
(100 µg/m3) 

Same as 
Primary 

Standard 

Gas Phase 
Chemiluminescence 

1-Hour 0.18 ppm (338 µg/m3) 100 ppb  

Lead (Pb)8 

30-Day Average 1.5 µg/m3 

Atomic Absorption 

— — 
High Volume Sampler 
and Atomic Absorption 

Calendar Quarter — 1.5 µg/m3 Same as 
Primary 

Standard Rolling 3-Month Average — 0.15 µg/m3 

Sulfur Dioxide 
(SO2)  

Annual Arithmetic Mean — 

Ultraviolet Fluorescence  

0.030 ppm 
(80 µg/m3) 

— 

Spectrophotometry 
(Pararosaniline Method) 

24-Hour 0.04 ppm (105 µg/m3) 
0.14 ppm 
(80 µg/m3) 

— 

3-Hour — — 
0.5 ppm (1300 

µg/m3) 

1-Hour 0.25 ppm (655 µg/m3) 75 ppb — 

Visibility- 
Reducing 
Particles 
Sulfates 

8-Hour Extinction coefficient of 0.23 per kilometer—visibility of 10 
miles or more (0.07-30 miles or more for Lake Tahoe) due to 

particles when relative humidity is less than 70%. Method: 
Beta Attenuation and Transmittance through Filter Tape. 

Method: 
Beta Attenuation and transmittance through Filter Tape. 

No 
 

Federal 
 

Standards 

Sulfates 24-Hour 25 µg/m3 Ion Chromatography 

Hydrogen 
Sulfide 

1-Hour 0.03 ppm (42 µg/m3) 
Ultraviolet  

Fluorescence 

Vinyl 
Chloride8 

24-Hour 
0.01 ppm (26 µg/m3) Gas Chromatography 

Source: California Air Resources Board (June 4, 2013). 
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three years, is equal to or less than the standard. For PM10, the 24-hour standard is 
attained when 99 percent of the daily concentrations, averaged over three years, are 
equal to or less than the standard. Non-attainment areas are imposed with additional 
restrictions, as required by the EPA. The air quality data are also used to monitor 
progress in attaining air quality standards. 

At most monitoring stations in 2013, the federal and State AAQSs were exceeded on 
one or more days for O3, PM10, and PM2.5. No areas within the Basin exceeded 
federal or State standards for NO2, SO2 CO, sulfates or lead. Table 4.3.B identifies 
the attainment status for the criteria pollutants in the Basin. 

Table 4.3.B: Attainment Status of Criteria Pollutants in the South Coast Air 
Basin 

Pollutant State Federal 

1-hour Ozone (O3) Non-attainment No Standard 

8-hour Ozone (O3) Non-attainment Extreme Non-attainment 

PM10 Non-attainment Attainment 

PM2.5 Non-attainment Non-attainment 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) Attainment Attainment 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) Non-attainment Unclassified/Attainment 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) Attainment Attainment 

Lead (Pb) Attainment Attainment 

Source: Table D, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA 
Associates, Inc., June 2016. 

4.3.1.3 Local Air Quality 

The air quality monitoring station closest to the project site is the Fontana-Arrow 
Highway Station, located 7.5 miles northwest of the project site. The station monitors 
all criteria air pollutant data. The air quality trends from this station are used to 
represent the ambient air quality in the project area. The pollutants monitored are 
CO, O3, PM10, PM2.5, SO2, and NO2. The ambient air quality data in Table 4.3.C 
show that NO2, SO2, 24-hour PM10, and CO levels are below the applicable State 
and federal standards. Table 4.3.C presents the most recent (2012–2014) three 
years of data available for this station. The number of days ambient air quality 
standards were exceeded for the study area, which was considered to be 
representative of the local air quality, is also identified in Table 4.3.C.1 The ambient 
air quality data in Table 4.3.C show that NO2, SO2, 24-hour PM10, and CO levels are 
below the applicable State and federal standards. 

                                                      
1  Data for SO2 has been omitted as attainment is regularly met in the Basin and few monitoring 

stations measure SO2 concentrations. 
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Table 4.3.C: Project Area Air Quality Monitoring Summary 2012–2014* 
Pollutant Standard 2012 2013 2014 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
Maximum 1-hr concentration  11.1 3.3 2.0 

Number of days exceeded: 
State: > 20 ppm 0 0 0 

Federal: > 35 ppm 0 0 0 
Maximum 8-hr concentration (ppm) 7.8 1.6 1.6 

Number of days exceeded: 
State: ≥ 9.0 ppm 0 0 0 

Federal: ≥ 9.0 ppm 0 0 0 
Ozone (O3)  

Maximum 1-hr concentration  0.142 0.151 0.127 
Number of days exceeded: State: > 0.09 ppm 60 34 31 

Maximum 8-hr concentration (ppm) 0.110 0.122 0.105 

Number of days exceeded: 
State: > 0.07 ppm 88 68 52 
Federal: > 0.075 ppm 621 42 37 

Coarse (≤ 10 microns) Particulate Matter (PM10)  
Maximum 24-hr concentration (µg/m3) 67.0 90.0 68.0 

Number of days exceeding 
standard: 

State: > 50 µg/m3 5 15 10 
Federal: > 150 µg/m3 0 0 0 

Annual arithmetic mean (µg/m3) 21.9 25.0 26.0 
Exceeded for the year: State: >20 µg/m3 Yes Yes Yes 

Fine (≤ 2.5 microns) Particulate (PM2.5)  
Maximum 24-hr concentration (µg/m3) 39.9 43.6 78.9 

Number of days exceeded: Federal: > 35 µg/m3 3 1 1 
Annual arithmetic mean (µg/m3) 12.8 12.2 13.1 

Exceeded for the year: 
State: > 12 µg/m3 Yes Yes Yes 

Federal: > 15 µg/m3 No No No 
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)  

Maximum 1-hr concentration (ppm) 0.0691 0.0817 0.0704 

Number of days exceeded: 
State: > 0.18 ppm 0 0 0 
Federal: > 0.14 ppm 0 0 ND 

Annual arithmetic mean concentration (ppm) ND ND ND 
Exceeded for the year: Federal: > 0.030 ppm ND ND ND 
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)  

Maximum 24-hour concentration (ppm) 0.004 0.001 ND 

Number of days exceeded: 
State: > 0.18 ppm 0 0 0 
Federal: > 0.14 ppm 0 0 ND 

Annual arithmetic mean concentration (ppm) ND ND ND 
Exceeded for the year: Federal: > 0.030 ppm ND ND ND 
Sources: United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), www.epa.gov/airdata/; and California Air 
Resources Board (CARB), www.arb.ca.gov/adam/welcome.html.  
1 The exceedances of the federal 8-hour O3 standard are based on the old 0.08 ppm standard. In April 2008, 

the EPA revised the standard to 0.075 ppm.  

µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter  ND = no data available 

PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size PM2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size 

ppm = parts per million 
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Criteria pollutants are those pollutants that are regulated through the development of 
human health and/or environmentally based criteria for setting permissible levels. 
Criteria pollutants and their typical sources are identified below. The generalized effects 
these criteria pollutants have on human health are summarized in Table 4.3.D. 

Table 4.3.D: Generalized Summary of Health Effect of the Major Criteria Air 
Pollutants  

Pollutant Health Effects Examples of Sources 

PM10   

Increased respiratory disease 
Lung damage 
Premature death 

Cars and trucks (especially diesel), 
fireplaces, wood stoves, windblown dust 
from roadways, agriculture, and 
construction activities 

O3  

Breathing difficulties 
Lung damage 

Formed by chemical reactions of air 
pollutants in the presence of sunlight; 
common sources are motor vehicles, 
industries, and consumer products 

CO 

Chest pain in heart patients, 
headaches, nausea, reduced 
mental alertness, and death at 
very high levels 

Any source that burns fuel, such as cars, 
trucks, construction and farming equipment, 
and residential heaters and stoves.  

NO2 Lung damage  See CO sources 

Toxic air 
contaminants 

Cancer, chronic eye, lung, or 
skin irritation; neurological and 
reproductive disorders 

Cars and trucks; industrial sources such as 
chrome platers; neighborhood businesses 
such as dry cleaners and service stations; 
and building materials and products 

Source: California Air Resources Board, http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/health/fs/fs1/fs1.htm, accessed August 
2015 June 2016. 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) is a colorless, odorless gas produced by the incomplete 
combustion of carbon-containing fuels, such as gasoline or wood. CO concentrations 
tend to be the highest during the winter morning, when little to no wind and surface-
based inversions trap the pollutant at ground levels. Because CO is emitted directly 
from internal combustion engines, unlike ozone, motor vehicles operating at slow 
speeds are the primary source of CO in the Basin. The highest ambient CO 
concentrations are generally found near congested transportation corridors and 
intersections. 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) is a colorless, extremely irritating gas or liquid. It enters the 
atmosphere as a pollutant mainly as a result of burning high sulfur-content fuel oils and 
coal and from chemical processes occurring at chemical plants and refineries. When 
SO2 oxidizes in the atmosphere, it forms sulfates (SO4). Collectively, these pollutants 
are referred to as sulfur oxides (SOX). 

Nitrogen Oxides (Oxides of Nitrogen or NOX) consist of nitric oxide (NO), nitrogen 
dioxide (NO2) and nitrous oxide (N2O) and are formed when nitrogen combines with 
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oxygen. Nitrogen oxides are typically created during combustion processes, and are 
major contributors to smog formation and acid deposition. NO2 is a criteria air pollutant, 
and may result in numerous adverse health effects; it absorbs blue light, resulting in a 
brownish-red cast to the atmosphere and reduced visibility. Of the seven types of 
nitrogen oxide compounds, NO2 is the most abundant in the atmosphere. As ambient 
concentrations of NO2 are related to traffic density, commuters in heavy traffic may be 
exposed to higher concentrations of NO2 than those indicated by regional monitors. 

Ozone (O3) is a highly reactive and unstable gas that is formed when volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs) and NOX, both byproducts of internal combustion engine exhaust, 
undergo slow photochemical reactions in the presence of sunlight. Ozone 
concentrations are generally highest during the summer months when direct sunlight, 
light wind, and warm temperature conditions are favorable to the formation of this 
pollutant. 

PM10 (Particulate Matter less than 10 microns) is a major air pollutant consisting of 
tiny solid or liquid particles of soot, dust, smoke, fumes, and aerosols. The size of the 
particles (about 0.0004 inch or less) allows them to easily enter the lungs where they 
may be deposited, resulting in adverse health effects. PM10 also causes visibility 
reduction and is a criteria air pollutant. 

PM2.5 (Particulate Matter less than 2.5 microns) is a similar air pollutant consisting of 
tiny solid or liquid particles that are 2.5 microns or smaller (often referred to as fine 
particles). These particles are formed in the atmosphere from primary gaseous 
emissions that include sulfates formed from SO2 release from power plants and 
industrial facilities and nitrates that are formed from NOX release from power plants, 
automobiles and other types of combustion sources. The chemical composition of fine 
particles depends on location, time of year, and weather conditions. PM2.5 is a criteria 
air pollutant. 

Lead (Pb) is a heavy metal that is highly persistent in the environment. In the past, the 
primary source of lead in the air was emissions from vehicles burning leaded gasoline. 
As a result of the removal of lead from gasoline, there have been no violations at any of 
the SCAQMD’s regular air monitoring stations since 1982. Currently, emissions of lead 
are limited to stationary sources such as lead smelters. It should be noted that the 
proposed project is not anticipated to generate a quantifiable amount of lead emissions. 
Lead is a criteria air pollutant. 

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) are hydrocarbon compounds (any compound 
containing various combinations of hydrogen and carbon atoms) that exist in the 
ambient air. VOCs contribute to the formation of smog through atmospheric 
photochemical reactions and/or may be toxic. Compounds of carbon (also known as 
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organic compounds) have different levels of reactivity; that is, they do not react at the 
same speed or do not form ozone to the same extent when exposed to photochemical 
processes. VOCs often have an odor, and some examples include gasoline, alcohol, 
and the solvents used in paints. Exceptions to the VOC designation include carbon 
monoxide, carbon dioxide, carbonic acid, metallic carbides or carbonates, and 
ammonium carbonate. VOCs are a criteria pollutant since they are a precursor to O3, 
which is a criteria pollutant. The SCAQMD uses the terms VOC and ROG (see below) 
interchangeably. 

Reactive Organic Gases (ROG), similar to VOC, are also precursors in forming ozone 
and consist of compounds containing methane, ethane, propane, butane, and longer 
chain hydrocarbons, which are typically the result of some type of combustion/
decomposition process. Smog is formed when ROG and NOX react in the presence of 
sunlight. ROGs are a criteria pollutant since they are a precursor to O3, which is a 
criteria pollutant. The SCAQMD uses the terms ROG and VOC interchangeably. 

4.3.1.4 Sensitive Land Uses in the Project Area 

Sensitive receptors include residences, schools, medical offices, convalescent 
facilities, and similar uses that are sensitive to air pollutants. The nearest sensitive 
receptor is residential in nature: The property lines of two residences are located 
approximately 30 feet south of the project site property line, a third residence is 
located approximately 180 feet south of the project site property line, and a fourth 
residence is located approximately 350 feet southeast of the project site property 
line. The next nearest sensitive receptor also is residential, as a housing tract is 
located approximately 2,000 feet west of the project site property line. 

4.3.1.5 NOP/Scoping Comments 

One NOP/Scoping comment regarding air quality was received during the NOP 
period. The SCAQMD responded (October 28, 2015) to the NOP, providing 
recommendations for the analysis and mitigation of potential air quality impacts. 
SCAQMD also provided a truck trip rate to incorporate into the air quality analysis. 
The SCAQMD comment letter is included in Appendix A to this EIR. 

4.3.2 Existing Policies and Regulations 

4.3.2.1 Federal Regulations 

The EPA is responsible for setting and enforcing the NAAQS for O3, CO, NOx, SO2, 
PM10, and lead. The EPA has jurisdiction over emissions sources that are under the 
authority of the federal government including aircraft, locomotives, and emissions 
sources outside state waters. The EPA also establishes emission standards for 
vehicles sold in states other than California. Automobiles sold in California must 
meet the stricter emission requirements of the CARB. 
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The Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) establishes federal air quality standards, the 
NAAQS (see previously referenced Table 4.3.A) and specifies future dates for 
achieving air quality compliance. The CAA further mandates that states submit and 
implement State Implementation Plans (SIPs) for those areas not meeting these 
standards. The SIPs must include pollution control measures that demonstrate how 
the NAAQS will be met. The 1990 amendment to the CAA requires that areas not 
meeting NAAQS demonstrate reasonable further progress toward attainment and 
incorporate sanctions for failure to attain or meet specific attainment milestones. 
Each state is required to adopt an implementation plan outlining pollution control 
measures to attain the federal standards in non-attainment areas of the state. The 
CARB is responsible for incorporating air quality management plans for local air 
basins into an SIP, which is approved by the EPA. 

In April 2003, the EPA was cleared by the White House Office of Management and 
Budget (OMB) to implement the eight-hour ground-level O3 standard. The EPA 
issued the proposed rule implementing the eight-hour O3 standard in April 2003. The 
EPA completed final eight-hour non-attainment status on April 15, 2004. The EPA 
issued the final PM2.5 implementation rule in fall 2004. The EPA issued final 
designations on December 15, 2004. 

4.3.2.2 State Regulations 

The CARB is responsible for ensuring implementation of the CCAA, responding to 
the CAA, and for regulating emissions from consumer products and motor vehicles. 
The CCAA mandates achievement of the maximum degree of emissions reductions 
possible from vehicular and other mobile sources in order to attain CAAQS by the 
earliest practical date. The CARB established the CAAQS for all pollutants for which 
the federal government has NAAQS. Additional standards for sulfates, visibility-
reducing particles, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride have been established; 
however, they are not considered to be a regional air quality problem at this time. 
Hydrogen sulfide and vinyl chloride are not measured at any monitoring stations in 
the Basin. Generally, the CAAQS are more stringent than the NAAQS. 

4.3.2.3 Regional Regulations 

The 1976 Lewis Air Quality Management Act established the SCAQMD and other air 
districts throughout the State. Significant authority for air quality control within them 
has been granted to local air districts that regulate stationary source emissions and 
develop local non-attainment plans. Local air quality management districts, such as 
the SCAQMD, regulate air emissions from commercial and light industrial facilities. 
All air pollution control districts have been formally designated as attainment or non-
attainment for each CAAQS. Serious non-attainment areas are required to prepare 
AQMPs that include specified emission reduction strategies in an effort to meet 
clean air goals. These plans are required to include: 

 Application of Best Available Retrofit Control Technology to existing sources; 
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 Developing control programs for area sources (e.g., architectural coatings and 
solvents) and indirect sources (e.g., motor vehicle use generated by residential 
and commercial development); 

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

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

 Significant use of low-emissions vehicles by fleet operators; 

 Sufficient control strategies to achieve a five percent or more annual reduction in 
emissions or 15 percent or more in a period of three years for ROGs, NOX, CO 
and PM10. However, air basins may use alternative emissions reduction 
strategies that achieve a reduction of less than five percent per year under 
certain circumstances. 

The SCAQMD and the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) are 
responsible for formulating and implementing the AQMP for the Basin. The primary 
purpose of an AQMP is to bring the area into compliance with federal and State air 
quality standards. Every three years, the SCAQMD prepares a new AQMP, updating 
the previous plan and having a 20-year horizon. The SCAQMD adopted the 2012 
AQMP in December 2012 and forwarded it to the CARB for review and approval. 
The CARB approved the AQMP on January 23, 2013, and forwarded it to the EPA. 

The AQMP proposes policies and measures currently contemplated by responsible 
agencies to achieve federal standards for healthful air quality in the areas under its 
jurisdiction. The AQMP addresses federal planning requirements and incorporates 
significant new scientific data, primarily in the form of updated emissions inventories, 
ambient measurements, new meteorological episodes, and new air quality modeling 
tools. The 2012 AQMP uses assumptions regarding land use and population growth 
to generate its air quality projections. For example, it assumed that development will 
be constructed in accordance with population growth projections identified by the 
SCAG’s 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). 

The Final 2012 AQMP proposes a comprehensive program for the attainment of 
federal PM2.5 standards, and updates the Basin’s progress toward meeting the 
federal 8-hour ozone standards. This Final Plan builds upon the approaches taken in 
the 2007 AQMP. 

4.3.2.4 City General Plan Policies 

Local jurisdictions have the authority and responsibility to reduce air pollution 
through its police power and decision-making authority. Specifically, the City is 
responsible for the assessment and mitigation of air pollutant emissions resulting 
from its land use decisions. The City is also responsible for the implementation of 
transportation control measures as outlined in the AQMP. Examples of such 
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measures include bus turnouts, energy-efficient streetlights, and synchronized traffic 
signals. In accordance with CEQA requirements and the CEQA review process, the 
City assesses the air quality impacts of new development projects, requires 
mitigation of potentially significant air quality impacts by conditioning discretionary 
permits and monitors and enforces implementation of such mitigation. Air-quality 
related policies outlined in the City’s General Plan Land Use, Community Design, 
Open Space and Conservation Element include: 

Goal 2-9: Protect residential, schools, parks, and other sensitive land uses 
from the impacts associated with industrial and trucking-related land uses, as 
well as commercial and retail areas. 

Policies:  

Policy 2-9.1 Require mitigation and utilize other techniques to protect residential 
development and other sensitive land uses near industrial land 
uses or within identified health risk areas from excessive noise, 
hazardous materials and waste releases, toxic air pollutant 
concentrations, and other impacts. 

Goal 2-35: Reduce air pollution emissions from both mobile and stationary 
sources in the City. 

Policies:  

Policy 2-35.2 Require that new development projects incorporate design features 
that encourage ridesharing, transit use, park and ride facilities, and 
bicycle and pedestrian circulation. 

Policy 2-35.3 Establish a balanced land use pattern, and facilitate developments 
that provide jobs for City residents in order to reduce vehicle trips 
citywide. 

Policy 2-35.4 Require new development and significant redevelopment proposals 
to incorporate sufficient design and operational controls to prevent 
release of noxious odors beyond the limits of the development site. 

Goal 2-17: Provide high-quality and environmentally sustainable landscaping. 

Policies: 

Policy 2-17.1 Require the planting of street trees along public streets and 
inclusion of trees and landscaping for private developments to 
improve airshed, minimize urban heat island effect, and lessen 
impacts of high winds. 

Table 4.3.E: General Plan Consistency Analysis 
General Plan Goals and Targets General Plan Consistency Analysis 

Goal 2-9: Protect residential, schools, parks, and other sensitive land uses from the impacts 
associated with industrial and trucking-related land uses, as well as commercial and retail 
areas. 
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Table 4.3.E: General Plan Consistency Analysis 
General Plan Goals and Targets General Plan Consistency Analysis 

Policy 2-9.1. Require mitigation and utilize other techniques 
to protect residential development and other sensitive land 
uses near industrial land uses or within identified health risk 
areas from excessive noise, hazardous materials and waste 
releases, toxic air pollutant concentrations, and other 
impacts. 

Consistent: The proposed project 
has applied mitigation, as deemed 
feasible, to reduce health risks related 
to noise, hazardous materials, and 
toxic air pollutants. 

Goal 2-35: Reduce air pollution emissions from both mobile and stationary sources in the City. 

Policy 2-35.2. Require that new development projects 
incorporate design features that encourage ridesharing, 
transit use, park and ride facilities, and bicycle and 
pedestrian circulation. 

Partially Consistent: The proposed 
project would provide bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities as required by the 
City. No features related to 
ridesharing and transit use have been 
proposed by the proposed project. 

Policy 2-35.3. Establish a balanced land use pattern, and 
facilitate developments that provide jobs for City residents in 
order to reduce vehicle trips citywide. 

Consistent: The proposed project 
would place industrial uses within an 
area zoned for such uses. The 
proposed project would provide 649 
jobs. 

Policy 2-35.4. Require new development and significant 
redevelopment proposals to incorporate sufficient design 
and operational controls to prevent release of noxious odors 
beyond the limits of the development site. 

Consistent: The proposed project 
would not generate noxious odors. 

Goal 2-17: Provide high-quality and environmentally sustainable landscaping. 

Policy 2-17.1. Require the planting of street trees along 
public streets and inclusion of trees and landscaping for 
private developments to improve airshed, minimize urban 
heat island effect, and lessen impacts of high winds. 

Consistent:  The proposed project 
would plant street trees along its 
frontages.  

Source: City of Rialto General Plan, 2010.

4.3.3 Methodology 

The evaluation was prepared in accordance with the standards, procedures and 
methodologies established in the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD) Air Quality Analysis Handbook (SCAQMD 2016) and utilized the latest 
CalEEMod computer program developed and maintained by the SCAQMD. Air 
quality data posted by the CARB and the EPA web sites are included to document 
the local air quality environment. 

Evaluation of air quality impacts associated with the proposed project includes the 
following: 

 Determine the short-term construction air quality impacts based on SCAQMD 
emissions thresholds; 
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 Determine the long-term air quality impacts, including vehicular traffic, on both 
on-site and off-site air quality sensitive uses based on SCAQMD emissions 
thresholds; and 

 Determine the required mitigation measures to reduce short-term and long-term 
on-site air quality impacts from all sources. 

A number of modeling tools are available to assess air quality impacts of projects. In 
addition, certain air districts, such as the SCAQMD, have created guidelines and 
requirements to conduct air quality analysis. SCAQMD’s current guidelines, Air 
Quality Analysis Handbook, April 1993, were followed in the assessment of air 
quality impacts for the proposed project. The air quality models identified in the 
document are outdated; therefore, the California Emissions Estimator Model Version 
2013.2.2 (CalEEMod) was used to estimate project-related construction and 
operation emissions in this air quality assessment. 

The SCAQMD has established that impacts to air quality are significant if there is a 
potential to contribute or cause localized exceedances of the NAAQS/CAAQS; 
therefore, the analysis makes also uses methodology included in the SCAQMD Final 
Localized Significance Threshold Methodology. 

Localized air quality impacts (i.e., higher CO concentrations [CO hot spots] near 
intersections or roadway segments in the project vicinity) would be small and less 
than significant due to the generally low ambient CO concentrations (2.7 parts per 
million [ppm] versus the State one-hour CO standard of 20.0 ppm and 0.7 ppm 
versus the State eight-hour CO standard of 9.0 ppm) in the project area. In addition, 
more stringent vehicle emissions standards in the past 20 years have lowered 
potential for CO “hot spots”. CO concentrations in the project vicinity have steadily 
declined since the adoption of these standards, and “hot spots” could not be 
generated even in very busy intersections. Due to these considerations, a project-
specific analysis was not required for local CO “hot spots.” 

A screening level health risk assessment (HRA) was also prepared due to the close 
proximity of residential homes to the project site. Emissions of diesel particulate 
matter from trucks could potentially result in significant exposures to hazardous air 
pollutants (HAPs). An HRA is a process used to estimate the increased risk of health 
problems in people who are exposed to different amounts of toxic substances. An 
HRA combines results of studies on the health effects of various animal and human 
exposures to toxic air pollutants with results of studies that estimate the level of 
people’s exposures at different distances from the sources of the pollutants. 

A detailed discussion of the methodology utilized during the preparation of the 
proposed project’s air quality analysis is provided in the Appendix B (Air Quality 
Impact Analysis). 
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4.3.3.1 Types of Impacts 

Direct Impacts. Direct impacts are the result of the proposed project itself (from its 
construction and operation) in the form of project activity and trips generated by the 
project. For example, construction emissions (e.g., equipment exhaust, wind 
erosion, and vehicle exhaust) and trips to and from the project site (e.g., vehicle 
exhaust and tire wear) represent direct impacts. 

Indirect Impacts. Indirect impacts are the result of changes that would not occur 
without the proposed project. In the case of the proposed project, indirect impacts on 
the surrounding community can be generated in many ways: nearby construction of 
roadways (or roadway modifications) and other infrastructure to support the 
subdivision, construction and operation of development, changes in traffic/circulation 
patterns that result in increased congestion/delays, etc. 

Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impacts are direct and indirect impacts to which 
the project contributes. A given proposed project has a cumulative impact with all 
other area development projects, from the standpoint of each type of impact 
(cumulative construction emissions, residential natural gas consumption, solvent 
use, transportation emissions, congestion, etc.). 

Conformity Impacts. A proposed project is non-conforming if it conflicts with or 
delays implementation of any applicable attainment or maintenance plan. A 
proposed project is conforming if it complies with the applicable rules and 
regulations, complies with all proposed control measures that are not yet adopted 
from the applicable plan(s), and is consistent with the growth forecasts in the 
applicable plan(s) (or is directly included in the applicable plan). 

4.3.4 Thresholds of Significance 

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines the proposed project would result in 
a significant air quality impact if it would: 

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

 Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation; 

 Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or State 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursor); 

 Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; and/or 

 Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 
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4.3.4.1 Regional Thresholds for Construction Emissions 

The following significance thresholds for construction activities have been 
established by the SCAQMD. Activities that exceed these thresholds should be 
considered to have an individual and cumulatively significant air quality impact: 

 75 pounds per day of VOC. 

 100 pounds per day of NOX. 

 550 pounds per day of CO. 

 150 pounds per day of PM10. 

 150 pounds per day of SO2. 

 55 pounds per day of PM2.5. 

4.3.4.2 Regional Thresholds for Operational Emissions 

Projects with operation-related emissions that exceed any of the emission thresholds 
listed below would have an individual and cumulatively significant air quality impact: 

 55 pounds per day of VOC. 

 55 pounds per day of NOX. 

 550 pounds per day of CO. 

 150 pounds per day of PM10. 

 150 pounds per day of SO2. 

 55 pounds per day of PM2.5. 

4.3.4.3 Air Pollutant Standards for CO with Localized Effects 

The significance of localized project impacts under CEQA depends on whether 
ambient CO levels in the vicinity of the proposed project are above or below State 
and federal CO standards. If ambient levels are below the standards, a project is 
considered to have a significant impact if project emissions result in an exceedance 
of one or more of these standards. If ambient levels already exceed a State or 
federal standard, project emissions are considered significant if they increase one-
hour CO concentrations by 1.0 ppm or more or eight-hour CO concentrations by 
0.45 ppm or more. The Basin (with the exception of Los Angeles County) meets 
State and federal attainment standards for CO; therefore, the proposed project 
would have a significant CO impact if project emissions result in an exceedance of 
State or federal one-hour or eight-hour standard. The following emission 
concentration standards for CO apply to the proposed project: 

 California State one-hour CO standard of 20.0 ppm. 
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 California State eight-hour CO standard of 9.0 ppm. 

4.3.4.4 Local Significance Thresholds 

For this proposed project, the appropriate Source Receptor Area (SRA) is the San 
Bernardino Valley area (SRA 34) and local air quality conditions are evaluated 
based on data from the Fontana-Arrow Highway Station. As identified previously, 
Two residences are located approximately 30 feet south of the project site property 
line, a third residence is located approximately 180 feet south of the project site 
property line, and a fourth residence is located approximately 350 feet southeast of 
the project site property line.. Based on recommendations from the SCAQMD, 
receptors within 25 meters (82 feet) of the project site should be determined with the 
Local Significance Threshold (LST) set at 25 meters (82 feet). Assuming daily 
maximum ground disturbance of 3 acres and 25 meters to the closest sensitive 
receptors, the SCAQMD localized significance thresholds for construction would be: 

 203 lbs/day of NOX. 

 1,230 lbs/day of CO. 

 9 lbs/day of PM10. 

 5 lbs/day of PM2.5. 

The operations phase would use 5 acres as a threshold to provide a conservative 
estimate for the entire approximately 24.4 acre site. An approximately 24.4 acre site 
would allow for more distance for air pollutant dispersion which would reduce air 
pollutant concentrations. The SCAQMD localized significance thresholds for 
operation would be: 

 270 pounds per day of NOX. 

 1,746 pounds per day of CO. 

 4 pounds per day of PM10. 

 2 pounds per day of PM2.5. 

4.3.4.5 Health Risk Assessment Thresholds 

For HAPs, “substantial” is taken to mean that the individual cancer risk exceeds a 
threshold considered to be a prudent risk management level. The individual cancer 
risk to the maximum exposed individual (MEI) must not exceed 10 in 1 million in 
order for an impact to be determined as not significant. 

Airborne impacts are also derived from materials considered to be a nuisance for 
which there may not be associated standards. Odors or the deposition of large-
diameter dust particles outside the size range of particulate matter less than 10 
microns in diameter (PM10) would be included in this category.  



CapRock Distribution Center III Warehouse Project – City of Rialto 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

4.3-20 Air Quality Section 4.3 

The following limits for maximum individual cancer risk (MICR), and non-cancer 
acute and chronic hazard index (HI) from proposed project emissions of HAPs are 
considered appropriate for use in determining the health risk for projects in the 
Basin: 

 MICR: MICR is the estimated probability of an MEI contracting cancer as a result 
of exposure to HAPs over a period of 70 years for residential locations. The 
MICR calculations include multipathway consideration, when applicable. 

The cumulative increase in MICR that is the sum of the calculated MICR values 
for all HAPs emitted from the proposed project would be considered significant if 
it would result in an increased MICR greater than 10 in 1 million (1.0 × 10-5) at 
any sensitive receptor location. 

 Chronic HI: Chronic HI is the ratio of the estimated long-term level of exposure to 
a HAP for a potential MEI to its chronic reference exposure level. The chronic HI 
calculations include multipathway consideration, when applicable. 

The proposed project would be considered significant if the cumulative increase 
in total chronic HI for any target organ system due to total emissions from the 
proposed project would exceed 1.0 at any receptor location. 

 Acute HI: Acute HI is the ratio of the estimated maximum 1-hour concentration of 
a HAP for a potential MEI to its acute reference exposure level. 

The proposed project would be considered significant if the cumulative increase 
in total acute HI for any target organ system due to total emissions from the 
proposed project would exceed 1.0 at any receptor location. 

4.3.5 Less than Significant Impacts 

The following impacts were determined to be less than significant. In each of the 
following issues, either no impact would occur (therefore, no mitigation would be 
required) or adherence to established regulations, standards, and policies would 
reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 

4.3.5.1 Air Quality Management Plan Consistency 

Threshold Would the proposed project conflict with or obstruct implementation of 
the applicable air quality plan? 

To meet ambient air quality standards, the SCAQMD works directly with the SCAG, 
county transportation commissions, local governments and State and federal 
agencies to reduce emissions from stationary, mobile, and indirect sources. The 
SCAQMD for formulates the AQMP for the Basin. The current AQMP for the Basin 
was adopted by the SCAQMD on December 7, 2012, and approved by the CARB on 
January 23, 2013. The 2012 AQMP incorporates the latest scientific and 
technological information and planning assumptions, including the 2012 Regional 
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Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategies and updated emission 
inventory methodologies for various source categories. The AQMP is based on 
assumptions provided by CARB and SCAG related to the most recent motor vehicle1 
and demographic information. The 2012 AQMP assumes that development 
associated with general plans, specific plans, residential projects, and wastewater 
facilities will be constructed in accordance with the population growth projections 
identified by SCAG. The 2012 AQMP further assumes that this development will 
implement strategies to reduce emissions generated during the construction and 
operational phases of development. 

A consistency determination plays an essential role in local agency project review by 
linking local planning and unique individual projects to the air quality plans. It fulfills 
the CEQA goal of fully informing local agency decision-makers of the environmental 
costs of the project under consideration at a stage early enough to ensure that air 
quality concerns are addressed. Only new or amended General Plan elements, 
Specific Plans, and significantly unique projects need to undergo a consistency 
review since the air quality plan strategy is based on projections from local General 
Plans. The SCAQMD has the following consistency criteria: 

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

The violations that Consistency Criterion No. 1 refers to are the CAAQS and 
NAAQS. CAAQS and NAAQS violations would occur if LSTs were exceeded. 
Section 4.3.5.2 shows that LSTs would be exceeded prior to the implementation 
of mitigation measures. However, with the implementation of Mitigation Measure 
4.3.6.1F which would limit the number of equipment operating concurrently near 
the existing residences, project related emissions would be below the LSTs and 
would not result in a localized air quality impact. The proposed project would also 
result in VOC emissions which exceed the SCAQMD’s regional significance 
threshold prior to the implementation of mitigation measures. The exceedance in 
VOCs is due to the use of architectural coatings during the construction phase.  
Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.1A requires the use of “Super Compliant Paints” which 
have extremely low VOC contents. With the application of this mitigation 
measure VOC emissions would be below the SCAQMD thresholds and would not 
result in a significant air quality impact. 

 Consistency Criterion No. 2: The proposed project would not exceed the 
assumptions in the 2012 AQMP or increments based on the year of project build-
out phase. 

                                                      
1 EMFAC modeling, which is CARB’s tool for estimating emissions from on-road vehicles. 
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The proposed project would result in short-term construction pollutant emissions that 
are greater than the CEQA significance emissions thresholds established by the 
SCAQMD, as demonstrated in Section 4.3.6.1; however, long-term project 
operational emissions could potentially exceed the SCAQMD established thresholds 
for NOX (see Section 4.3.6.2); therefore, the proposed project could result in an 
increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations and could 
potentially cause a new air quality standard violation.  

To assess the environmental impacts as a result of new development accurately, 
environmental pollution and population growth are projected by the SCAQMD in the 
AQMP for future scenarios. Emissions due to new industrial development within this 
area of the City are anticipated by the 2012 AQMP. The AQMP projections are 
based, in part, on the growth forecasts and General Plans from cities and counties 
located in the Basin. As the Growth Management Chapter of the SCAG’s Regional 
Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG) forms the basis of the land use and 
transportation control portions of the AQMP, projects that are consistent with the 
projections of employment and population forecasts identified in the Growth 
Management Chapter are considered consistent with the AQMP growth projections. 

Implementation of the proposed project would not require a General Plan 
Amendment and zone change that would change the City’s General Plan 
designations and zoning designations of the project site. Since the proposed project 
would not require a General Plan Amendment, the proposed project has been 
considered in preparation of the General Plan. 

Therefore, potential impacts related to consistency with the AQMP would be less 
than significant. No mitigation is required. 

4.3.5.2 Operational Localized Emissions 

Threshold Would the proposed project exceed the SCAQMD localized 
significance threshold of: 

 270 pounds per day of NOX. 
 1,746 pounds per day of CO. 
 4.0 pounds per day of PM10. 
 2.0 pounds per day of PM2.5. 

LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a project that will not cause or 
contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal or State 
ambient air quality standard at the nearest residence or sensitive receptor. LSTs 
apply to CO, NO2, PM10, and PM2.5. The SCAQMD produced look-up tables for 
projects less than or equal to five acres in size. Projects with boundaries located 
closer than 25 meters (82 feet) to the nearest receptor should use the LSTs for 
receptors located at 25 meters. At this distance, the LST provides for a conservative, 
i.e., “health protective” standard of care. As the site acreage for LSTs increase, the 



CapRock Distribution Center III Warehouse Project – City of Rialto 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

Section 4.3 Air Quality 4.3-23 

allowance for a larger emissions threshold likewise increases. Use of the LSTs for a 
five-acre site for operational activities is appropriate since this would result in more 
stringent LSTs because emissions would occur in a more concentrated area and 
closer to the nearest sensitive receptor than what would actually occur.  

The LST analysis includes on-site sources only; however, the CalEEMod outputs do 
not separate on-site and off-site emissions from mobile sources. The localized 
emissions presented in Table 4.3.F represent all on-site project-related area 
(stationary) sources and 5 percent of the project-related mobile sources.1 

Table 4.3.F: Summary of Operational Localized Emissions 

Operational Activity 

Emissions (pounds per day) 

NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

Maximum daily emissions 9 87 2 1 

SCAQMD Localized Threshold 270 1,746 4.0 2.0 

Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO 

Source: Table K, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA 
Associates, Inc., June 2016. 

As detailed in Table 4.3.F, the modeling demonstrates that the proposed project’s 
operational-source emissions would not exceed applicable LSTs.  

Therefore, potential impacts related to operational localized air quality would be less 
than significant. No mitigation is required. 

Health Risk Assessment. Hazardous air pollution emissions associated with the 
proposed project would primarily be released in the exhaust of project-related 
vehicles. Truck traffic associated with the proposed project would emit diesel 
particulate matter (DPM), which poses both short-term and long-term health 
hazards. There are no plans for other toxic emissions on the project site. For the 
purposes of an HRA, short-term emissions are of concern for analyzing acute health 
impacts, and long-term emissions are of concern for analyzing chronic and 
carcinogenic health impacts. 

The Office of Environmental Health and Hazards Assessment (OEHHA) has 
determined that long-term exposure to DPM poses the highest cancer risk of any 
HAP it has evaluated. Short-term exposure to diesel exhaust can also have 
immediate health effects. Diesel exhaust can irritate the eyes, nose, throat, and 
lungs, and it can cause coughs, headaches, lightheadedness, and nausea. In 
studies with human volunteers, DPM made people with allergies more susceptible to 
the materials to which they are allergic, such as dust and pollen. Short-term 
                                                      
1 Considering that the weighted trip length used in CalEEMod for the project is approximately 14.7 

miles, 5 percent of this total would represent an on-site travel distance for each car and truck of 
approximately one mile or 5,280 feet, thus the 5 percent assumption is conservative and would 
tend to overstate the actual impact. 
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exposure to diesel exhaust also causes inflammation in the lungs, which may 
aggravate chronic respiratory symptoms and increase the frequency or intensity of 
asthma attacks. 

The EMFAC2014 model was used for emission factors for diesel trucks both idling 
and operating to determine the total emissions of PM10 from the project-related 
trucks. While PM10 emissions from trucks include more than just DPM, this HRA 
conservatively assumes that all PM10 is DPM. The EMFAC2014 model includes 
assumptions of technological and regulatory changes that will reduce emission rates 
over time. However, this HRA only allows for a single emission rate for the entire 70-
year health risk evaluation period. Therefore, a set of emission factors from the year 
2020 was used to represent the long-term 70-year evaluation period. Emission 
factors and proposed project HAP emissions are included in the HRA (Appendix B). 

The acute inhalation health risks from all sources to the nearby residents are shown 
in Table 4.3.G. Table 4.3.G also shows that the maximum acute Hazard Index from 
the project on-site truck activity and roadway vehicle traffic would be 0.00038, which 
is below the threshold of 1.0. Therefore, the potential for short-term acute exposure 
would be less than significant. 

Table 4.3.G: Long-Term Health Risk Levels from Project Operations 

Location 
Maximum Cancer 

Risk (risk per million) 
Maximum Chronic 

Risk (Hazard Index) 
Maximum Acute 

Risk (Hazard Index) 

SCAQMD Threshold  10 1.0 1.0 

Residential 
Neighborhood to the 
south 

1.1 0.00025 0.00038 

Significant? No No No 

Source: Table D, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA 
Associates, Inc., 2015June 2016. 

The results of the modeling are also shown in Table 4.3.G for carcinogenic and 
chronic inhalation health risks at the sensitive receptors. Even with the conservative 
modeling technique used (assuming that an adult or child stays outdoors at his or 
her residence 24 hours per day for 30 years, which is the State-required period of 
time that all HRAs must assess), no sensitive receptor would be exposed to an 
unmitigated inhalation cancer risk greater than 1.1 in 1 million, which is less than the 
threshold of 10 in a million. Figure 4.3.1 shows the area’s carcinogenic risk levels. 
The greatest Chronic Hazard Index at a sensitive receptor would be 0.00025, which 
is less than the threshold of 1.0. Based on conservative assumptions, these risk 
levels are much higher than are actually expected to occur.  As these results show, 
all health risk levels to nearby residents are well below HRA thresholds.  

Therefore, potential impacts related to health risk would be less than significant. No 
mitigation is required. 
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4.3.5.3 Long-Term CO “Hotspot” Impacts 

Threshold Would the proposed project violate any air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation? 

For CO, the applicable thresholds are: 

 California State one-hour CO standard of 20.0 ppm; and 
 California State eight-hour CO standard of 9.0 ppm. 

Typically, high CO concentrations are associated with roadways or intersections 
operating at unacceptable levels of service or with extremely high traffic volumes. In 
areas with high ambient background CO concentrations, modeling is recommended, 
to determine a project’s effect on local CO levels. Vehicular trips associated with the 
proposed project would contribute to traffic levels at intersections and along roadway 
segments in the project vicinity. Localized air quality impacts would occur when 
emissions from vehicular traffic increase in local areas as a result of the proposed 
project. The primary mobile-source pollutant of local concern is CO, which is a direct 
function of vehicle idling time and, thus, traffic flow conditions. 

CO transport is extremely limited and disperses rapidly with distance from the 
source under normal meteorological conditions; however, under certain extreme 
meteorological conditions, CO concentrations proximate to a congested roadway or 
intersection may reach unhealthful levels affecting local sensitive receptors 
(residents, schoolchildren, the elderly, hospital patients, etc.). Over the past three 
years (2012–2014), the highest one-hour ambient CO concentration monitored at 
the Fontana-Arrow Highway Station was 11.1 ppm, which is below the State 
standard of 20.0 ppm (see previously referenced Table 4.3.C). The highest 8-hour 
concentration for the same period, 7.8 ppm, is also below the State eight-hour 
standard of 9.0 ppm. 

Historical air quality data show that existing carbon monoxide (CO) levels for the 
project area and the general vicinity do not exceed either State or federal ambient air 
quality standards. The CO concentrations in the project area are much lower than 
the federal and State CO standards. The proposed project would not result in any 
significant increase in CO concentrations at intersections in the project vicinity. 
Based on the above, project-related traffic would not significantly affect local CO 
levels under future year conditions, and the CO concentrations would be below the 
State and federal standards.  

Therefore, no potential impacts related to local CO levels would occur. No mitigation 
is required. 
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4.3.5.4 Odors 

Threshold Would the proposed project create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people? 

Various diesel-powered vehicles and other equipment used during on-site 
construction would create odors. While construction activities, application of 
architectural coatings and installation of asphalt may temporarily generate odors, 
these odors are not likely to be noticeable beyond the proposed project boundaries. 

Substantial odor-generating sources include land uses such as agricultural activities, 
feedlots, wastewater treatment facilities, landfills or various heavy industrial uses. 
The proposed project does not propose any such uses or activities that would result 
in potentially significant operational source odor impacts. SCAQMD Rule 402 
prohibits the discharge of air from any source that causes injury, nuisance, or 
annoyance to the health, safety, or comfort of the public. Construction odors would 
not be discernable beyond the project boundary and the proposed project does not 
include odor-producing land uses. 

Therefore, no potential impacts related to odors would occur. No mitigation is 
required. 

4.3.6 Significant Impacts 

4.3.6.1 Construction-related Localized and Regional Emissions 

Impact 4.3.6.1A: On-site construction emissions would exceed the SCAQMD 
localized significance threshold. 

Impact 4.3.6.1B: On-site construction activities would result in the emission of 
criteria pollutants in excess of applicable standards. 

Threshold Would the proposed project exceed the SCAQMD localized 
significance threshold of: 

 203 pounds per day of NOX. 
 1,230 pounds per day of CO. 
 9 pounds per day of PM10. 
 5 pounds per day of PM2.5. 

 
Threshold Would the proposed project result in a cumulatively considerable net 

increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is in non-
attainment under an applicable Federal or State ambient air quality 
standard? 

For construction operations, the applicable daily thresholds are:  

 75 pounds of VOC; 
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 100 pounds of NOX; 
 550 pounds of CO; 
 150 pounds of PM10; 
 55 pounds of PM2.5; and 
 150 pounds of SO2. 

The SCAQMD has established that impacts to air quality are significant if there is a 
potential to contribute or cause localized exceedances of the federal and/or State 
AAQS. The significance of localized emissions impacts depends on whether ambient 
levels in the vicinity of a given project are above or below State standards. In the 
case of CO and NO2, if ambient levels are below the standards, a project is 
considered to have a significant impact if project emissions result in an exceedance 
of one or more of these standards. If ambient levels already exceed a State or 
federal standard, then project emissions are considered significant if they increase 
ambient concentrations by a measurable amount. This would apply to PM10 and 
PM2.5, both of which are non-attainment pollutants in the Basin. 

LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a project that will not cause or 
contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal or State AAQS 
at the nearest residence or sensitive receptor. The SCAQMD states that Lead 
Agencies can use the LSTs as another indicator of significance in their air quality 
impact analyses. LSTs were developed in response to environmental justice and 
health concerns raised by the public regarding exposure of individuals to criteria 
pollutants in local communities. To address the issue of localized significance, the 
SCAQMD adopted LSTs that show whether a project would cause or contribute to 
localized air quality impacts and thereby cause or contribute to potential localized 
adverse health effects. 

For the proposed project, the appropriate SRA for the LST analysis is the Central 
San Bernardino Valley area (SRA 34). For construction and operational emissions, 
the localized significance for a project greater than 5 acres can be determined by 
performing the screening-level analysis using the 5acres or smaller LSTs because 
the screening-level analysis is more conservative, and if no exceedance of the 
screening-level thresholds is identified, then the chance of local concentration 
exceeding federal or State AAQS is small. It is assumed that 3 acres would be 
disturbed on a daily basis based on the grading equipment that is projected to be 
used on the project site. 

Sensitive receptors include residences, schools, medical offices, convalescent 
facilities, and similar uses that are sensitive to air pollutants. Two residences are 
located approximately 30 feet south of the project site property line, a third residence 
is located approximately 180 feet south of the project site property line..  LSTs for 25 
meters (82 feet) are used for this analysis. As detailed in Table 4.3.H, localized 
emissions would all be well below SCAQMD LST with the exception of PM10 and 
PM2.5. Concentrations of these pollutants would temporarily exceed the localized 
significance thresholds when project activities occur within 150 feet of the sensitive 
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receptors. As shown in Table I, the project’s construction emissions would be below 
the localized significance thresholds when project activities are located at 150 feet or 
further away from the existing residential uses. Construction LST impacts are 
therefore significant prior to the implementation of mitigation measures. 

Table 4.3.H: Summary of Localized Construction Emissions  

On-Site Grading Emissions 

Emissions (pounds per day) 

NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 

Maximum Daily Emissions 79 51 10 6.4 

SCAQMD Localized Threshold at 82 Feet 203 1,230 9 5.3 

Threshold Exceeded? NO NO YES YES

SCAQMD Localized Threshold at 150 Feet 228 1,665 25 6.9 

Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO 

Source: Table I, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA 
Associates, Inc., June 2016. 

Construction activities associated with the project will result in emissions of CO, 
VOCs, NOX, SOX, PM10, and PM2.5. Construction-related emissions are expected 
from the following activities: 

 Grading; 

 Building Construction; 

 Architectural Coatings (Painting); 

 Construction Workers Commuting; and 

 Paving. 

Table 4.3.I shows construction duration by phase. While the mix of construction 
equipment utilized may vary due to site-specific needs, the assumptions provided 
represent a reasonable approximation of on-site construction activities. The duration 
of construction activity was developed based on preliminary construction 
information. Associated equipment was estimated based on CalEEMod defaults. A 
detailed summary of construction equipment assumptions by phase is provided in 
Table 4.3.J. 

Table 4.3.I: Construction Duration 
Phase Duration (working days) 

Demolition 20 

Site Preparation 10 

Grading 35 

Building Construction 109 

Architectural Coating 20 

Paving 20 

Source: Table F, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA 
Associates, Inc., June 2016.  
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Table 4.3.J: Construction Equipment Assumptions 
Activity Equipment Number Hours per day 

Demolition 

Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8 

Excavators 3 8 

Rubber-Tired Dozers 2 8 

Site Preparation 
Rubber-Tired Dozers 3 8 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8 

Grading 

Excavators 2 8 

Graders 1 8 

Rubber-Tired Dozers 1 8 

Scrapers 2 8 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8 

Building Construction 

Cranes 1 7 

Forklifts 3 8 

Generator Sets 1 8 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7 

Welders 1 8 

Architectural Coatings Air Compressors 1 6 

Paving 

Pavers 2 8 

Paving Equipment 2 8 

Rollers 2 8 

Source: Table G, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA 
Associates, Inc., June 2016. 

Dust is typically a major concern during rough grading activities. Because such 
emissions are not amenable to collection and discharge through a controlled source, 
they are called “fugitive emissions.” Fugitive dust emissions rates vary as a function 
of many parameters (soil texture, soil moisture, wind speed, area disturbed, number 
of vehicles, depth of disturbance or excavation, etc.). The CalEEMod model was 
utilized to calculate fugitive dust emissions resulting from this phase of activity. 
Grading would last for of approximately 35 working days. The proposed project will 
be required to comply with standard SCAQMD Rules for the control of fugitive dust. 

During construction activities, the proposed project would be subject to applicable 
rules established by the SCAQMD including, but not limited to: 

 Rule 402 (Nuisance): This rule prohibits the discharge from any source 
whatsoever such quantities of air contaminant or other materials which cause 
injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons 
or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, health, or safety of any 
such person or the public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, 
injury, or damage to business or property. 
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 Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust): This rule requires fugitive dust sources to implement 
Best Available Control Measures (BACMs) for all sources and all forms of visible 
particulate matter are prohibited from crossing any property line. SCAQMD Rule 
403 is intended to reduce PM10 emissions from any transportation, handling, 
construction, or storage activity that has the potential to generate fugitive dust. 
PM10 suppression techniques are summarized below. 

a. Portions of the construction site to remain inactive longer than a period of 
three months will be seeded and watered until grass cover is grown or 
otherwise stabilized in a manner acceptable to the City.  

b. All on-site roads will be paved as soon as feasible or watered periodically or 
chemically stabilized.  

c. All material transported off-site will be either sufficiently watered or securely 
covered to prevent excessive amounts of dust.  

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

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

 Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings): This rule requires manufacturers, 
distributors, and end-users of architectural and industrial maintenance coatings 
to reduce ROG/VOC emissions from the use of these coatings, primarily by 
placing limits on the ROG/VOC content of various coating categories. 

Construction emissions for construction worker vehicles traveling to and from the 
project site, as well as vendor trips (construction materials delivered to the project 
site) were estimated based on CalEEMod defaults. Table 4.3.K summarizes the 
construction-related emissions based on the previously stated activity and 
equipment assumptions. 

Table 4.3.K: Summary of Regional Construction-related Emissions 

Construction Phase 

Emissions (pounds per day without Mitigation) 

VOC NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Demolition 4 43 35 <1 3 2 

Site Preparation 5 52 40 <1 10 7 

Grading 6 70 48 <1 6 4 

Building Construction 6 42 61 <1 8 4 

Architectural Coating 317 3 7 <1 1 <1 

Paving 3 20 16 <1 <1 1 

Maximum daily emissions 317 70 61 <1 10 6 

SCAQMD Regional Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? YES NO NO NO NO NO 
Source: Table H, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA Associates, Inc., 
June 2016. 
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The proposed project will be required to comply with SCAQMD Rules, such as Rules 
402 and 403, to control nuisance emissions and fugitive dust. However, without 
implementation of these measures, a significant construction-related air quality 
impact would occur. Mitigation in the form of compliance with these measures is 
required.  

Mitigation Measures. The following measures have been identified to ensure 
implementation of applicable SCAQMD Rules to reduce the level of pollutants 
emitted during on-site construction activities: 

4.3.6.1A Prior to issuance of building permits, the project applicant shall provide 
evidence to the City that “Super-Compliant” architectural coatings which 
have a VOC content of less than 10 grams/liter will be utilized throughout 
the development. A list of these coatings can be found at the SCAQMD’s 
website. http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/compliance/architectural-
coatings/super-compliant-coatings. 

4.3.6.1B Prior to issuance of grading and/or building permits, the project applicant 
shall provide evidence to the City that electric equipment shall be used 
whenever possible in lieu of diesel or gasoline-powered equipment. 

4.3.6.1C Prior to issuance of grading and/or building permits, the project applicant 
shall provide evidence to the City that all equipment shall be maintained in 
accordance with the manufacturers’ specifications. 

4.3.6.1D Prior to issuance of grading permits, the project applicant shall provide 
evidence to the City that grading plans include a requirement for the 
posting of an on-site sign instructing construction workers to shut off 
engines at or before five minutes of idling. 

4.3.6.1E Prior to issuance of grading and/or building permits, the project applicant 
shall provide evidence to the City that grading and/or building plans 
include notes mandating trucks and vehicles in loading or unloading 
queues have their engines turned off when not in use. 

4.3.6.1F Prior to issuance of grading permits, the project applicant shall provide 
evidence to the City that grading plans include notes mandating a 
maximum of two pieces of construction equipment be used concurrently 
during the grading phase of the project when operating within 150 feet of 
the existing residential uses located to the southeast portion of the project 
site to reduce concentrations of particulate matter. 

4.3.6.1G Prior to issuance of grading and/or building permits, the project applicant 
shall provide evidence to the City that grading and/or building plans 
include notes mandating a diversion of at least 50 percent of the 
demolished and/or grubbed construction materials (including, but not 
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limited to, soil, vegetation, concrete, lumber, metal, and cardboard) to 
City-approved facilities capable of handling such materials. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation. Project related construction activities were 
found to exceed the SCAQMD’s regional construction phase thresholds for VOCs. 
This exceedance was due to the application of architectural coatings. To minimize 
the VOC emissions during the construction phase of the project, Mitigation 
Measure 4.3.6.1A would require the use of super compliant architectural coatings 
with an extremely low VOC content. Mitigated VOC emissions associated with 
Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.1A are shown In Table 4.3.L. 

Table 4.3.L: Mitigated Short-Term Regional Construction Emissions 

Construction Phase 

Total Regional Pollutant Emissions, lbs/day 

VOC NOX CO SOX 

PM10 PM2.5 

Fugitive Exhaust Fugitive Exhaust 

Demolition 4 43 34 <1 <1 2 <1 2 

Site Preparation 5 52 40 <1 7 3 4 3 

Grading 6 70 48 <1 3 3 1 3 

Building Construction 6 42 61 <1 6 2 2 2 

Architectural Coating 32 3 7 <1 1 <1 <1 <1 

Paving 3 20 16 <1 <1 1 <1 1 

Peak Daily 32 70 61 <1 10 6 

SCAQMD 
Thresholds 

75 100 550 150 150 55 

Significant 
Emissions? 

No No No No No No 

Source: LSA Associates, Inc. (June 2016). 
Note: Peak daily emissions are based on a worst-case assumption that the Building Construction and Architectural Coating 
phases would overlap. 

CO = carbon monoxide 
CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent 
lbs/day = pounds per day 
NOX = nitrogen oxides 
PM2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in 
size  

PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size 
SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District 
SOX = sulfur oxides  
VOC = volatile organic compounds 

As shown in Table 4.3.L, VOC emissions, as well as all the other criteria pollutant 
emissions, would be below the SCAQMD’s construction phase significance 
thresholds after the implementation of mitigation measures.  

The proposed project was also found to exceed the localized significance thresholds 
for PM10 and PM2.5 from construction activities occurring within 150 feet of existing 
residential uses located to the south of the project site. These significant impacts 
prior to the implementation of mitigation measures could be reduced by limiting the 
number of vehicles operating within 150 feet of the existing residential uses. 
Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.1F limits the number of equipment that would be used 
concurrently within 150 feet of the existing residences located south of the project 
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site to two at a given time. Distances greater than 150 would allow for adequate 
dispersion of air pollutants. Table 4.3.M shows the localized air pollutant emissions 
associated with Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.1F. 

Table 4.3.M: Construction Localized Significance Threshold Impacts (lbs/day) 
Emissions Sources NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 

On-site Emissions with 2 Vehicles 70 47 7.9 4.7 

LST Thresholds at 82 Feet 203 1,230 9 5.3 

Significant Emissions? No No No No 

Source: LSA Associates, Inc. (June 2016). 

Note: Source Receptor Area – Central San Bernardino Valley Area, 3 acres, 82-feet (25-meters) distance 

CO = carbon monoxide lbs/day = pounds per day 
NOX = nitrogen oxides  PM2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size 
PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size 

With implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.1A through 4.3.6.1F, impacts from 
on-site construction activities would be reduced to less than significant levels. 

4.3.6.2: Operational Regional Emissions 

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

For long-term operations, the applicable daily thresholds are:  

 55 pounds of VOC; 
 55 pounds of NOX; 
 550 pounds of CO; 
 150 pounds of PM10; 
 55 pounds per day of PM2.5; and 
 150 pounds of SOX.

The proposed project would generate long-term operational emissions from 
stationary and mobile sources. Emissions are categorized in to area-, energy-, 
mobile-source, and warehouse equipment emissions. Sources of project long-term 
emissions are discussed below: 

 Area Sources 

o Emissions from the evaporation of solvents in paints, varnishes, primers, and 
other surface coatings that may be used in the course of project maintenance. 

o Release of organic compounds contained in consumer products such as, 
cleaning compounds, polishes, and landscaping products. The organic 
compounds contained, when released into the atmosphere, can react to form 
ozone and other photochemically reactive pollutants. 
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o Emissions related to fuel consumption and evaporation of unburned fuel 
during the use of landscape maintenance equipment including lawnmowers, 
shredders/grinders, chain saws, trimmers, etc. 

 Energy Sources 

o Emissions of pollutants resulting from the generation of electricity and 
consumption of natural gas.1 

 Mobile Sources 

o The project’s operational air pollutant emissions will be derived primarily from 
the vehicle trips generated by the project. Vehicle trip characteristics are 
detailed in the traffic impact analysis prepared for the project. Factors utilized 
in the estimation of project-related operational air quality impacts are the 
overall daily trip generation and the project’s effect on peak hour volumes and 
traffic operations in the project vicinity. 

o Road dust and tire wear particulates resulting from vehicle travel on roadways 
in the project area. 

 Warehouse Equipment 

o Emissions from warehouse equipment powered by internal combustion 
engines. For the project, these emissions would be primarily derived from the 
use of natural gas powered forklifts.  

Long-term operational emissions associated with the proposed project are detailed 
in Table 4.3.N.  

Table 4.3.N: Summary of Peak Operational Emissions  

Source 

Emissions (pounds per day) 

VOC NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Area Source 22 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 

Energy Source <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 

Mobile Source 18 188 249 <1 39 12 

Warehouse Equipment <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 

Maximum daily emissions 40 188 249 1 39 12 

SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? NO YES NO NO NO NO 

Source: Table J, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA 
Associates, Inc., June 2016. 

                                                      
1 Electrical generating facilities for the project are either located outside the region (State) or offset 

through the use of pollution credits (RECLAIM) for generation within the Basin. Criteria pollutant 
emissions from the off-site generation of electricity are generally excluded from the evaluation of 
significance and only natural gas use is considered. The emissions associated with natural gas 
use were calculated using CalEEMod. 
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As detailed in Table 4.3.N, nearly all operational emissions of the proposed project 
would be below SCAQMD daily thresholds. Emissions of NOX, however, would 
exceed the 55 lb/day threshold. NOX emissions from operations would be mainly 
associated with vehicular traffic from commercial uses. The proposed project would 
result in a significant operations impact. 

Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures would reduce direct air 
quality impacts: 

4.3.6.2A Prior to issuance of an occupancy permit, the City shall confirm electrical 
conduits have been installed in the southwest and northwest corners of 
the building to allow for the installation of electrical vehicle charging 
stations near the two office locations.  

4.3.6.2B Prior to issuance of an occupancy permit, the City shall confirm electrical 
conduits have been installed along the length of the buildings to allow for 
the installation of transportation refrigeration unit power stations so that 
TRUs can be powered through the electrical grid instead of an auxiliary 
engine that generates air pollutant emissions. 

4.3.6.2C Prior to the issuance of building permits, the City shall verify that building 
plans include preferred and designated parking for any combination of 
low-emitting, fuel-efficient, and carpool/vanpool vehicles equivalent to the 
number identified in California Green Building Standards Code Section 
5.106.5.2. According to the Code, developments with over 200 parking 
spaces are required to have at least eight percent of their parking as 
designated and preferred parking.  

4.3.6.2D Prior to issuance of an occupancy permit, the City shall confirm that signs 
clearly identifying approved truck routes have been installed along the 
truck routes to and from the project site requiring access on Riverside 
Avenue, Santa Ana Avenue, and Willow Avenue. 

4.3.6.2E Prior to issuance of an occupancy permit, the City shall confirm all on-site 
off-road equipment and on-road vehicles for operation/maintenance meet 
California Air Resources Board engine emission standards or alternatively 
fueled construction equipment, such as compressed natural gas, liquefied 
natural gas, or electric, as appropriate. 

4.3.6.2F Prior to issuance of an occupancy permit, the City shall confirm permanent 
signage is posted at conspicuous locations throughout the property stating 
all equipment shall be turned off when not in use/engine idling of all 
equipment must be minimized. 

4.3.6.2G Prior to issuance of an occupancy permit, the City shall confirm all 
equipment engines shall be maintained in good operating condition and in 
tune per manufacturers’ specifications. 
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4.3.6.2H Prior to issuance of an occupancy permit and during operation of the 
proposed project, the City shall confirm truck operators refrain from 
utilizing routes primarily along residential areas and repairing vehicles on 
City streets. 

4.3.6.2I Prior to issuance of an occupancy permit and during operation of the 
proposed project, the City shall confirm the tenant provides information to 
employees on ride share programs 

4.3.6.2J Prior to issuance of an occupancy permit and during operation of the 
proposed project, the City shall confirm the owner provides tenants 
information on EPA’s SmartWay program that helps them establish green 
freight initiatives which saves fuel and money in addition to reducing air 
pollution. These measures can include: 

• idle reduction 

• improved aerodynamics 

• automatic tire inflation systems 

• single wide-base tires 

• driver training 

• improved freight logistics 

• low-viscosity lubricants 

• vehicle weight reduction 

• intermodal shipping 

• hybrid powertrain technology 

• longer combination vehicles 

• renewable fuels 

• reducing highway speed 

• driver comfort stations at shipping\receiving docks 

• improved pickup and delivery scheduling 

• full truckloads 

Additional information can be found at: https://www3.epa.gov/smartway/
about/outreach.htm. 

4.3.6.2K Prior to issuance of an occupancy permit, the City shall confirm permanent 
signage is posted at loading docks informing truck drivers of the CARB’s 
commercial vehicle idling regulations. This regulation limits vehicles with a 
gross vehicle weight rating of 10,000 lbs. or greater to idle no more than 5 
minutes. Fines are currently a minimum of $300 and can be as much as 
$1000 per day. 



CapRock Distribution Center III Warehouse Project – City of Rialto 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

Section 4.3 Air Quality 4.3-39 

4.3.6.2L Prior to issuance of an occupancy permit, the City shall confirm all project 
buildings are designed to exceed the 2013 California Building Code Title 
24 energy standard by 15 percent by installing, for example, energy-
efficient heating and cooling systems, appliances and equipment, and 
control systems. 

4.3.6.2M Prior to issuance of an occupancy permit, the City shall confirm the project 
applicant devises a comprehensive water conservation strategy 
appropriate for the project and its location. The strategy would include the 
following, in addition to other innovative measures that may be 
appropriate:  

(1) Use of low-flow faucets and toilets; 

(2) Use drought resistant plants for landscaping; 

(3) Install water-efficient irrigation systems and devices, such as low 
precipitation spray heads <0.75” per hour, soil moisture-based 
irrigation controls, and drip-irrigation systems; 

(4) Recycled water connection to irrigation system on site for future 
application once the City’s recycled water infrastructure can facilitate 
such an interconnection; 

(5) Restrict watering methods (e.g., prohibit systems that apply water to 
non-vegetated surfaces) and control runoff; 

(6) Water efficient dishwashers (20% water savings), as applicable. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation. The operations phase of the project would 
also result in significant air quality impacts to regional air quality. As discussed 
previously, the project would result in emissions which exceed the SCAQMD’s 
regional significance threshold for NOx. The application of Mitigation Measures 
4.3.6.2J and 4.3.6.2L would reduce emissions associated with energy consumption. 
However, the majority of emissions are due to mobile sources which include vehicle 
trips from workers and freight deliveries. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.2 A through 4.3.6.2M, NOx 
emissions would be reduced but would remain above the 55 lb/day threshold of 
significance, as Table 4.3.O shows. Consequently, a significant air quality impact 
would still occur. Since there is no reasonably feasible mitigation for this impact, it is 
considered significant and unavoidable. 

Table 4.3.O: Mitigated Regional Operational Emissions 

Source 

Pollutant Emissions (lbs/day) 

VOCs NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Area Sources 21 <1 <1 0 <1 <1 

Energy Sources <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 
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Table 4.3.O: Mitigated Regional Operational Emissions 

Source 

Pollutant Emissions (lbs/day) 

VOCs NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Mobile Sources 18 186 247 <1 39 12 

Warehouse Equipment <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 

Total Project Emissions 39 186 247 <1 39 12 

SCAQMD Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Significant? No Yes No No No No 

Source: LSA Associates, Inc. (June 2016). 

CO = carbon monoxide 
lbs/day = pounds per day 
NOX = nitrogen oxides 
PM2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size 

PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size 
SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District 
SOX = sulfur oxides 
VOCs = volatile organic compounds 

4.3.7 Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative study area for potential air quality impacts is the South Coast Air 
Basin. As shown in Table 2.A and illustrated in Figure 2.1, several cumulative 
projects are planned within the City. Construction of the proposed project, when 
considered in conjunction with these cumulative projects in the project vicinity as 
well as other development basin-wide, would contribute to continued poor air quality. 

The project area is designated as an extreme non‐attainment area for ozone and a 
non‐attainment area for PM10 and PM2.5. The SCAQMD has published a report on 
how to address cumulative impacts from air pollution.1 This reports states “… the 
AQMD uses the same significance thresholds for project specific and cumulative 
impacts for all environmental topics analyzed in an Environmental Assessment or 
EIR. Projects that exceed the project-specific significance thresholds are considered 
by the SCAQMD to be cumulatively considerable. This is the reason project-specific 
and cumulative significance thresholds are the same. Conversely, projects that do 
not exceed the project-specific thresholds are generally not considered to be 
cumulatively significant.” 

To provide an adequate discussion of significant cumulative impacts, a list approach 
is used, in accordance with Section 15130(b) of the CEQA Guidelines. The list 
approach may utilize either (1) a list of past, present, and probable future projects 
producing related or cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects 
outside the control of the agency, or (2) a summary of projections contained in an 
adopted general plan or related planning document, or in a prior environmental 
document that has been adopted or certified, which described or evaluated regional 
or area wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact. 

                                                      
1  White Paper on Potential Control Strategies to Address Cumulative Impacts from Air Pollution, 

http://www.aqmd.gov/rules/ciwg/final_white_paper.pdf. 
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The potential cumulative impacts from the proposed project and other cumulative 
projects are discussed below. Because the Basin is currently designated as “non-
attainment” for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5, the proposed project and the cumulative 
projects could contribute to an existing or projected air quality exceedance, which 
would be a cumulative impact. 

With regard to determining the significance of the contribution from the proposed 
project, the SCAQMD recommends that any given project’s potential contribution to 
cumulative impacts be assessed using the same significance criteria as for project-
specific impacts. Therefore, individual projects that do not generate operational or 
construction emissions that exceed the SCAQMD’s recommended daily thresholds 
for project-specific impacts would also not cause a cumulatively considerable 
increase in emissions for those pollutants and, therefore, would not be considered to 
have a significant adverse air quality impact. 

After application of SCAQMD rules, project construction-source air pollutant 
emissions would not exceed established thresholds. Depending on construction 
schedules and actual implementation of other projects in the area, generation of 
fugitive dust and pollutant emissions during construction could result in substantial 
short-term increases in air pollutants. However, each project would be required to 
comply with the SCAQMD’s standard construction measures. Since the proposed 
project would not exceed construction emissions thresholds, cumulative construction 
emissions impacts are considered less than significant. 

The project’s long-term operational emissions would potentially exceed SCAQMD 
criteria pollutant thresholds for NOX even after the implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 4.3.6.2A through 4.3.6.2M. This exceedance due to NOx emissions is 
due to the vehicle traffic that would be generated from the proposed project. 
Because the majority of emissions are associated with vehicles that are not directly 
owned by the applicant, there are very limited controls that could be implemented for 
vehicular emissions. As the regional threshold for NOX is exceeded, the proposed 
project’s emissions are considered cumulatively significant. Since there is no 
reasonably feasible mitigation for this impact, it is considered significant and 
unavoidable. 
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4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
This section addresses the potential impacts development of the proposed project 
may have on biological resources. The analysis contained in this section is based on 
the following documents: 

 City of Rialto General Plan, December 2010. 

 2015 Focused Survey for Delhi Sands Flower-loving Fly, Ecological Sciences, 
Inc., October 26, 2015 (Appendix C). 

 2014 Focused Survey for Delhi Sands Flower-loving Fly, Ecological Sciences, 
Inc., November 28, 2014 (Appendix C). 

4.4.1 Existing Setting 

The project site is 24.37 acres and developed with two single-family residences, 
large metal storage structures, and a scrap yard. The residential property in the 
northwestern portion of the site also contains an old poultry barn that is currently 
being used to store old vehicles. The remaining portions of the project site have 
been highly disturbed with evidence of routine disking activities apparent in the 
southwestern portion of the project site. A small portion of the northeastern corner of 
the project site is gravel/cobble along with various types of debris embedded in the 
soil consistent with either historic dumping or building demolition. There is also a 
small concrete V-ditch that bisects the center of the southern half of the project site. 
This ditch appears to convey runoff from the northern part of the project site. 

The project site does not contain any critical habitat. However, it does contain Delhi 
fine sand soils. The Delhi Sands flower-loving fly (Rhaphiomidas terminatus 
abdominalis; DSFF) is listed as an endangered species by the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS). The DSFF is known to only occur in Delhi sand 
deposits like those found on the project site. Because the project site has potential to 
contain this endangered species, two DSFF focused surveys were completed for the 
project site. The focused surveys found no evidence of the DSFF and concluded that 
the site is not currently occupied by the DSFF. 

4.4.1.1 Vegetation Communities 

The project site has an overall vegetation cover that ranges from 0 to 10 percent. 
The project site consists primarily of bare ground with minimal standing vegetation 
due to disking. The existing residences contain landscaping and scattered 
ornamental trees. Non-native plant species present on the project site include foxtail 
chess (Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens), ripgut grass (Bromus diandrus), 
Mediterranean grass (Schismus barbatus), short-pod mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), 
Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), pigweed (Chenopodium album), puncture vine 
(Tribulus terrestris), tocalote (Centaurea melitensis), and golden crownbeard 
(Verbesina encelioides). Landscaping trees included tree-of-heaven (Ailanthus 
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altissima) and other ornamentals present adjacent to the on-site residences. Native 
species present on the project site included widely scattered annual sunflower 
(Helianthus annuus). None of the vegetative communities observed on the project 
site is endangered or threatened under local, Federal, or State laws. 

4.4.1.2 Wildlife 

Common wildlife species observed on the project site include the western fence 
lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis), side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana), turkey 
vulture (Cathartes auro), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), mourning dove 
(Zenaida macroura), rock dove (Columba livia), black phoebe (Saynornis nigricans), 
western kingbird (Tyrannis verticalis), loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), 
American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), common raven (Corvus corax), Brewer’s 
blackbird (Euphagus cyanocephalus), northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), 
European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), house 
sparrow (Passer domesticus), domestic dog (Canis familiaris), Botta’s pocket gopher 
(Thomomys bottae), and California ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi). None 
of the wildlife observed on the project site is endangered or threatened under local, 
Federal, or State laws. 

4.4.1.3 NOP/Scoping Comments 

One NOP/Scoping comment regarding biological resources was received during the 
NOP period. The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) commented in 
a letter (November 17, 2015) that the Draft EIR should include an assessment of 
habitat types on the project site; an inventory of species present or potentially 
present on the project site; and an inventory of sensitive species with potential to be 
affected by the proposed project. The CDFW specifically requested analysis of the 
burrowing owl and DSFF. The CDFW also included suggestions for determination of 
impacts and mitigation of the proposed project, and further recommended the 
proposed project incorporate water-efficient landscaping. 

4.4.2 Existing Policies and Regulations 

4.4.2.1 Federal Regulations 

Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA). The FESA was enacted to protect any 
species of plant or animal that is endangered or threatened with extinction. Section 9 
of the FESA prohibits “take” of federally threatened or endangered wildlife. Take, as 
defined under the FESA, means to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, wound, kill, trap, 
capture, collect, or attempt to engage in any such conduct (16 USC 1532[19]). 
Section 9 also prohibits the removal and reduction of endangered plants from lands 
under Federal jurisdiction, and the removal, cutting, digging, damage, or destruction 
of endangered plants on any other area in “knowing violation of State law or 
regulation.” 
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Section 9 of the FESA (16 USC 1538) prohibits take of a federally listed endangered 
species of fish or wildlife except pursuant to a permit and Habitat Conservation Plan 
(HCP) approved under Section 10(a) of the FESA (16 USC 1539). The FESA 
prohibitions and requirements are different, however, for endangered species of 
plants. Section 9 prohibits the take of endangered plants only from areas under 
Federal jurisdiction, or if such take would violate state law. 

Clean Water Act. The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) regulates 
discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States. These waters 
include wetlands and non-wetland bodies of water that meet specific criteria, 
including a direct or indirect connection to interstate commerce. The USACE 
regulatory jurisdiction pursuant to Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act 
(CWA) is founded on a connection, or nexus, between the water body in question 
and interstate commerce. This connection may be direct (through a tributary system 
linking a stream channel with traditional navigable waters used in interstate or 
foreign commerce) or may be indirect (through a nexus identified in the USACE 
regulations). The USACE typically regulates as non-wetland waters of the U.S. any 
body of water displaying an ordinary high water mark (OHWM). In order to be 
considered a jurisdictional wetland under Section 404, an area must possess three 
wetland characteristics: hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology. 
Each characteristic has a specific set of mandatory wetland criteria that must be 
satisfied in order for that particular wetland characteristic to be met. 

In 2006, the United States Supreme Court in the consolidated cases Rapanos v. 
United States and Caravell v. United States, Nos. 04-1034 and 04-1384 (Rapanos: 
June 19, 2006) addressed CWA jurisdiction over wetlands adjacent or abutting 
navigable, non-navigable and ephemeral tributaries and jurisdiction over permanent 
and relatively permanent non-navigable tributaries. According to the United Sates 
Supreme Court, the CWA does not assert jurisdiction over upland erosional features, 
gullies, and roadside ditches that have infrequent, low volume, and short duration of 
water flow. The USACE uses a significant nexus analysis. A water body is 
considered to have a “significant nexus” with a traditional navigable water (TNW)1 if 
its flow characteristics and functions in combination with the ecologic and hydrologic 
functions performed by all wetlands adjacent to such a tributary, affect the chemical, 
physical, and biological integrity of a downstream traditional navigable water. 
Additional information is provided in the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
memorandum titled “Clean Water Act Jurisdiction Following the U.S. Supreme 
Court’s Decision in Rapanos v. United States & Caravell v. United States,” dated 
June 5, 2007 (USACE 2007), and also the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Jurisdictional Determination Form Instructional Guidebook (USACE and EPA 2007). 

                                                      
1 A “traditional navigable water” includes all of the “navigable waters of the United States,” defined 

in 33 C.F.R. § 329 and by numerous decisions of the Federal courts, plus all other waters that are 
navigable-in-fact. 
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The Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) is responsible for the 
administration of Section 401 of the CWA, through water quality certification of any 
activity that may result in a discharge to jurisdictional waters of the U.S. The 
RWQCB may also regulate discharges to “waters of the State,” including wetlands, 
under the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. 

Recovery Plan for the Delhi Sands Flower-loving Fly. The USFWS administers 
the Recovery Plan for the DSFF. This recovery plan is a conservation effort 
associated with development projects that have resulted in permanent protection of 
DSFF habitat sites and populations within the Ontario Recovery Unit, Jurupa 
Recovery Unit, and Colton Recovery Unit. The project site is located within the 
Colton Recovery Unit, which contains eight permanently protected sites. 

4.4.2.2 State Regulations 

California Endangered Species Act (CESA). The CESA is similar to the FESA in 
that its intent is to protect species of fish, wildlife, and plants that are in danger of, or 
threatened with, extinction because their habitats are threatened with destruction, 
adverse modification, or severe curtailment, or because of overexploitation, disease, 
predation, or other factors. 

“Take” as defined under the CESA means hunt, pursue, capture, or kill, or attempt to 
hunt, pursue, capture, or kill. Under certain conditions, the CESA has provisions for 
take through a 2081 Permit or a Section 2081 Memorandum of Understanding. The 
impacts of the authorized take must be minimized and fully mitigated. No permit may 
be issued if the issuance of the permit would jeopardize the continued existence of 
the species. 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section 15380(b) of the CEQA 
Guidelines provides that a species not listed on the Federal or State lists of 
protected species may be considered rare or endangered if the species can be 
shown to meet specified criteria. These criteria have been modeled after the 
definitions in FESA and CESA and § 2780–2781 of Article 1 of the California Fish 
and Game Code dealing with the California Wildlife Protection Act of 1990. This 
section was included in the guidelines primarily to deal with situations in which a 
public agency is reviewing a project that may have a significant effect on a species 
that has not yet been listed by either the USFWS or CDFW. 

California Fish and Game Code Section 3503 and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(MBTA). Section 3503 of the California Fish and Game Code prohibits the 
destruction of bird nests except as otherwise provided for in the Fish and Game 
Code. The MBTA similarly protects the nests of migratory birds. These regulations 
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apply to the individual nests of these species, but do not regulate impacts to the 
species’ habitats. 

Raptor Protection. The California Fish and Game Code (Sections 3503, 3503.5, 
3505 and 3513), and California Code of Regulations (Title 14, Sections 251.1, 652 
and 783–786.6) have specific provisions for the protection of raptors (birds of prey). 

Streambed Alteration Agreements. Sections 1600 et seq. of the California Fish 
and Game Code define the responsibilities of the CDFW and require public and 
private applicants to obtain an agreement for projects that would:  

“… divert, obstruct, or change the natural flow or bed, channel, or bank of any 
river, stream, or lake designated by the CDFW in which there is at any time an 
existing fish or wildlife resource or from which those resources derive benefit, or 
would use material from the streambed designated by the department.”  

CDFW wardens and/or unit biologists typically have the responsibility for formulating 
and issuing Streambed Alteration Agreements. The CDFW, through provisions of the 
Code (Sections 1601–1603), is empowered to issue agreements for any alteration of 
a river, stream, or lake where fish or wildlife resources may be adversely affected. 
Streams (and rivers) are defined by the presence of a channel bed and banks, and 
at least an intermittent flow of water. The CDFW regulates wetland areas only to the 
extent that those wetlands are part of a river, stream, or lake as defined by the 
CDFW. 

Native Plant Protection Act (NPPA). Sections 1900–1913 of the California Fish 
and Game Code (Native Plant Protection Act) direct the CDFW to carry out the 
Legislature’s intent to “… preserve, protect and enhance endangered or rare native 
plants of this state.” The NPPA gives the California Fish and Game Commission the 
power to designate native plants as “endangered” or “rare” and protect endangered 
and rare plants from take. 

4.4.2.3 Local Policies 

City General Plan Policies. The biological resource policies outlined in the City’s 
General Plan that relate to the project can be found in Chapter 2, Managing Our 
Land Supply: Land Use, Community Design, Open Space and Conservation, and 
include: 

Goal 2-39: Conserve and enhance Rialto’s biological resources. 

Policy: 

Policy 2-39.3 Continue to work with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service to 
adopt a habitat conservation plan to protect viability of the Delhi 
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Sands Flower-loving Fly. Until a habitat conservation plan is 
established, continue to support the implementation of the existing 
Delhi Sands Flower-loving Fly Recovery Plan. 

Table 4.4.A analyzes the project’s consistency with applicable goals and policies of 
the City General Plan and shows the project is generally consistent with City 
General Plan policies. 

Table 4.4.A: General Plan Consistency Analysis 
General Plan Goals and Targets General Plan Consistency Analysis 

Goal 2-39: Conserve and enhance Rialto’s biological resources. 

Policy 2-39.3. Continue to work with the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service to adopt a habitat conservation plan to 
protect viability of the Delhi Sands Flower-loving Fly. Until a 
habitat conservation plan is established, continue to 
support the implementation of the existing Delhi Sands 
Flower-loving Fly Recovery Plan. 

Consistent: A DSFF focused survey 
was completed for the project site. The 
report determined that suitable habitat 
and the DSFF were not present on site 
and no impact to DSFF would occur.  

Source: City of Rialto General Plan, December 2010. 

4.4.3 Methodology 

The project site was assessed to determine if any biological resource impacts would 
occur with implementation of the proposed project. The DSFF focused survey was 
based on information compiled from databases, aerial photographs, and focused 
field surveys. A literature review was conducted as part of the DSFF focused survey, 
which included review and analysis of documents found in the Federal Register 
listing package for federally listed endangered DSFF, the DSFF Recovery Plan, 
Ecological Sciences unpublished data, California Natural Diversity Data Base, and 
other available reports from the project site and other sites in the general vicinity. 
Field surveys of the site occurred twice a week from July 1 to September 20, 2014. 
A total of 22 surveys were completed over this 11-week period. 

4.4.4 Thresholds of Significance 

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, significant biological resource 
impacts would occur if the proposed project would: 

 Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or indirectly or through habitat 
modification, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or the 
USFWS; 

 Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by 
the CDFW or the USFWS; 
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 Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal 
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means; 

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

 Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance; and/or 

 Conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan, natural 
community conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan. 

4.4.5 Less than Significant Impacts 

The following potential impacts were determined to be less than significant. In each 
of the following issues, either no impact would occur or compliance with established 
regulations, standards, and policies would reduce potential impacts to a less than 
significant level. In either instance, no mitigation would be required. 

4.4.5.1 Riparian Habitat or Other Sensitive Natural Communities 

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

The project site contains sparse vegetation and no riparian vegetation or other 
sensitive natural community. The project site does contain Delhi fine soils in the 
southeast corner. Delhi fine soil is an indicator of habitat for the DSFF. According to 
the DFSS focused survey report, because of the existing disturbed nature of the site, 
the project site is not consistent with conditions required to support a DSFF 
population. The report concludes that the project site does not contain any DSFF 
habitat and would not be appropriate property for preservation or restoration for 
DSFF habitat. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not have an 
impact on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities. No mitigation is 
required. 

4.4.5.2 Jurisdictional Waters/Wetlands 

Threshold Would the proposed project have a substantial adverse effect on 
federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?
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The project site does not include any federally protected wetlands. The topography 
of the project site is mostly flat and includes one minor V-ditch drainage feature that 
bisects the southern portion of the project site. This ditch appears to convey runoff 
water from north of the project site to south of the project site. This drainage is not 
considered a wetland as defined by Section 404 of the CWA. Therefore, 
implementation of the proposed project would not have any impact on jurisdictional 
waters/wetlands. No mitigation is required. 

4.4.5.3 Wildlife Movement and Migratory Species 

Threshold Would the proposed project interfere substantially with the movement 
of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede 
the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

Habitat fragmentation occurs when a single, contiguous habitat area is divided into 
two or more areas, or where an action isolates the two or more new areas from each 
other. Isolation of habitat occurs when wildlife cannot move freely from one portion 
of the habitat to another or to/from one habitat type to another. Habitat fragmentation 
may occur when a portion of one or more habitats is converted into another habitat, 
as when scrub habitats are converted into annual grassland habitat because of 
frequent burning. Wildlife movement includes seasonal migration along corridors, as 
well as daily movements for foraging. Examples of migration corridors may include 
areas of unobstructed movement for deer, riparian corridors providing cover for 
migrating birds, routes between breeding waters and upland habitat for amphibians, 
and between roosting and feeding areas for birds. 

The project site would not provide any locally or regionally scaled habitat for wildlife 
movement and migration. The project site does not consist of any critical habitat and 
is heavily disturbed with minimal vegetation. The project site is not identified as a 
regionally important dispersal or seasonal migration corridor. The project site is 
located approximately 2,100 feet west of the Vulcan Materials DSFF Reserve. The 
DSFF focused survey report determined that the project site was not connected to 
the reserve due to the presence of existing industrial development in the area. It also 
stated that due to the surrounding industrial land uses, the potential surrounding 
habitat is already fragmented. For these reasons, the proposed project would not 
significantly affect a native or migratory wildlife corridor or cause habitat 
fragmentation. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not have an 
impact on wildlife movement and migratory species. No mitigation is required. 

4.4.5.4 Adopted Policies and/or Ordinances 

Threshold Would the proposed project conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation 
policy or ordinance? 
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The anticipated impacts to biological resources on the project site are consistent 
with General Plan policies and objectives in the Managing Our Land Supply: Land 
Use, Community Design, Open Space and Conservation. See Table 4.4.A above. 

4.4.5.5 Adopted Habitat Conservation Plans 

Threshold Would the proposed project conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), Natural Community Conservation 
Plan (NCCP), or other approved local, regional, or State habitat 
conservation plan? 

The project site is not located within the boundaries of an adopted habitat 
conservation plan (HCP). The project site is located within the Colton Recover Unit 
of the Recovery Plan for the DSFF. However, the project site is not located in any of 
the eight protected sites designated by the Colton Recovery Unit.1 The project site 
also does not contain any DSFF or suitable habitat for DSFF. The proposed project 
would not conflict with an adopted habitat conservation plan. Therefore, 
implementation of the proposed project would not have an impact on an adopted 
habitat conservation plan. No mitigation is required. 

4.4.6 Significant Impacts 

4.4.6.1 Candidate, Non-listed Sensitive, or Special-Status Species 

Impact 4.4.6.1: The proposed project may have a significant impact on migratory 
birds and burrowing owls. 

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

Special-status wildlife species are species listed as Endangered or Threatened 
under FESA or CESA, candidates for listing by the USFWS or CDFW, and Species 
of Special Concern to the CDFW. 

The only federally listed species with potential to occur on the project site is the 
DSFF. The project site consists of Delhi fine sand soils in the southeast corner of the 
project site. Delhi fine sand soils are an important indicator of habitat for DSFF. 
According to the DSFF survey reports, the existing conditions of the project site are 
not consistent with those required for suitable habitat due to the highly disturbed 

                                                      
1  Delhi Sands Flower-loving Fly 5-year Review: Summary and Evaluation, March 2008, 

http://www.fws.gov/carlsbad/SpeciesStatusList/5YR/20080331_5YR_DSF.pdf, website accessed 
July 8, 2015. 
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nature of the project site because of recurring disking of the soils. Ecological 
Sciences completed three consecutive seasons (2013 through 2015) of surveys and 
did not observe any DSFF. In addition, although surrounding areas, including the 
Vulcan Materials DSFF Reserve, are located nearby, Ecological Sciences was 
unable to find any connection to the project site. For these reasons, the DSFF 
survey reports concluded that the project site did not contain any DSFF or suitable 
DSFF habitat. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not have an 
impact on the DSFF. No mitigation is required. 

The project site does contain two residential properties and associated landscaping, 
which includes mature ornamental trees. Due the presence of these ornamental 
trees on the project site, mitigation measures are required to ensure that 
construction and removal of the trees does not result in impact any migratory birds 
and the proposed project complies with the MBTA. 

The project site could potentially contain burrowing owls. Burrowing owls are a 
ground-dwelling species found in open, dry grasslands; agricultural and range lands; 
desert habitats; and grass, forb, and shrub stages of pinyon and ponderosa pine 
habitats. They nest in abandoned burrows of ground squirrels or other animals, in 
pipes, rock and debris piles, and in other similar features. The project site contains 
open undeveloped areas and debris piles that are considered potentially suitable 
habitat for the burrowing owl. No sign of occupation by burrowing owl was observed 
on the project site; however, because there is suitable habitat present on the project 
site, development of the proposed project could cause a significant impact and 
mitigation is required. Mitigation Measures 4.4.6.1A and 4.4.6.1B describe pre-
construction survey requirements, which would reduce potential impacts to 
burrowing owls and other nesting birds. 

Mitigation Measures. The following measures have been identified to reduce the 
significance of potential impacts to migratory birds and burrowing owls: 

4.4.6.1A To ensure compliance with California Fish and Game Code and the 
MBTA, and to avoid potential impacts to other nesting birds the proposed 
project site shall be cleared of vegetation outside the general bird nesting 
season (February 1 through August 31).  

Prior to the issuance of any grading or demolition permit, if vegetation 
cannot be removed outside the bird nesting season, a pre-construction 
nesting bird survey by a qualified biologist is required prior to vegetation 
removal. Should nesting birds be found, an exclusionary buffer shall be 
established by the biologist. The buffer may be up to 500 feet in diameter 
depending on the species of nesting bird found. This buffer shall be clearly 
marked in the field by construction personnel under guidance of the 
biologist, and construction or clearing shall not be conducted within this 
zone until the biologist determines that the young have fledged or the nest 
is no longer active. 
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4.4.6.1B Prior to the issuance of any grading or demolition permit, if site 
preparation activities occur within potential burrowing owl habitat, a pre-
construction burrowing owl/Initial Take and Avoidance Survey shall be 
conducted no less than 14 days prior to construction to avoid any potential 
impacts to the species. The survey shall be conducted in accordance with 
the recommendations of the State of California, Natural Resource Agency, 
CDFW, Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (March 2012). The 
survey shall include 100 percent coverage of the development area and 
suitable habitat areas within 500 feet of the project limits, as accessible. If 
active burrowing owl burrows are determined to be present, the burrow 
shall be flagged and a 160-foot buffer will be created around the burrow 
during the non-breeding season (September 1 to January 30), and a 250-
foot buffer shall be created during the breeding season (February 1 to 
August 31). The buffer limits may vary depending on the burrow location 
and burrowing owl sensitivity to human activity. Any relocation efforts must 
be coordinated with the CDFW and USFWS. 

Level of Significance after Mitigation. Implementation of the above-listed 
mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts to migratory birds and 
burrowing owls to less than significant levels. 

4.4.7 Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative study area for potential impacts to biological resources is the City of 
Rialto, which is the geographical area covered by the City’s General Plan, including 
all goals and policies included therein. As shown in Table 2.A and illustrated in 
Figure 2.1, several cumulative projects are planned within the City. However, none 
of these projects is proposed adjacent to or near the proposed project site. Because 
of this separation, none of the biological impacts from these projects would comingle 
individually or collectively with the proposed project’s biological impacts. 

Focused biological resource studies have been conducted to assess potential 
impacts associated with development of the proposed uses. The proposed project 
would not have potentially significant impacts related to jurisdictional waters, wildlife 
movement, local ordinances or regulations protecting biological resources, habitat 
conservation plans, plant communities, and habitat fragmentation. In addition, 
although the proposed project could have significant impacts to special-status 
wildlife species, compliance with the above mitigation measures would reduce 
impacts to less than significant levels. 

All projects within the City would be required to comply with applicable survey 
requirements and mitigation for biological resources. Since all projects would be 
required to implement their respective mitigation measures, their contribution would 
not be cumulatively considerable. There are no projects that would, in combination 
with the proposed project, produce a significant impact to biological resources. 
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Therefore, no cumulatively significant biological resources impacts would result from 
implementation of the proposed project and cumulative projects. No mitigation is 
required. 
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4.5 CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

This section identifies and evaluates the potential of the proposed project to have 
adverse effects on archaeological, historical, and paleontological resources. The 
resources of concern include, but are not limited to, prehistoric and historic artifacts, 
burials, sites of religious or cultural significance to Native American groups, and 
historic structures. This section provides a detailed discussion of impacts potentially 
caused by the proposed project, and criteria used to determine impact significance 
to cultural resources. 

The analysis contained in this section is based on the following documents: 

 Cultural Resources Assessment, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA 
Associates, Inc., June 2015 (Appendix D-1). 

 Historic Resources Assessment, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA 
Associates, Inc., June 2015 (Appendix D-2). 

 Geotechnical Investigation, CapRock Willow Santa Ana Development, MTGL, 
Inc., February 23, 2015. 

In addition to these technical studies, the analysis contained in this section is also 
based on the following reference documents: 

 City of Rialto General Plan, adopted December 2010. 

4.5.1 Existing Setting 

4.5.1.1 Archaeological Context 

Archaeological resources are those associated with prehistoric cultural sites, 
prehistoric isolates, and the remnants of historic cultural sites that lack substantive 
building remnants (termed “historic archaeological sites”), such as roads and trails. 
Prehistoric cultural resources consist of those physical properties considered 
important to a culture, subculture, or community for scientific or humanistic reasons. 
These include geographic districts, structures, sites, objects, and/or other physical 
evidence of past human activity that predate the advent of written records in a 
particular region. Historic cultural resources are similarly important resources that 
postdate the advent of written records. 

The project site is located within the traditional boundaries of the Gabrieliño-Tongva 
and the Cahuilla. Like other Native American groups in Southern California, the 
Gabrieliño-Tongva and Cahuilla were semi-nomadic hunter-gatherers who subsisted 
by exploitation of seasonably available plant and animal resources. They were first 
encountered by the Spanish missionaries in the late 18th century. 
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4.5.1.2 Historic Context 

City of Rialto. Methodists from Kansas established the community of Rialto in 1887, 
which prospered in the late 19th century upon the economic base of agriculture and 
citriculture. Despite challenges of water rights and financial difficulties, the town 
continued to thrive in the new century and was incorporated in 1911 with a 
population of 1,500. The Pacific Electric Railway was extended into the City, 
connecting the City to the larger Los Angeles area. Citriculture continued to grow 
and, by the 1930s, over 4,000 acres were planted in orchards and seven 
packinghouses were operating along the Santa Fe rail line. The population of the 
City continued to expand throughout both World Wars. Contributing to this growth 
during the 1940s was the establishment of the U.S. Army General Supply Base and 
the construction of the Kaiser Steel Plant. As the industry and population of the City 
increased, the remaining agricultural acreage declined and was almost completely 
replaced by development by the 1980s. 

On-site Historic Residences. Two historic period residences exist on the project 
site: one located at 150 West Santa Ana Avenue (Figure 4.5.1) and the other at 
2385 South Willow Avenue (Figure 4.5.2). 

150 West Santa Ana Avenue: The primary residence at 150 West Santa Ana 
Avenue is a one-story, Ranch-style residence built in 1935. It has an irregular plan 
and is oriented to the south. The house is surmounted by a low-pitched, cross-
gabled roof sheathed in composition shingles and has narrow eaves and exposed 
rafter tails. The exterior walls are clad primarily in stucco with some wood clapboard 
panels. The south-facing, asymmetrical façade features several modern, vinyl-
framed sliding windows, a recessed entry, and a wrought iron, full-height gate. The 
eastern elevation includes both sliding and single-hung, vinyl-framed windows, a 
brick chimney, and a partial-width patio with a low, brick wall and sheltered beneath 
a shed roof. The residence’s western elevation includes wood clapboard beneath 
the gables and several vinyl-framed, single hung windows. 

It is likely that the one-and-a-half-story secondary residence on the property was 
converted from a garage. It has a rectangular plan and is oriented to the south. It is 
surmounted by a steeply-pitched, front-gabled roof sheathed in composition shingles 
and has narrow eaves. The exterior walls are clad in stucco. The south-facing, 
asymmetrical façade features a large, wooden garage door with a single, modern, 
wood and glass door and security screen set into it. The simple façade also includes 
vinyl-framed sliding and fixed windows. The eastern elevation has a single door with 
a metal security screen and two small, vinyl-framed, sliding windows. The western 
elevation has several non-original, aluminum-framed, vertical sliding windows, as 
well as a partial-width, aluminum awning sheltering a small porch. The rear 
(northern) elevation is mostly featureless except for attic venting and an aluminum-
framed sliding window. 
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Primary residence, view to the north 

 
Left: primary residence, east elevation. Right: secondary residence, view to the 
northwest 

 
Primary residence, west elevation, view to the east 

Figure 4.5.1: Residence located at 150 West Santa Ana Avenue 
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Primary residence, façade, view to the east 

 
Primary residence, east elevation, view to the west 

 
Primary residence, north elevation, view to the southwest 

Figure 4.5.2: Residence located at 2385 South Willow Avenue 
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2385 South Willow Avenue: The primary residence at 2385 South Willow Avenue is 
a one-story, vernacular residence built in 1936. It has a rectangular plan and is 
oriented to the west. It is surmounted by a low-pitched, side-gabled roof covered in 
rolled roofing paper and has exposed rafter tails and narrow eaves. It is constructed 
of concrete block clad with a stucco finish. The symmetrical, west-facing façade 
features a full-width porch sheltered beneath the extended eave supported by large 
wood support posts with scroll sawn brackets and simple wood railings. The façade 
also includes large, wood-framed picture windows, aluminum-framed sliding 
windows, and a centered, single door with a metal security screen. The east 
elevation features several non-original, aluminum-framed sliding windows, an 
aluminum-framed louvered window, and a modern wood and glass door. The north 
elevation includes several modern, vinyl-framed sliding windows and a chimney clad 
in stucco. 

The secondary residence, located directly east of and behind the primary residence, 
is a one-story house of wood-frame construction with stucco applied over the original 
wood siding. The 2009 evaluation indicates that the secondary residence was 
expanded between 1952 and 1957. It is surmounted by a low-pitched, gabled roof 
sheathed in composition shingles. The original windows have been replaced by 
modern, vinyl-framed, sliding windows. The garage, which was constructed at the 
same time as the house, is surmounted by a simple, front-gabled roof sheathed in 
composition shingles and has exposed rafter tails. The exterior walls are clad in 
stucco over wire on wood-frame construction. The garage is featureless except for a 
west-facing opening framed in wood boards and a strip of decorative, sawtooth-
patterned trim beneath the front gable. 

The poultry shed and small, gabled barn are rectangular in plan, are of wood-frame 
construction, and are clad in wood board siding. The roofs of both are covered with 
sheets of corrugated metal. Both structures are in serious disrepair. 

4.5.1.3 Paleontological Context 

The project site is mostly underlain by Late to Middle Pleistocene (11,700–781,000 
years ago) Old Alluvial Fan and Eolian Deposits, and Late Holocene (less than 
4,200 years ago) Young Alluvial Fan Deposits in the northeast corner (Morton and 
Miller 2003 in MTGL, Inc. 2015: Figure 3, Appendix E). The Old Alluvial Fan 
Deposits formed from sediments that were eroded from the mountains and carried to 
lower elevations by rivers and streams. They are composed of moderately to well-
consolidated mixtures of silt, sand, cobbles, and boulders that are predominantly 
reddish-brown in color. They have been dissected by erosional gullies and show 
some soil development. The Old Eolian Deposits consist of slightly to moderately 
consolidated, yellowish- brown, fine- to medium-grained sand. They occur north of 
the Santa Ana River and formed as wind picked up sand from the river basin and 
deposited it in large north-trending longitudinal dunes. The Young Alluvial Fan 
Deposits contain coarse-grained sand to boulder-size clasts that were eroded from 
higher elevations in the San Bernardino Mountains, carried by flooding streams and 
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debris flows, and deposited in a fan or lobe shape at the base of the hills. They are 
unconsolidated to slightly consolidated and have been slightly dissected by local 
gullies. 

Old Alluvial Fan and Old Eolian Deposits of similar age have yielded fossils during 
excavations for roads, housing developments, and quarries, as well as scientific 
investigations in the Southern California area. These fossils include mammoths, 
mastodons, horses, bison, camels, saber-toothed cats, coyotes, deer, and sloths, as 
well as smaller animals like rodents, rabbits, birds, reptiles, and fish. There is a 
potential to recover similar fossils in these deposits within the project site. Therefore, 
both of these geologic units have high sensitivity for paleontological resources. 
Although the Young Alluvial Fan Deposits may contain remains of plants and 
animals, generally not enough time has passed for them to become fossilized. In 
addition, these remains would be conspecific with modern species, and therefore, 
usually not considered scientifically significant. However, given the surrounding 
sediments, the Young Alluvial Fan Deposits likely overlie older, Pleistocene deposits 
MTGL, Inc. 2015: Page 3 and Figure 3, Appendix E), which could contain 
scientifically significant fossils. There is a potential to encounter these older, 
Pleistocene deposits beginning at a depth of 10 feet below the surface. As such, the 
area mapped with Young Alluvial Fan Deposits is considered to have no 
paleontological sensitivity from the surface to a depth of 10 feet and high 
paleontological sensitivity below that mark. 

4.5.1.4 NOP/Scoping Comments 

No Notice of Preparation (NOP)/Scoping comments regarding Cultural and 
Paleontological Resources were received during the NOP period. 

4.5.2 Existing Policies and Regulations 

4.5.2.1 Federal Regulations 

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 (as amended), Section 106. 
The NHPA declares a national policy of historic preservation to protect, rehabilitate, 
restore, and reuse districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects significant in 
American architecture, history, archaeology, and culture. The NHPA established the 
National Register of Historic Places (National Register) and called for the creation of 
the State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPOs) and programs, and the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation. This Act applies to all properties on or eligible for 
inclusion in the National Register. The Section 106 review process requires 
consultation to mitigate damage to “historic properties” (defined per 36 CFR 
800.16[1] as places that qualify for the National Register), including Native American 
traditional cultural places (TCPs). Evaluation of cultural resources consists of 
determining whether it is significant (i.e., whether it meets one or more of the criteria 
for listing in the National Register). These eligibility criteria are defined in 36 CFR 
60.4 as follows: 
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The quality of significance in America history, architecture, archaeology, 
engineering, and culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and 
objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and association: 

A. That is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad patterns of our history; 

B. That is associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; 

C. That embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of 
construction, or that represents the work of a master, or possesses high 
artistic values, or that represents a significant and distinguishable entity 
whose components may lack individual distinction; and/or 

D. That has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important to prehistory 
or history. 

4.5.2.2 State Regulations 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). A “historic resource” includes, but 
is not limited to, any object, building, site, area, place, record, or manuscript that is 
historically or archaeologically significant, or is significant in the architectural, 
engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, 
or cultural annals of California.1 CEQA mandates that lead agencies consider a 
resource “historically significant” if it meets the criteria for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources (California Register). Such resources meet this 
requirement if they: 

(1) Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of California history 

(2) Are associated with the lives of important persons in the past,  

(3) Embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, and/or  

(4) Represent the work of an important creative individual or possesses high artistic 
value.2 These criteria mimic the criteria utilized to determine eligibility for the 
National Register. 

In addition, Public Resources Code Section 21083.2 and CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5(f) recognize that historical or unique archaeological resources other than 
potential Native American burials may be accidentally discovered during project 
construction. This guideline recommends that immediate evaluation defined by 
qualified archaeologists be included in mitigation measures. This guideline also 

                                                      
1 Public Resources Code, Section 5020.1(j). 
2 Public Resources Code, Section 5024.1(c). 
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recommends that if the find is determined to be a historical or unique archaeological 
resource, that contingency funding and time allotments sufficient to allow for 
implementation and avoidance measures be available. 

Senate Bill 18 (SB 18). SB 18 permits California Native American tribes recognized 
by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to hold conservation 
easements on terms mutually satisfactory to the tribe and the landowner. The term 
“California Native American tribe” is defined as “a federally recognized California 
Native American tribe or a non-federally recognized California Native American tribe 
that is on the contact list maintained by the NAHC.” 

SB 18 requires a City or County to consult with California Native American tribes for 
the purpose of preserving specified places, features, and objects located prior to the 
adoption or amendment of a General Plan or Specific Plan. This bill requires the 
planning agency to refer to the California Native American tribes specified by the 
NAHC and to provide them with opportunities for involvement. 

Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52). AB 52 created a category of environmental resources 
that must be considered under CEQA: “tribal cultural resources.” AB 52 requires 
consultation regarding projects that may affect a tribal cultural resource, includes a 
definition of what may be considered to be a tribal cultural resource, and includes a 
list of recommended mitigation measures. AB 52 applies to any project for which the 
public review period for a notice of preparation to prepare an EIR or notice of intent 
to adopt a mitigated negative declaration started on or after July 1, 2015. 

Under AB 52, a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource is defined as a project that may have a 
significant effect on the environment. Where a project may have a significant impact 
on a tribal cultural resource, the lead agency’s environmental document must 
discuss the impact and whether feasible alternatives or mitigation measures could 
avoid or substantially lessen the impact. 

Mitigation measures agreed upon during consultation must be recommended for 
inclusion in the environmental document. AB 52 also identifies mitigation measures 
that may be considered to avoid significant impacts if there is no agreement on 
appropriate mitigation. Recommended measures include: 

 Preservation in place; 

 Protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource; 

 Protecting the traditional use of the resource; 

 Protecting the confidentiality of the resource; and 

 Permanent conservation easements with culturally appropriate management 
criteria. 
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AB 52 requires lead agencies provide notice to tribes that are traditionally and 
culturally affiliated with the geographic area of a proposed project if they have 
requested notice of projects proposed within that area. If the tribe requests 
consultation within 30 days upon receipt of the notice, the lead agency must consult 
with the tribe. Consultation may include discussing the type of environmental review 
necessary, the significance of tribal cultural resources, the significance of the 
project’s impacts on the tribal cultural resources, and alternatives and mitigation 
measures recommended by the tribe. 

The parties must consult in good faith, and consultation is deemed concluded when 
either the parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect on a 
tribal cultural resource (if such a significant effect exists) or when a party concludes 
that mutual agreement cannot be reached. 

California Health and Safety Code. The California Health and Safety Code Section 
7050.5 states that if human remains are discovered on site, no further disturbance 
shall occur until the County Coroner has made a determination of origin and 
disposition. If the Coroner determines that the remains are not subject to his or her 
authority and if the Coroner recognizes the human remains to be those of a Native 
American, or has reason to believe that they are those of a Native American, he or 
she shall contact, by telephone within 24 hours, the NAHC. This regulation is 
applicable to any project where ground disturbance would occur. 

4.5.2.3 Local Regulations 

City General Plan: The General Plan defines goals and policies related to cultural 
resources within the City: 

Cultural and Historic Resources Element Goal 7-1: Preserve Rialto’s 
significant historical resources as a source of community identity, stability, 
aesthetic character, and social value. 

Policy 7-1.1 Protect the architectural, historical, agricultural, open space, 
environmental, and archaeological resources in Rialto. 

Policy 7-1.2 Identify, through appropriate research and surveys, the historical 
resources in Rialto through documentation and photography. 

Cultural and Historic Resources Element Goal 7-3: Identify, document, and 
protect significant archaeological resources in Rialto. 

Policy 7-3.1 Require archaeological surveys during the development review 
process for all projects in archaeologically sensitive areas where no 
previous surveys are recorded. 

Policy 7-3.3 Avoid impacts to potentially significant prehistoric and historical 
archaeological resources and sites containing Native American 
human remains consistent with State law. 
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Policy 7-3.4 Reduce adverse impacts to significant archaeological resources 
that cannot be protected in place through data recovery 
excavations. 

Table 4.5.A analyzes the project’s consistency with applicable goals and policies of 
the City General Plan and shows the proposed project is generally consistent with 
City General Plan policies. 

Table 4.5.A: General Plan Consistency Analysis 
General Plan Goals and Targets General Plan Consistency Analysis 

Cultural and Historic Resources Element Goal 7-1: Preserve Rialto’s significant historical 
resources as a source of community identity, stability, aesthetic character, and social value. 

Policy 7-1.1. Protect the architectural, 
historical, agricultural, open space, 
environmental, and archaeological 
resources in Rialto. 

Consistent: The proposed project has analyzed the 
potential for historical and archaeological resources through 
site-specific research and surveys. No significant historic or 
archaeological resources were identified. 

Impacts to agricultural resources are discussed in Section 
4.2. Impacts to open space resources are discussed in 
Section 4.15.  

Policy 7-1.2. Identify, through 
appropriate research and surveys, the 
historical resources in Rialto through 
documentation and photography. 

Cultural and Historic Resources Element Goal 7-3: Identify, document, and protect significant 
archaeological resources in Rialto. 

Policy 7-3.1. Require archaeological 
surveys during the development 
review process for all projects in 
archaeologically sensitive areas 
where no previous surveys are 
recorded. 

Consistent: The cultural resources analysis prepared for 
the proposed project utilized a field survey, literature review, 
and records search to determine the potential for 
archaeological resources on site. 

Policy 7-3.3. Avoid impacts to 
potentially significant prehistoric and 
historical archaeological resources 
and sites containing Native American 
human remains consistent with State 
law. 

Consistent: No archaeological resources were identified 
within or near the project site, which is both severely 
disturbed and extensively obscured, and the sensitivity of 
the project site for potential subsurface resources is 
negligible.  

In the event any archaeological resources are identified 
during earthmoving activities, work in the area of the 
discovery will be halted until the nature and significance of 
the find can be assessed by a qualified archaeologist. If 
human remains are encountered, State Health and Safety 
Code Section 7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall 
occur until the County Coroner has made a determination of 
origin and disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code 
Section 5097.98. 

Policy 7-3.4. Reduce adverse impacts 
to significant archaeological resources 
that cannot be protected in place 
through data recovery excavations. 

Source: City of Rialto General Plan, December 2010. 
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4.5.3 Methodology 

4.5.3.1 Historic Resources Methodology 

Archival research was conducted in June 2015. The methodology focused on the 
review of a variety of primary and secondary source materials relating to the history 
and development of the project site. As detailed in the Cultural Resources 
Assessment prepared for the proposed project, references included, but were not 
limited to, online sources, published literature in local and regional history, historic 
aerial photographs, historic maps, and news articles. Based on archival research, 
historic context information relevant to the project site was developed. 

Intensive-level architectural surveys were also conducted. During the surveys, 
numerous photographs were taken of the exteriors of the buildings, as well as other 
features and detailed notations were made regarding the structural and architectural 
characteristics and current conditions of the buildings and their associated features. 
A brief reconnaissance survey of the immediate vicinity was also conducted. 

4.5.3.2 Cultural Resources Methodology 

On March 26, 2015, a records search was conducted at the San Bernardino 
Archaeological Information Center (SBAIC) of the California Historical Resources 
Information System (CHRIS) located at the San Bernardino Museum, Redlands. 
CHRIS cultural resources maps at the SBAIC were checked for possible prehistoric 
and historic resources previously recorded within one mile of the project site. To 
supplement the CHRIS data, a review was conducted of the National Register Index, 
Office of Historic Preservation Directory of Properties, and historic USGS 
topographic maps. In addition, the California State Historic Property Data File (HPD), 
which includes the National Register, California Register, California Historical 
Landmarks (CHL), California Points of Historical Interest (CPHI), as well as various 
local historic registers and historic maps, was reviewed. 

Aerial photographs of the project site were reviewed in March and June 2015. 

On June 16, 2015, an intensive pedestrian survey of all accessible exposed areas of 
the project site parcels was completed. Portions of the property were surveyed in 
systematic parallel transects spaced by approximately 15 meters (approximately 50 
feet), where possible. Special attention was paid to areas of exposed soil for surface 
artifacts and features and to stratigraphy and rodent burrows for evidence of buried 
midden. The purpose of this survey was to identify and document, any cultural 
resources and thus also to identify any area(s) that might be sensitive for buried 
cultural resources. 

4.5.3.3 SB 18 Consultation 

The City is in the process of conducting Native American Consultation in accordance 
with SB 18. On April 21, 2016, the City notified California Native American Tribes 
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who have requested to the City to be notified for CEQA actions subject to SB 18. 
Table 4.5.B details California Native American Tribe responses received by the City 
(Appendix D-3): 

Table 4.5.B: SB 18 Consultation 
California 

Native 
American 

Tribe 

Consultation 
Letter Sent 

Date 

Consultation 
Response 

Date Remarks 

Aqua 
Caliente 
Band of 
Cahuilla 
Indians 

April 21, 2016 April 25, 2016 Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians (ACBCI) 
defers to other Tribes in the region on account of 
a records check of the ACBCI Cultural Registry 
revealing the project site is not located within the 
ACBCI Traditional Use Area. Consultation 
concluded. 

San Manuel 
Band of 
Mission 
Indians 

April 21, 2016 April 26, 2016 Project site is located within San Manuel Band of 
Mission Indians ancestral territory; however, the 
San Manuel Band of Mission Indians does not 
have any concerns with the proposed project due 
to the previous ground disturbance on the project 
site. Should archaeological resources be 
encountered during project execution, the San 
Manuel Band of Mission Indians requests to be 
notified for further consultation. 

Soboba 
Band of 
Luiseño 
Indians 

April 21, 2016 May 18, 2016 Project site is within the Soboba Band Traditional 
Use Areas. As of the date of the response, the 
Soboba Band did not have specific concerns 
regarding known cultural resources within the 
project site, but the Soboba Band requests 
ongoing consultation with concerned Tribes and 
interested parties. 

Due to the possibility of encountering subsurface 
archaeological resources within and around 
Soboba Band Traditional Use Areas, the Soboba 
Band requests approved Native American 
monitor(s) be present during any future ground-
disturbing activities. Furthermore, the Soboba 
Band wishes to defer to the San Manuel Band of 
Mission Indians. 

Source: City of Rialto, Appendix D-3 

4.5.3.4 AB 52 Consultation 

The City is in the process of conducting Native American Consultation in accordance 
with AB 52. On April 20, 2016, the City notified California Native American Tribes 
who have requested to the City to be notified for CEQA actions subject to AB 52. 
The City received one response from the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians on 
April 26, 2016 (Appendix D-3). In the response letter dated April 26, 2016, sent to 
the City, the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians stated it does not have any 
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concerns due to the extensive ground disturbance on the project site, but that further 
consultation must ensue if archaeological resources are encountered during project 
execution. 

4.5.4 Thresholds of Significance 

4.5.4.1 CEQA 

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines the proposed project would result in 
a significant impact to cultural resources if it would: 

 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource 
as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5; 

 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5; 

 Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature; and/or 

 Result in any disturbance of human remains, including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries. 

Historically Significant Resources Definition. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 
(Determining the Significance of Impacts to Archaeological and Historical 
Resources) states that: 

“Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be ‘historically 
significant’ if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the California Register 
of Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code §5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852) 
including the following: 

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

2. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

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

4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history.” 

California Register Criteria, Timeframe. Resource eligibility for the California 
Register requires that sufficient time has passed since a resource’s period of 
significance to “obtain a scholarly perspective on the events or individuals 
associated with the resource.” Fifty years is used as a general estimate of time 
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needed to develop the perspective to understand the resource’s significance (CCR 
4852 [d][2]). 

California Register Criteria, Integrity. For a cultural resource to be eligible for the 
California Register, it must possess integrity, which is defined as “the authenticity of 
an historical resource’s physical identity evidenced by the survival of characteristics 
that existed during the resource’s period of significance” (California Office of Historic 
Preservation 1999:2). According to the California Office of Historic Preservation, 
integrity is retained when a [historical] resource maintains its original location, 
design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association; which of these 
factors is most important depends on the particular criterion under which the 
resource is considered eligible for listing (1999). There are seven aspects of 
integrity: 

a) Location is the place where the historic property was constructed or the place 
where the historic event occurred. 

b) Design is the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, 
structure, and style of a property. 

c) Setting is the physical environment of a historic property. 

d) Materials are the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a 
particular period of time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a 
historic property. 

e) Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or 
people during any given period in history or prehistory. 

f) Feeling is a property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular 
period of time. 

g) Association is the direct link between an important historic event or person and a 
historic property. 

4.5.4.2 City of Rialto 

The Rialto Municipal Code defines a “City Landmark” as “a building, site, or area 
with exceptional importance or character or exceptional historical or aesthetic 
interest or value as part of the development, heritage, or cultural characteristics of 
the city, state, or nation.” The criteria for this designation are outlined in Ordinance 
Number 1545, Chapter 2.20.060 of the Rialto Municipal Code. 

The City’s Historic Preservation Commission may approve the designation of a city 
landmark to the local register if it finds the cultural resource meets one or more of 
the following criteria: 

1. It has character, interest or value as part of the development, heritage, or cultural 
characteristics of the City, State of California, or the United States; 
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2. It is the site of a documented historic event; 

3. It is strongly identified with a person or person who significantly contributed to the 
culture, history, or development of the City; 

4. It is one of the few remaining examples in the City possessing distinguishing 
characteristics of an architectural type or specimen; 

5. It is notable work of an architect or master builder; 

6. It embodies elements of architectural design, detail, materials, or craftsmanship; 

7. It has unique location or singular physical characteristics representing an 
established and familiar visual feature in the city; 

8. It has unique design or detailing; 

9. It is a particularly good example of a period or style; 

10. It is located within a historic district, [and] contributes to the overall feeling of the 
district, … [but] which individually may lack significance. 

4.5.5 Less than Significant Impacts 

The following impacts were determined to be less than significant. For each of the 
following issues, either no impact would occur (therefore, no mitigation would be 
required) or adherence to established regulations, standards, and policies would 
reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level. 

4.5.5.1 Human Remains 

Threshold  Would the proposed project disturb any human remains, including 
those interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

The project site has been previously disturbed and is developed with two 
residences, an industrial building, and a junkyard. While no evidence exists, based 
on on-site investigation and archival research, to suggest the project site has been 
utilized in the past for human burials, on-site construction could potentially uncover 
previously unknown buried human remains. In the event of a discovery or 
recognition of any suspected human remains, California State Health and Safety 
Code § 7050.5 dictates that no further excavation or disturbance of the site (or any 
nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human remains) may occur 
until the San Bernardino County coroner determines that no investigation of the 
cause of death is required. If the coroner determines the remains to be Native 
American, the NAHC must be contacted within 24 hours. Upon notification of the 
coroner, the NAHC must identify the persons it believes to be the most likely 
descended from the deceased Native American. 

State law provides that with the permission of the property owner, the most likely 
descendants may inspect the site of the discovery and may recommend to the 
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owner or the person responsible for the excavation work, means of treating or 
disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and any associated grave 
goods as provided in Public Resources Code § 5097.98 (PRC § 5097.98). 
Compliance with the aforementioned provisions of existing State law is required of 
the proposed project. 

Therefore, potential impacts related to the discovery of buried human remains would 
be less than significant with compliance with State law. No mitigation is required. 

4.5.5.2 Historic Resources 

Threshold Would the proposed project cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource pursuant to Section 15064.5 of the 
State CEQA Guidelines? 

As discussed above in Section 4.5.1.1 Existing Setting, the project site contains two 
historic-period (i.e., 50 years of age or older) residences. The residences were 
constructed during the 1930s. In the City, the period of significance is circa 1935 to 
1965, when, according to the information from the San Bernardino County Assessor 
and historic aerial photographs, the two historic-period residences, with associated 
orange groves, existed in their completed form. The citrus industry and poultry 
farming were significant industries during the City’s formative period of community 
development, and the two historic-period residences are examples of these two 
activities in the area. 

The historic-period, multiple-family property located at 150 West Santa Ana Avenue 
was evaluated in the Historic Resources Assessment (HRA) for significance using 
the criteria for listing in the California Register and the local landmark register. The 
historic-period, multiple-family property located at 2385 South Willow Avenue (36-
020676) was previously evaluated in 2009 as not eligible for the National Register, 
California Register, or local landmark status. The HRA included an update to this 
previous evaluation. For a property to be eligible for inclusion in the California 
Register, one or more of the following criteria must be met: 

1.  It is associated with the events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or 
the United States; 

2.  It is associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or national 
history; 

3.  It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method or 
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic 
values; and/or 

4.  It has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the prehistory 
or history of the local area, California, or the nation. 
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In addition to meeting one or more of the above criteria, the California Register 
requires that sufficient time has passed since a resource’s period of significance to 
“obtain a scholarly perspective on the events or individuals associated with the 
resource.” Fifty years is used as a general estimate of time needed to for 
perspective of the resource’s significance (CCR 4852 [d] [2]). 

The California Register also requires that a resource possess integrity. To retain 
integrity, a resource should have its original location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and association. 

The Rialto Municipal Code defines a “City Landmark” as “a building, site, or area 
with exceptional importance or character or exceptional historical or aesthetic 
interest or value as part of the development, heritage, or cultural characteristics of 
the city, state, or nation.” The criteria for this designation are outlined in Ordinance 
Number 1545, Chapter 2.20.060 of the Rialto Municipal Code. 

The City’s Historic Preservation Commission may approve the designation of a city 
landmark to the local register if it finds the cultural resource meets one or more of 
the following criteria: 

1. It has character, interest or value as part of the development, heritage, or cultural 
characteristics of the City, state of California, or the United States; 

2.  It is the site of a documented historic event; 

3. It is strongly identified with a person or person who significantly contributed to the 
culture, history, or development of the City; 

4. It is one of the few remaining examples in the City possessing distinguishing 
characteristics of an architectural type or specimen; 

5. It is notable work of an architect or master builder; 

6. It embodies elements of architectural design, detail, materials, or craftsmanship; 

7. It has unique location or singular physical characteristics representing an 
established and familiar visual feature in the city; 

8. It has unique design or detailing; 

9. It is a particularly good example of a period or style; 

10. It is located within a historic district, [and] contributes to the overall feeling of the 
district, … [but] which individually may lack significance. 

150 West Santa Ana Avenue. The historic-period property was evaluated in the 
HRA (Appendix D) for significance using the criteria for listing in the California 
Register and the local landmark register. The architectural aspect of this previously 
undocumented historic period resource has been determined to be not eligible for 
the California Register under Criteria 1–3 in the HRA, concurrently prepared for the 
proposed project. Regarding archaeological potential (Criterion 4), although the 
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residence and documented historic-period land use date back to the Depression 
Era, the combination of the lack of visible associated features, deposits, age of the 
buildings (not old enough for the likelihood of an associated privy), and the severity 
of disturbance preclude significant potential for subsurface resources. The sensitivity 
of the project site for potential subsurface resources is therefore negligible. The 
property does not appear to have the potential to yield information important to the 
prehistory or history of the local area, the region or the State of California; therefore, 
the property is not eligible for the California Register under Criterion 4. In addition, 
the property does not meet City Landmark criteria. 

2385 South Willow Road (36-020676). The architectural aspect of this previously 
documented historic resource has been determined to be not eligible for the National 
Register, California Register, or for local landmark status under Criteria 1–3. 
Regarding archaeological potential (Criterion 4), although the residence and 
documented historic-period land use date back to the Depression Era, the 
combination of the lack of visible associated features, deposits, age of the buildings 
(not old enough for the likelihood of an associated privy), and the severity of 
disturbance preclude significant potential for subsurface resources. The sensitivity of 
the project site for potential subsurface resources is therefore negligible. The 
property does not appear to have the potential to yield information important to the 
prehistory or history of the local area, the region or the State of California; therefore, 
the property is not eligible for the California Register under Criterion 4. In addition, 
the property does not meet City Landmark criteria. 

Conclusion. Based on the information above and provided in the HRA (Appendix D-
2), neither 150 West Santa Ana Avenue nor 2385 South Willow Avenue meets the 
criteria for listing in the California Register and neither meets the criteria for 
designation under the local ordinance. Neither site is a historical resource as defined 
by CEQA. Since the project site contains no historical resources, the proposed 
project would not cause a substantial adverse change to any historical resource. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any impacts to a historical 
resource. No mitigation is required. 

4.5.6 Significant Impacts 

4.5.6.1 Archaeological Resources 

Impact 4.5.6.1: The proposed project has the potential to affect known or previously 
undetected subsurface archaeological resources. 

Threshold Would the proposed project cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to Section 
15064.5? 
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The records searched indicated that two archaeological resources were located 
within one mile of the project site. No archaeological resources have been recorded 
within the project site’s boundary, nor were any found during the field survey. Much 
of the project site has been previously developed or has been disturbed. Although 
the project site is within the traditional cultural territory of the Gabrielino and the 
Cahuilla, there is no evidence the project site contains any Native American sacred 
or burial grounds. Despite the apparent lack of archaeological resources, there 
remains some potential for the proposed project to unearth previously 
undocumented resources. Therefore, Mitigation Measures 4.5.6.1A and 4.5.6.1B 
are proposed in the event that this occurs. 

Mitigation Measures. The following measures are proposed to reduce potential 
impacts on known, unknown, or potential archaeological resources that may be 
located within the project site: 

4.5.6.1A Prior to grading permit issuance, the City shall verify that the following 
note is included on the grading plan: 

“If a significant archaeological resource(s) is discovered on the 
property, ground-disturbing activities shall be suspended 100 feet 
around the resource(s). The archaeological monitor, the Project 
Applicant, the City Planning Division, and concerned Native American 
Tribe(s) shall confer regarding mitigation of the discovered resource(s). 
A treatment plan and/or preservation plan shall be prepared and 
reviewed by the Project Applicant and the City Planning Division and 
implemented by the archaeologist to protect the identified 
archaeological resource(s) from damage and destruction. A final report 
containing the significance and treatment findings shall be prepared by 
the archaeologist and submitted to the City Planning Division and the 
South Central Coastal Information Center at Cal State Fullerton. All 
cultural material, excluding sacred, ceremonial, grave goods and 
human remains, collected during the grading monitoring program and 
from any previous archaeological studies or excavations on the project 
site shall be curated, as determined by the treatment plan, according to 
the current professional repository standards.” 

4.5.6.1B Prior to grading permit issuance, the City shall verify that the following 
note is included on the grading plan: 

“If any suspected archaeological resources are discovered during 
ground-disturbing activities and the archaeological monitor is not 
present, the construction supervisor is obligated to halt work within a 
100-foot radius around the find and call the project archaeologist to the 
site to assess the significance of the find. The project archaeologist 
shall consult with concerned Native American Tribe(s) in accordance 
with SB 18 and AB 52.” 
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Level of Significance After Mitigation. Adherence to Mitigation Measures 
4.5.6.1A and 4.5.6.1B will reduce potential impacts to archaeological resources to 
less than significant levels. 

4.5.6.2 Paleontological Resources 

Impact 4.5.6.2: The proposed project has the potential to affect previously 
undetected subsurface paleontological resources. 

Threshold  Would the proposed project directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

The project site is mostly underlain by Late to Middle Pleistocene (11,700–781,000 
years ago) Old Alluvial Fan (water transported) and Eolian (wind transported) 
Deposits, with some Late Holocene (less than 4,200 years ago) Young Alluvial Fan 
Deposits in the northeast corner. Old Alluvial Fan and Old Eolian Deposits of similar 
age have yielded fossils during excavations for roads, housing developments, and 
quarries, as well as scientific investigations in the Southern California area. 
Therefore, there is potential to recover similar fossils in these deposits within the 
project site. 

Although the Holocene deposits within these geologic units are too young to contain 
scientifically significant fossils, they likely overlie older, Pleistocene deposits, which 
could contain scientifically significant fossils. There is potential to encounter these 
older, Pleistocene deposits beginning at a depth of 10 feet below the surface. As 
such, the area mapped with Young Alluvial Fan Deposits is considered to have no 
paleontological sensitivity from the surface to a depth of 10 feet and high 
paleontological sensitivity below that mark. 

Much of the project site has been previously developed or has been disturbed. 
However, excavation conducted for the proposed project has the potential to 
encounter previously undisturbed paleontological resources. This is a potentially 
significant impact, and mitigation is required. 

Mitigation Measure. The following mitigation measure has been identified to 
address potential impacts to paleontological resources that may be located within 
the project site: 

4.5.6.2A Prior to grading permit issuance, the City shall verify that the following 
note is included on the grading plan: 

“Excavation of areas identified as likely to contain paleontological 
resources, such as any undisturbed Pleistocene deposits, will be 
monitored by a qualified paleontological monitor. If paleontological 
resources (fossils) are discovered during project grading, work will be 
halted in that area until a qualified paleontologist can assess the 
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significance of the find. The project paleontologist shall monitor 
remaining earthmoving activities at the project site and shall be 
equipped to record and salvage fossil resources that may be 
unearthed during grading activities. The paleontologist shall 
temporarily halt or divert grading equipment to allow recording and 
removal of the unearthed resources. Any fossils found shall be offered 
for curation at a curation facility approved by the City. A report of 
findings, including, when appropriate, an itemized inventory of 
recovered specimens and a discussion of their significance, shall be 
prepared upon completion of the steps outlined above. The report and 
inventory, when submitted to the appropriate lead agency, would 
signify completion of the program to mitigate impacts on 
paleontological resources. This measure shall be implemented to the 
satisfaction of the City Planning Department.” 

Level of Significance After Mitigation. Adherence to Mitigation Measure 4.5.6.2A 
will reduce potential impacts to paleontological resources to less than significant 
levels. 

4.5.7 Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative area for cultural and paleontological resources is the City of Rialto, 
which is the geographical area covered by the City’s General Plan, including all 
goals and policies included therein. Implementation of the proposed project would 
require measures to identify, recover, and/or record any cultural, archaeological, 
and/or paleontological resource that may occur within the project site. Although 
unlikely to occur, potential impacts associated with human remains would be 
reduced to a less than significant level through adherence to existing State law.  

As shown in Table 2.A and illustrated in Figure 2.1, several cumulative projects are 
planned within the City. With implementation of appropriate mitigation measures, 
potential impacts to archaeological or paleontological resources from the proposed 
project and cumulative development will be reduced to less than significant levels. 
Since this region contains archaeological, historical, and paleontological resources 
that have been found in the past, future development in the surrounding region may 
affect these resources as well. However, implementation of the mitigation measures 
outlined in this document for the proposed project, and other CEQA documents for 
cumulative development projects in the area, will reduce potential cumulatively 
significant impacts to cultural resources to less than significant levels. With 
implementation of the project-level mitigation for future development identified in 
Section 4.5.6, the proposed project will not have significant impacts related to 
cultural resources and will also not make any significant contributions to cumulatively 
considerable impacts relative to cultural resources. Therefore, no additional 
mitigation is required. 
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4.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 1 

This section describes the location of the proposed project relative to the known 2 

geologic features and soil conditions and qualitatively evaluates the proposed 3 

project’s potential impacts. Additionally, this chapter evaluates whether development 4 

on the proposed project site would significantly be affected by fault rupture, seismic 5 

shaking, erosion or unstable slopes, liquefaction, settlement, expansive soils, or other 6 

soil or geologic conditions. 7 

The following documents were used in preparing the analysis of the geologic impacts 8 

of the proposed project: 9 

 Geotechnical Investigation, CapRock Willow Santa Ana Development, MTGL, 10 

Inc., February 23, 2015 (Appendix E). 11 

 Rialto General Plan, Chapter 5: Safety and Noise, December 2010. 12 

4.6.1 Existing Setting 13 

According to the geotechnical investigation,1 the project site is located at the northern 14 

end of the Transverse Ranges geomorphic province of California. This province 15 

extends southward about 320 miles from Point Arguello on the west to the mountains 16 

of Joshua Tree National Park on the east. The province is between 40 and 60 miles 17 

wide and is bounded on its north side by the San Andreas Fault. The province is 18 

subdivided into numerous individual valleys and ranges all having a general east-west 19 

trend. These ranges are generally separated by broadly alluviated, synclinal valleys 20 

and prominent faults. The main mountain ranges have been uplifted through geologic 21 

and compressional events and are associated with numerous east-west trending fault 22 

zones and smaller northeast trending faults, including the San Andreas, San Gabriel, 23 

Cucamonga, and San Jacinto, among others. 24 

The northeastern block is situated between the Whittier Fault Zone and the base of 25 

the San Gabriel Mountains. The Raymond Hill Fault separates the northeastern block 26 

from the northwestern block. Structurally, the northeastern block is a deep synclinal 27 

basin that contains mostly Cenozoic sedimentary rocks but also contains some 28 

Miocene volcanic rocks in the eastern portion. Mesozoic basement rocks underlie 29 

between approximately 12,000 and 22,000 feet of Cenozoic sedimentary cover. 30 

The existing setting for geology and soils includes faulting and seismicity, soils, and 31 

geologic and seismic hazards, which are discussed below. 32 

                                                      
1 Geotechnical Investigation, CapRock Willow Santa Ana Development. MTGL, Inc., February 23, 

2015. 
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4.6.1.1 Faulting and Seismicity 1 

The project site, like the rest of Southern California, is located within a seismically 2 

active region as a result of being located near the active margin between the North 3 

American and Pacific tectonic plates. The principal source of seismic activity is 4 

movement along the northwest-trending regional fault systems such as the San 5 

Andreas and Sierra Madre Fault Zones. 6 

As defined by the California Geological Survey (CGS), an active fault is a fault, 7 

which has had surface displacement within Holocene time (about the last 11,000 8 

years). This definition is used when delineating Earthquake Fault Zones as 9 

mandated by the Alquist-Priolo Geologic Hazards Zones Act of 1972 (as revised 10 

2007). The intent of this act is to require fault investigations on sites located within 11 

Earthquake Fault Zones to ensure that certain inhabited structures are not 12 

constructed across the traces of active faults. 13 

As Figure 4.6.1 shows, the project site is not within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 14 

Fault Zone for surface rupture hazards. The nearest active fault is the Rialto-Colton 15 

Fault, located approximately 1.8 miles northeast of the project site. Historically, the 16 

Rialto-Colton Fault has had earthquakes with an average magnitude of 6.5.1 The 17 

next nearest Alquist-Priolo fault is the San Jacinto Fault located approximately 4.1 18 

miles northeast of the project site. 19 

4.6.1.2 Soils 20 

Based on the Soil Data Mart GIS data, Delhi Fine Sand (Db), Hanford Coarse Sandy 21 

Loam, 2–9 percent slopes (HaC), and Tujunga Gravelly Loamy Sand, 0–9 percent 22 

slopes (TvC) underlie the project site.2 These soils are deep, somewhat to 23 

excessively drained, and have very rapid permeability. 24 

4.6.1.3 Geologic and Seismic Hazards 25 

Geologic and seismic hazards discussed in this subsection include the following: 26 

 Surface rupture; 27 

 Ground shaking; 28 

 Liquefaction; 29 

 Subsidence and seismic settlement; 30 

 Landslides/slope stability; and 31 

 Compressible, expansive and collapsible soils. 32 

                                                      
1  San Bernardino Merged Area A – Merger and Amendments, Program Environmental Impact 

Report, City of San Bernardino, https://www.ci.san-bernardino.ca.us/civicax/filebank/
blobdload.aspx?BlobID=12378 (Accessed July 8, 2015).  

2  Soil Survey Staff, Natural Resources Conservation Service, United States Department of 
Agriculture. Official Soil Series Descriptions. http://soils.usda.gov/technical/classification/osd/
index.html. Accessed July 8, 2015. 
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Surface Rupture. Surface rupture occurs where displacement or fissuring occurs 1 

along a fault zone. While primary ground damage due to earthquake fault rupture 2 

typically results in a relatively small percentage of the total damage in an 3 

earthquake, the location of structures or facilities too close to a rupturing fault can 4 

cause profound damage. It is difficult to reduce the hazards of surface rupture 5 

through structural design. The primary method to avoid this hazard is to either set 6 

structures and facilities away from active faults, or avoid their construction in close 7 

proximity to an active fault. 8 

Faults throughout southern California have formed over millions of years. Some of 9 

these faults are considered inactive under present geologic conditions and other 10 

faults are known to be active.1 Such faults have either generated earthquakes in 11 

historic times (200 years), or show geologic and geomorphic indications of 12 

movement within the last 11,000 years. Faults that have moved in the relatively 13 

recent geological past are generally presumed to be the most likely candidates to 14 

generate damaging earthquakes in the lifetimes of residents, buildings, or 15 

communities. 16 

No known faults pass through the project site and the project site is not located in a 17 

known Alquist-Priolo or other designated Earthquake Fault Zone. The nearest active 18 

faults (Rialto-Colton and San Jacinto) are approximately 1.8 and 4.1 miles northeast 19 

of the project site, respectively. 20 

Ground Shaking. The vast majority of earthquake damage is caused by ground 21 

shaking. Source effects include earthquake size, location, and distance. The bigger 22 

and closer the earthquake is, the more severe the damage will be. The exact way 23 

that rocks and other earth materials move along the fault can also influence shaking, 24 

as can the subsurface orientation of the fault. 25 

Path effects are caused by seismic waves that change direction as they travel 26 

through the earth’s contrasting layers, just as light bounces (reflects) and bends 27 

(refracts) as it moves from air to water. Sometimes this can focus seismic energy at 28 

one location and cause damage in unexpected areas. 29 

Site effects are brought about by seismic waves that slow in the loose sediments 30 

and weathered rock at the surface of the earth. As they slow, their energy converts 31 

from speed to amplitude, which increases shaking. This is identical to the behavior 32 

of ocean waves. As the waves slow near shore, their crests grow higher. 33 

Sometimes, too, seismic waves get trapped at the surface and resonate. Whether 34 

resonance will occur depends on the period (the length) of the incoming waves. 35 

                                                      
1  The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act defines active faults as those that show proven 

displacement of the ground surface within about the last 11,000 years. Potentially active faults 
are those that show evidence of movement within the last 1.6 million years. 
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Waves, soils and buildings all have resonant periods. When these match, 1 

tremendous damage can occur. 2 

The primary threat associated with on-site and the nearby faults previously identified 3 

is the intensity of ground shaking that could be generated at the project site. 4 

Liquefaction. Liquefaction occurs primarily in saturated, loose, fine-to-medium-5 

grained soils in areas where the groundwater table is within 50 feet of the surface. 6 

Shaking suddenly causes soils to lose strength and behave as a liquid. Excess 7 

water pressure is vented upward through fissures and soil cracks, and a water-soil 8 

slurry bubbles onto the ground surface. The resulting features are called “sand 9 

boils,” “sand blows,” or “sand volcanoes.” Liquefaction-related effects include loss of 10 

bearing strength, ground oscillations, lateral spreading, and flow failures or 11 

slumping. According to the City’s General Plan and the geotechnical investigation, 12 

the project site is not located in an area designated to have liquefaction 13 

susceptibility. 14 

Subsidence and Seismic Settlement. Ground subsidence is typically a gradual 15 

settling or sinking of the ground surface with little or no horizontal movement, 16 

although fissures (cracks and separations) can result from lowering of the ground 17 

surface. 18 

The common causes of subsidence include: 19 

 Dewatering of peat or organic soils; 20 

 Dissolution in limestone aquifers; 21 

 First-time wetting of moisture-deficient, low-density soils (hydrocompaction); 22 

 Natural compaction; 23 

 Liquefaction; 24 

 Crustal deformation; 25 

 Ground shaking; 26 

 Subterranean mining; and 27 

 Withdrawal of fluids (groundwater, petroleum, or geothermal). 28 

Most of the damage caused by subsidence is the result of oil, gas, or groundwater 29 

extraction from below the ground surface, or the organic decomposition of peat 30 

deposits. Ground subsidence may occur as a response to natural forces such as 31 

earthquake movements, which can cause abrupt elevation changes of several feet 32 

or densification of low density granular soils during an earthquake event that may 33 

cause several inches of settlement. 34 
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According to the City General Plan, Safety Element, ground subsidence due to 1 

groundwater extraction has not been reported in the City. 2 

Landslides/Slope Stability. Significant factors that contribute to slope failure 3 

include slope height and steepness, shear strength and orientation of weak layers in 4 

the underlying geologic units, and pore water pressures. There are no known 5 

landslides or evidence of large-scale slope instability within the project site. 6 

Expansive Soils. Expansive soils generally have a significant amount of clay 7 

particles that can give up water (shrink) or take on water (swell). The change in 8 

volume exerts stress on buildings and other loads placed on these soils. The extent 9 

of shrink/swell is influenced by the amount and kind of clay in the soil. The 10 

occurrence of these soils is often associated with geologic units having marginal 11 

stability. Soils on the project site are sandy and coarse and have low clay contents, 12 

which do not have enough clay to generate shrink/swell properties. 13 

Collapse Potential. Soils prone to collapse are commonly associated with man-made 14 

fill, wind-laid sands and silts, and alluvial fan and mudflow sediments deposited during 15 

flash floods. Particles of these soils, which typically contain minute pores and voids, 16 

may be partially supported by clay or silt, or chemically cemented with carbonates. 17 

When saturated, collapsible soils undergo a rearrangement of their grains and the 18 

water removes the cohesive (or cementing) material, and a rapid, substantial 19 

settlement may occur. An increase in surface water infiltration (such as from irrigation) 20 

or a rise in the groundwater table, combined with the weight of a building or structure, 21 

may initiate settlement, causing foundations and walls to crack. The project site is 22 

underlain by man-made fill and alluvium deposits that may be potentially collapsible. 23 

4.6.1.4 NOP/Scoping Comments 24 

No NOP/Scoping comments regarding geology and soils were received during the 25 

NOP period. 26 

4.6.2 Policies and Regulations 27 

4.6.2.1 State Regulations 28 

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act. The major State legislation regarding 29 

earthquake fault zones is the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (A-P Act). 30 

In 1972, the State of California began delineating “Earthquake Fault Zones” (called 31 

Special Studies Zones prior to 1994) around and along faults that are “sufficiently 32 

active” and “well defined” to reduce fault-rupture risks to structures for human 33 

occupancy (California Public Resources Code Sections 2621–2630). The boundary 34 

of an “Earthquake Fault Zone” is generally 500 feet from major active faults and from 35 

200 to 300 feet from well-defined minor faults. The mapping of active faults has been 36 
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completed by the State Geologist and these maps are distributed to all affected 1 

cities, counties, and State agencies for their use in developing planning policies and 2 

controlling renovation or new construction. 3 

Before a project can be permitted within an identified Earthquake Fault Zone, cities 4 

and counties must require a geologic investigation to demonstrate that proposed 5 

buildings will not be constructed across active faults. A site-specific evaluation and 6 

written report must be prepared by a licensed geologist. If an active fault is identified, 7 

a structure intended for human occupancy cannot be placed over the trace of the 8 

fault and must be set back from the fault. 9 

The A-P Act only addresses the hazard of surface fault rupture and is not directed 10 

toward other earthquake hazards. 11 

The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act. Passed in 1990, the Seismic Hazards 12 

Mapping Act (SHMA) addresses non-surface fault rupture earthquake hazards, 13 

including strong ground shaking, liquefaction, and seismically induced landslides. 14 

The CGS is the principal State agency charged with implementing the 1990 SHMA. 15 

Pursuant to the SHMA, the CGS is directed to provide local governments with 16 

seismic hazard zone maps that identify areas susceptible to amplified shaking, 17 

liquefaction, earthquake-induced landslides, and other ground failures. The goal is to 18 

minimize loss of life and property by identifying and mitigating seismic hazards. The 19 

seismic hazard zones delineated by the CGS are referred to as “zones of required 20 

investigation.” Site-specific geotechnical hazard investigations are required by 21 

SHMA when construction projects fall within these areas. 22 

Natural Hazards Disclosure Act. Effective June 1, 1998, the Natural Hazards 23 

Disclosure Act requires that sellers of real property and their agents provide 24 

prospective buyers with a “Natural Hazard Disclosure Statement” when the property 25 

being sold lies within one or more State-mapped hazard areas. If a property is 26 

located in a Seismic Hazard Zone as shown on a map issued by the State Geologist, 27 

the seller or the seller’s agent must disclose this fact to potential buyers. 28 

4.6.2.2 Local Policies 29 

City General Plan Policies. The City General Plan Safety and Noise Chapter 30 

includes policies and goals related to geologic and seismic hazards. The following 31 

goals and policies are applicable to the proposed project. Table 4.6.A analyzes the 32 

consistency of the proposed project with the goals and policies listed in the Safety 33 

Element. 34 
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Seismic Hazards Goal 5-1: Minimize hazards to public health, safety, and 1 

welfare associated with geotechnical hazards. 2 

Policy 5-1.1 Require geotechnical investigations by certified engineering 3 

geologist or other qualified professionals for all grading and 4 

construction projects subject to geologic hazards, including fault 5 

rupture, severe ground shaking, liquefaction, landslides, and 6 

collapsible or expansive soils. Particular attention should be paid to 7 

areas within Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones. 8 

Policy 5-1.2 Require all construction to be in conformance with the Uniform 9 

Building Code (UBC) and the California Building Code (CBC), and 10 

to be consistent with the Municipal Code as it provides for 11 

earthquake resistant design, excavation, and grading. 12 

Table 4.6.A: General Plan Consistency Analysis 

General Plan Goals and Targets 
General Plan Consistency 

Analysis 

Seismic Hazards Goal 5-1: Minimize hazards to public health, safety, and welfare associated 
with geotechnical hazards. 

5-1.1. Require geotechnical investigations by certified 
engineering geologist or other qualified professionals for all 
grading and construction projects subject to geologic hazards, 
including fault rupture, severe ground shaking, liquefaction, 
landslides, and collapsible or expansive soils. Particular attention 
should be paid to areas within Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zones. 

Consistent. A geotechnical 
investigation was completed for 
the proposed project and is 
provided in Appendix E. 

5-1.2. Require all construction to be in conformance with the 
Uniform Building Code (UBC) and the California Building Code 
(CBC), and to be consistent with the Municipal Code as it 
provides for earthquake resistant design, excavation, and 
grading. 

Consistent. As discussed in 
Section 4.6.5.2, the proposed 
project would comply with the 
Uniform Building Code and the 
California Building Code.  

Source: City of Rialto General Plan, December 2010.  

4.6.3 Methodology 13 

The analysis of potential geologic and soil-related impacts is based upon the project 14 

site-specific geotechnical investigation for the proposed project. The City’s Safety 15 

and Noise Chapter of the General Plan and information from State and Federal 16 

agencies was referenced to establish the existing on-site geologic conditions. The 17 

geotechnical investigation included a site reconnaissance, review of published 18 

reports, maps, and aerial photographs, geotechnical field exploration, laboratory 19 

testing, engineering analysis, and soil borings. In determining the level of 20 

significance, the analysis assumes that construction and operation of the proposed 21 

project would comply with relevant Federal and State laws and regulations, as well 22 

as City General Plan policies. 23 



CapRock Distribution Center III Warehouse Project – City of Rialto 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

4.6-10 Geology and Soils Section 4.6 

It should be noted that the center portion of the project site was not accessible for 1 

study during the geotechnical investigation because it is occupied by an active steel 2 

manufacturing plant. However, for purposes of this analysis, it was assumed that 3 

geologic conditions in the center portion of the project site would be similar to the 4 

accessible portions of the project site. 5 

4.6.4 Thresholds of Significance 6 

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines geologic and soils impacts would be 7 

significant if the proposed project would: 8 

 Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the 9 

risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 10 

o Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent 11 

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone Maps issued by the State Geologist for 12 

the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault. 13 

o Strong seismic ground shaking. 14 

o Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. 15 

o Landslides. 16 

 Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil; 17 

 Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become 18 

unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on-site or off-site 19 

landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse; 20 

 Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building 21 

Code (1994 or most current edition), creating substantial risks to life or property; 22 

and/or 23 

 Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or 24 

alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the 25 

disposal of wastewater. 26 

4.6.5 Less than Significant Impacts 27 

The following impacts were determined to be less than significant. For each of the 28 

following issues, either no impact would occur (therefore, no mitigation would be 29 

required) or compliance with established regulations, standards and policies would 30 

reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level. 31 

4.6.5.1 Fault Rupture 32 

Threshold Would the proposed project expose persons or structures to potential 33 

substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 34 

involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the 35 
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most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone Maps issued by the 1 

State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of 2 

a known fault. 3 

Surface rupture occurs where displacement or fissuring occurs along a fault zone. 4 

While primary ground damage due to earthquake fault rupture typically results in a 5 

relatively small percentage of the total damage in an earthquake, the location of 6 

structures or facilities too close to a rupturing fault can cause profound damage. The 7 

primary method to avoid this hazard is to either set structures and facilities away 8 

from active faults, or avoid their construction in close proximity to an active fault. 9 

Faults throughout southern California have formed over millions of years. Some of 10 

these faults are generally considered inactive under present geologic conditions and 11 

other faults are known to be active.1 Such faults have either generated earthquakes 12 

in historic times (within the last 200 years) or show geologic and geomorphic 13 

indications of movement during the last 11,000 years. Faults that have moved in the 14 

relatively recent geological past are generally presumed to be the most likely 15 

candidates to generate damaging earthquakes in the lifetimes of residents, 16 

buildings, or communities. 17 

The project site is not located within an Earthquake Fault Zone as defined by the 18 

State of California in the A-P Act or as defined by the City General Plan. The nearest 19 

fault to the project site is the Rialto-Colton Fault approximately 1.8 miles northeast of 20 

the project site. The nearest Alquist-Priolo zoned fault is the San Jacinto Fault 21 

located approximately 4.0 miles northeast of the project site. Due to the distance 22 

from these faults, no on-site fault rupture is anticipated. Therefore, the proposed 23 

project would not be subject to fault-rupture impacts and no impacts would occur. No 24 

mitigation is required. 25 

4.6.5.2 Ground Shaking 26 

Threshold Would the proposed project expose persons or structures to potential 27 

substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 28 

involving strong ground shaking? 29 

The project site could be subjected to moderate to severe ground shaking from any 30 

of the active faults in the vicinity. Southern California is a seismically active area and 31 

will continue to be subject to ground shaking resulting from seismic activity on 32 

regional faults. Ground shaking from earthquakes associated with nearby and more 33 

distant faults is expected to occur during the lifetime of the proposed project. The 34 

                                                      
1  The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act defines active faults as those that show proven 

displacement of the ground surface within about the last 11,000 years. Potentially active faults 
are those that show evidence of movement within the last 1.6 million years. 
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geotechnical investigation determined the maximum earthquake the San Jacinto 1 

Fault would be a magnitude 6.7. 2 

The design and construction of the proposed on-site structures would be in 3 

accordance with current CBC requirements, which would address potential impacts 4 

resulting from ground shaking. Compliance with the CBC requirements is standard 5 

for all development in the City. Therefore, no significant impacts related to on-site 6 

ground shaking would occur and no mitigation is required. 7 

4.6.5.3 Landslides and Rockfalls 8 

Threshold Would the proposed project expose persons or structures to potential 9 

substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 10 

involving landslides? 11 

The topography of the project site consists of generally level land, sloping gently in a 12 

northwest to the south direction. Elevations on the project site range from 13 

approximately 1,010 feet amsl along the northern boundary to approximately 1,000 14 

feet amsl along the southern boundary. The project site and surrounding area do not 15 

contain steep slopes. The project site has a low potential for landslides. Therefore, 16 

no significant impacts relating to landslides are anticipated at the project site. No 17 

mitigation is required. 18 

4.6.5.4 Soil Erosion or Loss of Topsoil 19 

Threshold Would the proposed project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss 20 

of topsoil? 21 

The development of the proposed project would require the import of approximately 22 

1,000 cubic yards of soil. The proposed project includes construction of various 23 

improvements both on site and off site. These improvements include 525,110 square 24 

feet of warehousing, parking lots, sidewalks, and landscaping. These activities have 25 

the potential to cause some erosion both on site and off site. 26 

Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the project proponent will be required to 27 

prepare and submit detailed grading plans. These plans will be prepared in 28 

conformance with applicable standards of the City. 29 

Development of the project site would involve the disturbance of more than one 30 

acre. The proposed project is required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge 31 

Elimination System (NPDES) permit. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 32 

(SWPPP) prepared for the NPDES permit will identify the Best Management 33 

Practices (BMPs) required to address the erosion and discharge impacts associated 34 

with the proposed on-site grading. Compliance with storm water regulations include 35 

minimizing storm water contact with potential pollutants by providing covers and 36 

secondary containment for construction materials, designating areas away from 37 
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storm drain systems for storing equipment and materials and implementing good 1 

housekeeping practices at the construction site. 2 

BMPs included in the SWPPP may include, but shall not be limited to the following: 3 

 Protect all storm drain inlets and streams located near the construction site to 4 

prevent sediment-laden water from entering the storm drain system. 5 

 Prevent erosion by implementing one or more of the following soil stabilization 6 

practices: mulching, surface roughening, permanent or temporary seeding. 7 

 Limit vehicular access to and from the project site. Stabilize construction 8 

entrances/exits to minimize the track out of dirt and mud onto adjacent streets. 9 

Conduct frequent street sweeping. 10 

 Protect stockpiles and construction materials from winds and rain by storing them 11 

under a roof, secured impermeable tarp or plastic sheeting. 12 

 Avoid storing or stockpiling materials near storm drain inlets, gullies or streams. 13 

 Phase grading operations to limit disturbed areas and duration of exposure. 14 

 Perform major maintenance and repairs of vehicles and equipment off site. 15 

 Wash out concrete mixers only in designated washout areas at the construction 16 

site. 17 

 Set up and operate small concrete mixers on tarps or heavy plastic drop cloths. 18 

 Keep construction sites clean by removing trash, debris, wastes, etc. on a regular 19 

basis. 20 

 Clean up spills immediately using dry clean-up methods (e.g., absorbent 21 

materials such as cat litter, sand or rags for liquid spills; sweeping for dry spills 22 

such as cement, mortar or fertilizer) and by removing the contaminated soil from 23 

spills on dirt areas. 24 

 Maintain all vehicles and equipment in good working condition. Inspect frequently 25 

for leaks, and repair promptly. 26 

 Cover open dumpsters with secured tarps or plastic sheeting. Clean out 27 

dumpsters only in approved locations on the construction site. 28 

 Arrange for an adequate debris disposal schedule to ensure that dumpsters do 29 

not overflow. 30 

A preliminary Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) was prepared for the 31 

proposed project and is included in Appendix G. The preliminary WQMP contains 32 

the following post-construction measures, which will help reduce potential impacts to 33 

soil erosion to less than significant levels and identifies measures to treat and/or limit 34 

the entry of contaminants into the storm drain system: 35 
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 Minimize impervious areas. The project parking areas have been reduced to the 1 

minimum required size. Drive aisles have been reduced to the minimum required 2 

width by the Fire Department. 3 

 Maximize natural infiltration capacity. The proposed project does not include the 4 

compaction of infiltration basins during grading operations. 5 

 Preserve existing drainage patterns and time of concentration. Existing drainage 6 

patterns will be maintained on the project site and the use of bioswales and basin 7 

delay development will reduce the time-of-concentration to downstream areas. 8 

 Disconnect impervious areas. Impervious areas on the project site drain to 9 

adjacent landscape areas and bioswales. 10 

 Revegetate disturbed areas. The proposed project includes drought-tolerant and 11 

native plantings in its landscape plan. 12 

 Minimize unnecessary compaction in storm water retention/infiltration basin/13 

trench areas. Project basins will be left uncompacted. 14 

 Utilize vegetated drainage swales in place of underground piping or imperviously 15 

lined swales. The proposed project maximizes its use of bioswales. 16 

 Stake off areas that will be used for landscaping to minimize compaction during 17 

construction. Landscaped areas within the project site are left uncompacted to 18 

the extent allowed by the geotechnical considerations. 19 

The WQMP is incorporated by reference and/or attached to the proposed project’s 20 

SWPPP as the Post-Construction Management Plan. The proposed project would 21 

be required to comply with the conditions detailed in the NPDES Permit, the project-22 

specific SWPPP and a WQMP. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less 23 

than significant impact related to soil erosion. No mitigation is required. 24 

4.6.5.5 Unstable Soils 25 

Threshold Would the proposed project be located on expansive soil, creating 26 

substantial risks to life or property? 27 

Expansive soils generally have a substantial amount of clay particles, which can give 28 

up water (shrink) or absorb water (swell). The change in volume exerts stress on 29 

buildings and other loads placed on these soils. The extent or range of the shrink/30 

swell is influenced by the amount and kind of clay present in the soil. Expansive soils 31 

can be widely dispersed and they can occur in hillside areas as well as low-lying 32 

alluvial basins. 33 

The soil on the project site is composed of mostly of coarse particles (sand and 34 

gravel) that do not exhibit expansive properties. On-site sediments are not 35 

considered potentially expansive. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less 36 

than significant impact related to unstable soils. No mitigation is required. 37 
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4.6.5.6 Septic Tanks 1 

Threshold Would the proposed project have soils incapable of adequately 2 

supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal 3 

systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of 4 

wastewater? 5 

The proposed project does not include the installation or use of septic systems. On-6 

site wastewater flows will be collected in and conveyed to new or existing 7 

wastewater pipelines. Therefore, no impact would occur related to on-site septic use. 8 

No mitigation is required. 9 

4.6.6 Significant Impacts 10 

4.6.6.1 Seismic-Related Ground Failure 11 

Threshold Would the proposed project expose persons or structures to potential 12 

substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 13 

involving seismic ground failure? 14 

Development of the proposed project will result in the construction of 525,110 15 

square feet of warehouse uses. According to the City General Plan, no landslides or 16 

area of mass movement has been documented on the project site. 17 

The potential for liquefaction generally occurs during strong ground shaking within 18 

relatively cohesionless loose sediments where the groundwater is typically less than 19 

50 feet below the surface. According to the Rialto General Plan Figure 5.1, the 20 

project site is not located in an area of liquefaction potential. Additionally, according 21 

to the geotechnical investigation, groundwater is approximately 150 feet below 22 

ground surface and the project site has very low potential for liquefaction 23 

The proposed project does not propose any activity known to cause subsidence 24 

(e.g., oil, gas, or groundwater extraction). Settlement generally occurs within areas 25 

of loose, granular soils with relatively low density. According to on-site soil borings, 26 

the project site is underlain primarily by artificial fills and alluvium that consist of 27 

loose and dry silty sands to sandy silts. Beneath the fills are coarse-grained silty 28 

sands to sand and minor subangular gravel. Based on the geotechnical report, the 29 

project site is estimated to have a maximum settlement of 0.5 inch with the 30 

implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6.6.1A. 31 

The geotechnical investigation presented several recommendations to minimize the 32 

risk of seismic-related ground failure. These recommendations include the following: 33 

 Settlement Considerations. Foundations must be designed to resist anticipated 34 

maximum settlements of 0.5 inch. 35 
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 Site Clearing. All surface vegetation, trash, debris, asphalt concrete, Portland 1 

cement concrete, and underground pipes must be cleared and removed from the 2 

proposed construction site. If underground storage tanks containing hazardous or 3 

unknown substances are encountered, the proper authorities must be notified 4 

prior to any attempts at removing such objects. Any water wells must be exposed 5 

and capped in accordance with the requirements of the regulating agencies. 6 

Depressions resulting from the removal of foundations of existing buildings, 7 

underground tanks and pipes, buried obstructions, and/or tree roots must be 8 

backfilled with properly compacted material. 9 

 Site Grading. All fill material must be compacted to at least 90 percent of 10 

maximum dry density as determined by ATSM Test method D1557. Fill materials 11 

must be placed in loose lifts, no greater than 8 inches prior to applying 12 

compactive effort. All engineered fill materials should be moisture-conditioned 13 

and processed as necessary to achieve a uniform moisture content that is near 14 

optimum moisture content and within moisture limits required to achieve 15 

adequate bonding between lifts. 16 

 Site Overexcavation. Formal construction plans must be reviewed by MTGL, 17 

Inc. upon availability and confirmed compatible with the requirements of this 18 

mitigation measure. Any additional recommendations made by MTGL, Inc. as a 19 

result of formal construction plan review must be implemented to the satisfaction 20 

of the City Engineer. All artificial fills, organics, debris, trash, and topsoil must be 21 

removed from the grading area and hauled off site. Existing soils within the pad 22 

area must be over-excavated to a minimum depth of 3 feet below the bottom of 23 

the proposed footings or 5 feet below the existing grade, whichever is greater. 24 

The required horizontal limits of the over-excavated area shall be defined as the 25 

area extending from the edge of the perimeter footing for a distance of 5 feet. 26 

The middle portion of the site where the Muhlhauser Steel Plant is currently 27 

located may require deeper over-excavation limits. Once the plant is 28 

decommissioned and the structures are removed, further field evaluation will be 29 

required. Hardscape areas, which include all paved areas, will require a minimum 30 

depth of 2 feet of removal and recompaction. Processing for hardscape areas 31 

should extend a minimum distance of 2 feet outside the hardscape limits. 32 

 Fill Materials. Removed and/or over-excavated soils may be moisture-33 

conditioned to near optimum moisture content and recompacted as engineered 34 

fill, except for soils containing detrimental amounts of organic material. The fill 35 

materials must be compacted to a minimum of 90 percent of the maximum dry 36 

density per ASTM D-1557. Imported materials shall be coarse-grained, non-37 

expansive, and non-plastic in nature. The materials must be free from vegetable 38 

matter and other deleterious substances, shall not contain rocks or lumps of a 39 

greater dimension than 4 inches, and shall be approved by the geotechnical 40 

consultant. Soils of poor gradation, expansion, or strength properties shall be 41 

placed in areas designated by the geotechnical consultant or shall be mixed with 42 

other soils providing satisfactory fill material. 43 
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 Foundations. Spread and/or continuous footings on compacted fill materials 1 

may be used to support the proposed structure and designed using an allowable 2 

bearing pressure of 2,000 pounds per square foot (psf). The allowable bearing 3 

capacity may also be increased by one-third for considerations of short-term wind 4 

or seismic loads. Table 4.6.B presents the recommended minimum footing width 5 

and embedment depth below the lowest adjacent grade. 6 

Table 4.6.B: Recommended Minimum Footing Width and Embedment Depth 
Foundation Type Minimum Width Minimum Depth 

Contiguous (Interior) 12 Inches 18 Inches 

Contiguous (Perimeter) 12 Inches 24 Inches 

Spread Footings 24 Inches 24 Inches 

Source: Geotechnical Investigation, CapRock Willow Santa Ana Development, MTGL, Inc., February 23, 2015 
(Appendix E). 

Soil resistance developed against lateral structural movement can be obtained 7 

from the passive pressure value of 300 pounds per cubic foot (pcf; equivalent 8 

fluid weight). For sliding resistance, a friction coefficient of 0.30 may be used at 9 

the concrete and soil interface. The passive pressure and the friction of 10 

resistance could be combined without reduction. In addition, the lateral passive 11 

resistance is taken into account only if it is ensured that the soil against 12 

embedded structures will remain intact with time. 13 

The near-surface soils have an expansion index classification of very low. 14 

Therefore, nominal reinforcement consisting of two #5 bars placed within 3 15 

inches of the top of footings and two #5 bars placed within 3 inches of the bottom 16 

of footings is recommended. However, the structural engineer may require 17 

heavier reinforcement. 18 

 Concrete Slabs on grade and Miscellaneous Flatwork. Concrete slabs on 19 

grade and miscellaneous flatwork that are not subjected to vehicular loads may 20 

be designed with a minimum thickness of 5.0 inches for normal loading 21 

conditions. However, if heavier loads are anticipated, a modulus of subgrade 22 

reaction of 100 pounds per cubic inch may be used when the slabs are 23 

supported by compacted fill. 24 

All slabs and flatwork should be reinforced with a minimum #4 bars, 18 inches on 25 

center, each direction at the mid-height of the slab. The structural engineer may 26 

require heavier reinforcement. Special care should be taken so that 27 

reinforcement is placed at the slab mid-height. The floor slab should be 28 

separated from footings, structural walls, and utilities and provisions should be 29 

made to allow for settlement or swelling movements at these interfaces. If this is 30 

not possible from a structural or architectural design standpoint, it is 31 

recommended that the slab connection to footings be reinforced such that there 32 

will be resistance to potential differential movement. 33 

Control joints should be constructed on all slabs on grade to create squares or 34 

rectangles with a maximum spacing of 12 feet on large slab areas. Where 35 
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flatwork is adjacent to curbs, reinforcing bars should be placed between the 1 

flatwork and the curbs. Expansion joint material should be used between flatwork 2 

and curbs, and flatwork and buildings. 3 

To reduce the impact of the subsurface moisture and potential impact of future 4 

introduced moisture (such as landscape irrigation or precipitation) damp proofing 5 

should be provided under all slabs on grade with moisture-sensitive floor 6 

coverings. The damp proofing should consist of a minimum 10 mil polyethylene 7 

liner placed with 2 inches of sand below and 2 inches of sand above the 8 

polyethylene liner. The liner should be carefully fitted around service openings 9 

with joints lapped not less than 6 inches. A flooring contractor experienced in the 10 

area of concrete slab-on-grade floors should be consulted for the proposed 11 

flooring applications. Additionally, all concrete placement and curing operations 12 

should be performed in accordance with the American Concrete Institute (ACI) 13 

manual. The subgrade soils beneath all concrete flatwork should be compacted 14 

to a minimum of 90 percent relative compaction for a minimum depth of 24 15 

inches. The geotechnical engineer must monitor the compaction of the subgrade 16 

soils and perform testing to verify that proper compaction has been obtained. 17 

Pre-wetting. Prior to placing concrete slabs and flatwork, the underlying soils 18 

should be brought to a minimum of 2 percent and a maximum of 4 percent above 19 

their optimum moisture content for a depth of 12 inches prior to the placement of 20 

concrete. The geotechnical consultant should perform in situ moisture tests to 21 

verify that the appropriate moisture content has been achieved a maximum of 24 22 

hours prior to the placement of concrete or moisture barriers. 23 

Once the slab subgrade soil has been pre-wetted and compacted, the soil should 24 

not be allowed to dry prior to concrete placement. If the subgrade soil is dry, the 25 

moisture content of the soil should be restored prior to placement of concrete and 26 

retested. 27 

To help reduce edge effects, lateral cutoffs such as inverted curbs are 28 

recommended. Control joints should be used to reduce the potential for flatwork 29 

panel cracks as a result of minor soil shrink/swell. 30 

 Corrosivity. Soluble sulfate tests indicate that concrete at the subject site will 31 

have a negligible exposure to water soluble sulfate in the soil. Table 4.6.C 32 

presents concrete exposed to sulfate-containing soils requirements. 33 

Table 4.6.C: Requirements for Concrete Exposed to Sulfate-Containing Soils 

Sulfate 
Exposure 
Severity Class 

Water 
Soluble 
Sulfate 
(SO4) in 
Soil (% 

by 
Weight) 

Sulfate 
(SO4) 

in 
Water 
(ppm) 

Max 
Water to 
Cement 
Ration 

by 
Weight 

Minimum 
Compressive 
Strength (psi) 

Cement 
Type 

Calcium 
Chloride 

Admixture 

Negligible S0 
0.00–
0.10 

0–150 — 2,500 — 
No 

Restriction 
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Table 4.6.C: Requirements for Concrete Exposed to Sulfate-Containing Soils 

Sulfate 
Exposure 
Severity Class 

Water 
Soluble 
Sulfate 
(SO4) in 
Soil (% 

by 
Weight) 

Sulfate 
(SO4) 

in 
Water 
(ppm) 

Max 
Water to 
Cement 
Ration 

by 
Weight 

Minimum 
Compressive 
Strength (psi) 

Cement 
Type 

Calcium 
Chloride 

Admixture 

Moderate S1 
0.10–
0.20 

150–
1,500 

0.50 4,000 II/V 
No 

Restriction 

Severe S2 
0.20–
2.00 

1,500–
10,000 

0.45 4,500 V 
Not 

Permitted 

Very 
Severe 

S3 
Over 
2.00 

Over 
10,000 

0.45 4,500 
V Plus 

Pozzolan 
Not 

Permitted 

Source: Geotechnical Investigation, CapRock Willow Santa Ana Development, MTGL, Inc., February 23, 2015 
(Appendix E). 

The finer-grained soils at the near-surface will have a moderate corrosion 1 

potential and the deeper-coarse grained soils will have a very low potential for 2 

corrosion. Protection of buried metal with sand bedding and protective coating 3 

may be used to further reduce corrosion potential. A qualified corrosion engineer 4 

should be consulted to further assess the corrosion potential, as necessary. 5 

 Retaining Walls. Embedded structural walls should be designed for lateral earth 6 

pressures exerted on the walls. The magnitude of these earth pressures will 7 

depend on the amount of deformation that the wall can yield under the load. If the 8 

wall can yield sufficiently to mobilize the full shear strength of the soils, it may be 9 

designed for the active condition. If the wall cannot yield under the applied load, 10 

then the shear strength of the soil cannot be mobilized and the earth pressures 11 

will be higher. These walls, such as basement walls and swimming pools, should 12 

be designed for the at-rest condition. If a structure moves toward the retained 13 

soils, the resulting resistance developed by the soil will be the passive 14 

resistance. 15 

Retaining wall backfill should be compacted to at least 90 percent relative 16 

compaction based on the maximum density defined by ASTM D1557. Retaining 17 

structures may be designed to resist the following lateral earth pressures: 18 

o Allowable Bearing Pressure: 2,000 psf. 19 

o Coefficient of Friction (Soil to Footing): 0.30. 20 

o Passive Earth Pressure: equivalent fluid weight of 300 pcf. 21 

o At-Rest Lateral Earth Pressure: 60 pcf. 22 

o Active Earth Pressures: equivalent fluid weight of 40 pcf for level slope 23 

retained material and 65 pcf for a 2:1 horizontal to vertical slope retained 24 

material. 25 
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All retaining wall footings shall be embedded at least 24 inches below the lowest 1 

adjacent finish grade. In addition, the wall footings should be designed and 2 

reinforced as required for structural considerations. The wall areas should be 3 

over-excavated to a minimum depth of 2 feet below the bottom of the proposed 4 

footings. The required horizontal limits of the over-excavated area shall be 5 

defined as the area extending from the edge of the footing for a minimum 6 

distance of 2 feet. 7 

Lateral resistance parameters provided above are ultimate values. Therefore, a 8 

suitable factor of safety must be applied to these values for design purposes. The 9 

appropriate factor of safety will depend on the design condition and must be 10 

determined by the project Structural Engineer. If any super-imposed loads are 11 

anticipated, MTGL, Inc. should be notified so that appropriate recommendations 12 

for earth pressures may be provided. 13 

Retaining structures must be drained to prevent the accumulation of subsurface 14 

water behind the walls. Back drains should be installed behind all retaining walls 15 

exceeding 3.0 feet in height. All back drains should be outlet to suitable drainage 16 

devices. Walls and portions thereof that retain soil and enclose interior spaces 17 

and floors below grade must be waterproofed and damp-proofed accordingly. 18 

 Seismically Induced Lateral Earth Pressures. A seismic lateral increment of 19 

22 pcf may be applied as an incremental force, which should be applied to the 20 

back of the wall in the upper third of the wall and also applied as a reduction of 21 

force to the front of the wall in the upper third of the footing. 22 

 Pavement. Pavement sections were designed based on an R-Value of 54 and 23 

assumed Traffic Index of 5.5 for local traffic (light auto parking and drive lanes), 24 

6.5 for collector streets (commercial vehicles), and 10.0 for truck access/fire 25 

lanes. Table 4.6.D presents the recommend structural sections. 26 

Table 4.6.D: Asphalt Pavement Structural Section 

Pavement Area 
Traffic 
Index 

Asphalt 
Thickness 

Aggregate Base 
Thickness 

Local Streets (Light Auto Parking/Drive 
Lanes) 

5.5 4.0 inches 6.0 inches 

Collector Streets (Commercial 
Vehicles) 

6.5 4.0 inches 6.0 inches 

Truck Access/Fire Lane (Heavy Truck 
Traffic) 

10.0 6.0 inches 8.0 inches 

Source: Geotechnical Investigation, CapRock Willow Santa Ana Development, MTGL, Inc., February 23, 2015 
(Appendix E). 

Portland cement concrete (PCC) pavements for areas that are subject to traffic 27 

loads may be designed with a minimum thickness of 8.0 inches of PCC on 6.0 28 

inches of aggregate base. Prior to paving, the exposed subgrade soils should be 29 

scarified, adjusted to within 2 percent of optimum moisture and compacted to a 30 

minimum of 90 percent relative compaction for a minimum depth of 12 inches. All 31 
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aggregate base courses should be compacted to a minimum of 95 percent 1 

relative compaction. 2 

 Moisture-Sensitive Soils and Weather-Related Concerns (Construction). 3 

The upper soils encountered at this site may be sensitive to disturbances caused 4 

by construction traffic and to changes in moisture content. During wet weather 5 

periods, increases in the moisture content of the soil can cause significant 6 

reduction in the soil strength and its support capabilities. In addition, soils that 7 

become excessively wet may be slow to dry and thus significantly delay the 8 

progress of the grading operations. Therefore, it will be advantageous to perform 9 

earthwork and foundation construction activities during the dry season. Much of 10 

the on-site soils may be susceptible to erosion during periods of inclement 11 

weather. As a result, the project Civil Engineer/Architect and Grading Contractor 12 

should take appropriate precautions to reduce the potential for erosion during 13 

and after construction. 14 

 Drainage and Groundwater Considerations (Construction). Historic high 15 

groundwater levels in the immediate site vicinity are approximately 150 feet 16 

below grade. Since this is well below the anticipated depths of grading, the 17 

installation of subdrains is not expected to be necessary. However, variations in 18 

the groundwater table may result from fluctuation in the ground surface 19 

topography, subsurface stratification, precipitation, irrigation, and other factors 20 

such as impermeable and/or cemented formational materials overlain by fill soils. 21 

In addition, during retaining wall excavations, seepage may be encountered. 22 

Therefore, a representative of MTGL, Inc. must be present during grading 23 

operations to evaluate areas of seepage. Drainage devices for reduction of water 24 

accumulation can be recommended should these conditions occur. 25 

Water should not be allowed to collect in the foundation excavation, on floor slab 26 

areas, or on prepared subgrades of the construction area either during or after 27 

construction. Undercut or excavated areas should be sloped to facilitate removal 28 

of any collected rainwater, groundwater, or surface runoff. Positive site drainage 29 

should be provided to reduce infiltration of surface water around the perimeter of 30 

the building and beneath the floor slabs. The grades should be sloped away from 31 

the building and surface drainage should be collected and discharged such that 32 

water is not permitted to infiltrate the backfill and floor slab areas of the building. 33 

 Temporary Excavation and Shoring (Construction). Short-term temporary 34 

excavations in existing soils may be safely made at an inclination of 1:1 35 

(horizontal to vertical) or flatter. If vertical sidewalls are required in excavations 36 

greater than 5 feet in depth, the use of cantilevered or braced shoring is 37 

recommended. Excavations less than 5 feet in depth may be constructed with 38 

vertical sidewalls without shoring or shielding. These values incorporate a 39 

uniform lateral pressure of 72 psf to provide for the normal construction loads 40 

imposed by vehicles, equipment, materials, and workers on the surface adjacent 41 

to the trench excavation. However, if vehicles, equipment, materials, etc. are kept 42 

a minimum distance equal to the height of the excavation away from the edge of 43 

the excavation, this surcharge load need not be applied. 44 
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Design of the shield struts should be based on a value of 0.65 times the indicated 1 

pressure, Pa, for the approximate trench depth. The wales and sheeting can be 2 

designed for a value of two-thirds the design strut value. 3 

Placement of the shield may be made after the excavation is completed or driven 4 

down as the material is excavated from inside of the shield. If placed after the 5 

excavation, some over-excavation may be required to allow for the shield width 6 

and advancement of the shield. The shield may be placed at either the top or the 7 

bottom of the pipe zone. Due to the anticipated thinness of the shield walls, 8 

removal of the shield after construction should have negligible effects on the load 9 

factor of pipes. Shields may be successively placed with conventional trenching 10 

equipment. 11 

Vehicles, equipment, materials, etc. must be set back away from the edge of 12 

temporary excavations a minimum distance of 15 feet from the top edge of the 13 

excavation. Surface waters must be diverted away from temporary excavations 14 

and prevented from draining over the top of the excavation and down the slope 15 

face. During periods of heavy rain, the slope face must be protected with 16 

sandbags to prevent drainage over the edge of the slope, and a Visqueen liner 17 

placed on the slope face to prevent erosion of the slope face. 18 

Periodic observations of the excavations must be made by the geotechnical 19 

consultant to verify that the soil conditions have not varied from those anticipated 20 

and to monitor the overall condition of the temporary excavations over time. If at 21 

any time during construction conditions are encountered that differ from those 22 

anticipated, the geotechnical consultant must be contacted and allowed to 23 

analyze the field conditions prior to commencing work within the excavation. All 24 

Cal/OSHA construction safety orders must be observed during all underground 25 

work. 26 

 Utility Trenches (Construction). All Cal/OSHA construction safety orders must 27 

be observed during all underground work. All utility trench backfill within street 28 

right-of-way, utility easements, and under or adjacent to sidewalks, driveways, or 29 

building pads must be observed and tested by the geotechnical consultant to 30 

verify proper compaction. Trenches excavated adjacent to foundations must not 31 

extend within the footing influence zone defined as the area within a line 32 

projected at a 1:1 (horizontal to vertical) drawn from the bottom edge of the 33 

footing. Trenches crossing perpendicular to foundations must be excavated and 34 

backfilled prior to the construction of the foundations. The excavations must be 35 

backfilled in the presence of the geotechnical engineer and tested to verify 36 

adequate compaction beneath the proposed footing. 37 

Utilities must be bedded and backfilled with clean sand or approved granular soil 38 

to a depth of at least 1 foot over the pipe. The bedding materials shall consist of 39 

sand, gravel, crushed aggregates, or native soils that are free draining with a 40 

sand equivalence of not less than 30. The bedding should be uniformly watered 41 

and compacted to a firm condition for pipe support. 42 
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The remainder of the backfill shall be typical on-site soil or imported soil, which 1 

must be placed in lifts not exceeding 8 inches in thickness, watered or aerated to 2 

near optimum moisture content, and mechanically compacted to at least 90 3 

percent of maximum dry density (ASTM D1557). The bedding and backfill 4 

materials and placement shall conform to the requirements of the latest Standard 5 

Specifications for Public Works Construction (Greenbook). 6 

 Site Drainage (Construction). The site must be drained to provide for positive 7 

drainage away from structures in accordance with the California Building Code 8 

and applicable local requirements. Unpaved areas must slope no less than 2 9 

percent away from structures. Paved areas must slope no less than 1 percent 10 

away from structures. Concentrated roof and surface drainage from the site must 11 

be collected in engineered, nonerosive drainage devices and conducted to a safe 12 

point of discharge. The site drainage must be designed by a civil engineer. 13 

 Geotechnical Observation/Testing of Earthwork Operations. These 14 

measures must be reviewed and verified during site grading and revised 15 

accordingly if exposed geotechnical conditions vary from them. The geotechnical 16 

consultant must perform geotechnical observation and testing during the 17 

following phases of grading and construction: 18 

o During site grading and over-excavation; 19 

o During foundation excavations and placement; 20 

o Upon completion of retaining wall footing excavation prior to placing concrete; 21 

o During excavation and backfilling of all utility trenches; 22 

o During processing and compaction of the subgrade for the access and 23 

parking areas and prior to construction of pavement sections; and 24 

o When any unusual or unexpected geotechnical conditions are encountered 25 

during any phase of construction. 26 

These recommendations from the geotechnical report are presented for 27 

incorporation into the design and construction of the proposed project in accordance 28 

with Mitigation Measure 4.6.6.1A. 29 

Mitigation Measure. The following mitigation measure is required to ensure 30 

incorporation of the recommendations required by the geotechnical investigation. 31 

Although the center portion of the project site was not accessible for study during the 32 

geotechnical investigation, because areas adjacent to the inaccessible portion of the 33 

project site have the identical requirements, it is reasonable to assume this portion of 34 

the project site will also have the same requirements detailed in the mitigation 35 

measure below. 36 

4.6.6.1A Prior to issuance of the grading permit, the developer shall follow the 37 

recommendations of the geotechnical assessment conducted by 38 

MTGL, Inc. These recommendations include, but are not limited to, 39 
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settlement considerations, project site clearing recommendations, site 1 

grading recommendations, project site overexcavation, fill material, 2 

and retaining walls. These measures shall be implemented to the 3 

satisfaction of the City Engineer. 4 

Level of Significance after Mitigation. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5 

4.6.6.1A will reduce potential impacts from seismic-related ground failure to less 6 

than significant levels. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6.6.1A will not 7 

significantly affect other environmental factors since all geotechnical features 8 

proposed as mitigation will be constructed within the project site footprint analyzed in 9 

this EIR and therefore be subject to all applicable mitigation measures, as well as 10 

local, State, and Federal regulations, as part of the proposed project. 11 

4.6.7 Cumulative Impacts 12 

For geology and soils, the study area considered for the cumulative impact of other 13 

projects consisted of (1) the area that could be affected by proposed project 14 

activities and (2) the areas affected by other projects whose activities could directly 15 

or indirectly affect the geology and soils of the proposed project site. The analysis 16 

above indicated no rare or special geological features or soil types on the project site 17 

that would be affected by project activities and no other known activities or projects 18 

with activities that affect the geology and soils of this site. 19 

In addition, the proposed project and foreseeable projects (refer to Table 2.A and 20 

Figure 2.1) would be required to comply with the applicable State and local 21 

requirements, including, but not limited to, the City of Rialto Building Code. 22 

Therefore, the project-specific impacts, as well as the impacts associated with other 23 

cumulative projects, would be reduced to a less than significant level. No additional 24 

mitigation is required.   25 

The presence of regional faults creates the potential for damage to structures or 26 

injury to persons during seismic events. However, City, County, and State 27 

regulations provide guidelines for development in areas with geologic constraints 28 

and ensure that the design of buildings is in accordance with applicable CBC 29 

standards and other applicable standards, which reduces potential property damage 30 

and human safety risks to less than significant levels. Anticipated development in the 31 

City and surrounding area in general will not have a cumulatively considerable 32 

impact on earth resources, nor will regional geotechnical constraints have a 33 

cumulatively considerable impact on the proposed project or cumulative projects, as 34 

long as proper design and engineering are implemented based on available seismic 35 

and other geotechnical data. The proposed project and cumulative projects 36 

represent only an incremental portion of this potential impact, so the proposed 37 

project and cumulative projects will not have cumulatively significant impacts in this 38 

regard. No additional mitigation is required. 39 
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Because it is reasonable to conclude that all development within seismically active 1 

areas will be required to comply with applicable State regulations, CBC standards, 2 

and the design and siting standards required by local agencies, a less than 3 

significant cumulative impact would occur with implementation of the proposed 4 

project and cumulative projects. No additional mitigation is required. 5 
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4.7 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS AND CLIMATE 
CHANGE 

This section provides a discussion of global climate change, existing regulations 
pertaining to global climate change, and an analysis of greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions associated with the project. 

The analysis contained in this section is based on the following documents: 

 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact Analysis, LSA Associates, Inc., June 
2016 (Appendix B-1).  

4.7.1 Existing Setting 

4.7.1.1 Global Climate Change 

Global climate change refers to change in average meteorological conditions on the 
earth with respect to temperature, precipitation, and storms, lasting for decades or 
longer. The term “global climate change” is often used interchangeably with the term 
“global warming,” but “global climate change” is preferred by some scientists and 
policy makers to “global warming” because it helps convey the notion that in addition 
to rising temperatures, other changes in global climate may occur. Climate change 
may result from: 

 Natural factors, such as changes in the sun’s intensity or slow changes in the 
Earth’s orbit around the sun; 

 Natural processes within the climate system (e.g., changes in ocean circulation); 
and/or 

 Human activities that change the atmosphere’s composition (e.g., through 
burning fossil fuels) and the land surface (e.g., deforestation, reforestation, 
urbanization, and desertification). 

As determined from meteorological measurements worldwide between 1990 and 
2005, the primary observed effect of global climate change has been a rise in the 
average global tropospheric1 temperature of 0.36 degree Fahrenheit (°F) per 
decade. Climate change modeling shows that further warming could occur, which 
could induce additional changes in the global climate system during the current 
century. Changes to the global climate system, ecosystems, and the environment of 
California could include higher sea levels, drier or wetter weather, changes in ocean 
salinity, changes in wind patterns or more energetic aspects of extreme weather 
(e.g., droughts, heavy precipitation, heat waves, extreme cold and increased 
intensity of tropical cyclones). Specific effects in California may include a decline in 
                                                      
1  The troposphere is the zone of the atmosphere characterized by water vapor, weather, winds, 

and decreasing temperature with increasing altitude. 
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the Sierra Nevada snowpack, erosion of California’s coastline, and seawater 
intrusion in the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta. 

Human activities, such as fossil fuel combustion and land use changes release 
carbon dioxide (CO2) and other compounds cumulatively termed greenhouse gases 
(GHGs). GHGs are effective in trapping radiation that would otherwise escape the 
atmosphere. This trapped radiation warms the atmosphere, the oceans, and earth’s 
surface (EPA, 2007). Many scientists believe “... most of the warming observed over 
the last 50 years is attributable to human activities.”1 The increased amount of CO2 
and other GHGs in the atmosphere are the alleged primary causes of human-
induced warming. 

GHGs are present in the atmosphere naturally, released by natural sources, or 
formed from secondary reactions taking place in the atmosphere. They include CO2, 
methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), and ozone (O3). In the last 200 years, 
substantial quantities of GHGs have been released into the atmosphere, primarily 
from fossil fuel combustion. These human-induced emissions are increasing GHG 
concentrations in the atmosphere, enhancing the natural greenhouse effect. The 
GHGs resulting from human activity are believed to be causing global climate 
change. While human-made GHGs include CO2, CH4, and N2O, some (like 
chlorofluorocarbons [CFCs]) are completely new to the atmosphere. 

GHGs vary considerably in terms of Global Warming Potential (GWP), the 
comparative ability of each GHG to trap heat in the atmosphere. The GWP is based 
on several factors, including the relative effectiveness of a gas to absorb infrared 
radiation and length of time that the gas remains in the atmosphere (“atmospheric 
lifetime”). The GWP of each gas is measured relative to CO2, the most abundant 
GHG. The definition of GWP for a particular GHG is the ratio of heat trapped by one 
unit mass of the GHG to the ratio of heat trapped by one unit mass of CO2 over a 
specified time period. GHG emissions are typically measured in terms of pounds or 
tons of “CO2 equivalents” (CO2e). 

Natural sources of CO2 include the respiration (breathing) of humans and animals 
and evaporation from the oceans. Together, these natural sources release 
approximately 150 billion metric tons2 of CO2 each year, far outweighing the 7 billion 
metric tons of GHGs emissions from fossil fuel burning, waste incineration, 
deforestation, cement manufacture and other human activity. Nevertheless, natural 
GHG removal processes such as photosynthesis cannot keep pace with the 

                                                      
1  Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), Climate Change 2013: The Physical 

Science Basis, http://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar5/wg1/. 
2  A tonne is a ton in the metric unit system, also called a metric ton, equal to 1,000 kilograms or 

about 2,204 pounds. 
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additional output of CO2 from human activities. Consequently this gas is building up 
in the atmosphere.1 

Methane is produced when organic matter decomposes in environments lacking 
sufficient oxygen. Natural sources include wetlands, termites, and oceans. Human-
made sources include the mining and burning of fossil fuels; digestive processes in 
ruminant animals such as cattle; rice cultivation; and the decomposition of waste in 
landfills. Human activity accounts for the majority of the approximately 500 million 
metric tons of CH4 emitted annually. The major removal process for atmospheric 
CH4, the chemical breakdown in the atmosphere, cannot keep pace with source 
emissions; therefore, CH4 concentrations in the atmosphere are rising. 

Worldwide emissions of GHGs in 2008 were 30.1 billion metric tons of CO2e
2 and 

have increased considerably since that time. It is important to note that the global 
emissions inventory data are not all from the same year and may vary depending on 
the source of the emissions inventory data.3 Emissions from the top five emitting 
countries and the European Union accounted for approximately 55 percent of total 
global GHG emissions. The United States was the number two producer of GHG 
emissions. The primary GHG emitted by human activities in the United States was 
CO2, representing approximately 84 percent of total GHG emissions.4 

In 2009, the United States emitted approximately 6.6 billion metric tons of CO2e or 
approximately 25 tons per year (tpy) per person. Of the six major sectors nationwide 
(electric power industry, transportation, industry, agriculture, commercial, and 
residential), the electric power industry and transportation sectors combined account 
for approximately 62 percent of the GHG emissions; the majority of the electrical 
power industry and all of the transportation emissions are generated from direct 
fossil fuel combustion. Between 1990 and 2006, total United States GHG emissions 
rose approximately 14.7 percent.5 

World carbon dioxide emissions6 are expected to increase by 1.9 percent annually 
between 2001 and 2025. Much of the increase in these emissions is expected to 
occur in the developing world where emerging economies, such as China and India, 
fuel economic development with fossil energy. Developing countries’ emissions are 

                                                      
1  Enviropedia, http://www.enviropedia.org.uk/Global_Warming/Emissions.php. 
2  United Nations, The Millennium Development Goals Report 2011, http://unstats.un.org/unsd/

default.htm, accessed July 26, 2011.  
3  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, “Inventory of US Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks 

1990–2006,” http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/emissions/usinventoryreport.html, 2008. 
4  Ibid. 
5  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 2011. Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions and Sinks: 1990–2009. http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/emissions/
usinventoryreport.html. Accessed July 2011. 

6  National Energy Information Center, Energy Information Administration, Greenhouse Gases, 
Climate Change, and Energy, http://www.eia.gov/oiaf/1605/ggccebro/chapter1.html (accessed 
April 27, 2015). 
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expected to grow above the world average at 2.7 percent annually between 2001 
and 2025; and surpass emissions of industrialized countries near 2018. 

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) is responsible for developing and 
maintaining the California greenhouse gas emission inventory. This inventory 
estimates the amount of GHGs emitted into and removed from the atmosphere by 
human activities within the State of California and supports the Assembly Bill (AB) 
32 Climate Change Program. The CARB’s current GHG emission inventory covers 
the years 1990 through 2008 and is based on fuel use, equipment activity, industrial 
processes, and other relevant data (e.g., housing, landfill activity, and agricultural 
lands). 

California’s net emissions of GHG decreased 1.3 percent from 459 million metric 
tons (MMT) of CO2e in 2000 to 453 MMT in 2009, with a maximum of 483.9 MMT in 
2004. Driven by a noticeable drop in on-road transportation emissions, statewide 
GHG emissions dropped from 485 MMT CO2e in 2008 to 457 MMT in 2009 (2009 
also reflects the beginning of the economic recession and fuel price spikes). As the 
economy recovers, GHG emissions are likely to rise again without other mitigation 
actions. During the same period from 2000 to 2009, California’s GHG emissions per 
person decreased by 9.7 percent, but the emissions reductions were offset by the 
state’s population increase of 9.0 percent. 

The CARB estimates that transportation was the source of approximately 38 percent 
of California’s GHG emissions in 2009, followed by electricity generation at 23 
percent. Other sources of GHG emissions were industrial sources at 20 percent, 
residential plus commercial activities at 9 percent, and agriculture at 7 percent. 

The CARB has projected statewide GHG emissions for the year 2020, which 
represent the emissions that would be expected to occur with reductions anticipated 
from Pavley I and the Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) (38 MMT CO2e total), 
will be 507 MMT of CO2e.1 GHG emissions from the transportation and electricity 
sectors as a whole are expected to increase at approximately 36 percent and 22 
percent of total CO2e emissions, respectively, as compared to 2009. The industrial 
sector consists of large stationary sources of GHG emissions and the percentage of 
the total 2020 emissions is projected to be 18 percent of total CO2e emissions. The 
remaining sources of GHG emissions in 2020 are high global warming potential 
gases at 7 percent, residential and commercial activities at 9 percent, agriculture at 
6 percent, and recycling and waste at 2 percent. 

4.7.1.2 Effects of Global Climate Change 

Changes in global climate are assessed using historical records of temperature 
changes that have occurred in the past. Climate change scientists use these data to 
                                                      
1  CARB, Greenhouse Gas Inventory – 2020 Emissions Forecast. http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/

inventory/data/forecast.htm. Accessed January 2013. 
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extrapolate a level of statistical significance specifically focusing on temperature 
records from the last 150 years (the Industrial Age) that differ from past climate 
changes in rate and magnitude. 

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) constructed several 
emission trajectories of greenhouse gases needed to stabilize global temperatures 
and climate change impacts. In its Fifth Assessment Report, the IPCC predicted that 
the global mean temperature change from 1990 to 2100, could range from 1.1 
degree Celsius (°C) to 6.4 °C (8 to 10.4 °Fahrenheit). Global average temperatures 
and sea levels are expected to rise under all scenarios (IPCC 2007a). The IPCC 
concluded that global climate change was largely the result of human activity, mainly 
the burning of fossil fuels. However, the scientific literature is not consistent 
regarding many of the aspects of climate change, the actual temperature changes 
during the 20th century, and contributions from human versus non-human activities. 

Effects from global climate change may arise from temperature increases, climate-
sensitive diseases, extreme weather events, and degradation of air quality. There 
may be direct temperature effects through increases in average temperature leading 
to more extreme heat waves and less extreme cold spells. Those living in warmer 
climates are likely to experience more stress and heat-related problems. Heat-
related problems include heat rash and heat stroke, drought, etc. In addition, 
climate-sensitive diseases may increase, such as those spread by mosquitoes and 
other disease-carrying insects. Such diseases include malaria, dengue fever, yellow 
fever, and encephalitis. Extreme events such as flooding and hurricanes can 
displace people and agriculture. Global warming may also contribute to air quality 
problems from increased frequency of smog and particulate air pollution. 

According to the 2006 California Climate Action Team (CAT) Report,1 the following 
climate change effects, which are based on trends established by the IPCC, can be 
expected in California over the course of the next century: 

 A diminishing Sierra snowpack declining by 70 percent to 90 percent, threatening 
the State’s water supply. 

 A rise in sea levels resulting in the displacement of coastal businesses and 
residences. During the past century, sea levels along California’s coast have 
risen about seven inches. If emissions continue unabated and temperatures rise 
into the higher anticipated warming range, sea level is expected to rise an 
additional 22 to 35 inches by the end of the century. Elevations of this magnitude 
would inundate coastal areas with salt water, accelerate coastal erosion, threaten 
vital levees and inland water systems, and disrupt wetlands and natural habitats. 
(Note: This condition would not affect the project area as it is a significant 
distance away from coastal areas.) 

                                                      
1 California Environmental Protection Agency, Climate Action Team Report to Governor 

Schwarzenegger and the Legislature, March 2006. 
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 An increase in temperature and extreme weather events. Climate change is 
expected to lead to increases in the frequency, intensity, and duration of extreme 
heat events and heat waves in California. More heat waves can exacerbate 
chronic disease or heat-related illness. 

 Increased risk of large wildfires if rain increases as temperatures rise. Wildfires in 
the grasslands and chaparral ecosystems of southern California are estimated to 
increase by approximately 30 percent toward the end of the 21st century because 
more winter rain will stimulate the growth of more plant fuel available to burn in 
the fall. In contrast, a hotter, drier climate could promote up to 90 percent more 
northern California fires by the end of the century by drying out and increasing 
the flammability of forest vegetation. 

 Increasing temperatures from 8 to 10.4 °F under the higher emission scenarios, 
leading to a 25 percent to 35 percent increase in the number of days that ozone 
pollution levels are exceeded in most urban areas (see below). 

 Increased vulnerability of forests due to forest fires, pest infestation, and 
increased temperatures. 

 Reductions in the quality and quantity of certain agricultural products. The crops 
and products likely to be adversely affected include wine grapes, fruit, nuts, and 
milk. 

 Exacerbation of air quality problems. If temperatures rise to the medium warming 
range, there could be 75 to 85 percent more days with weather conducive to 
ozone formation in Los Angeles and the San Joaquin Valley, relative to today’s 
conditions. This is more than twice the increase expected if rising temperatures 
remain in the lower warming range. This increase in air quality problems could 
result in an increase in asthma and other health-related problems. 

 A decrease in the health and productivity of California’s forests. Climate change 
can cause an increase in wildfires, an enhanced insect population, and 
establishment of non-native species. 

 Increased electricity demand, particularly in the hot summer months. 

 Increased ground-level ozone formation due to higher reaction rates of ozone 
precursors. 

4.7.1.3 Greenhouse Gases 

The most common greenhouse gases include water vapor, carbon dioxide, 
methane, nitrous oxides, chlorofluorocarbons, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, 
sulfur hexafluoride, ozone, and aerosols. Greenhouse gases defined by Assembly 
Bill (AB) 32 include carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, 
perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride. 
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Table 4.7.A: Greenhouse Gas Properties, Effects, and Sources 
Constituent Description and Physical Properties Health Effects Sources 

Water Vapor 

Water vapor (H2O) is the most abundant, important, and variable greenhouse gas in 
the atmosphere. Water vapor is not considered a pollutant; in the atmosphere it 
maintains a climate necessary for life. Changes in its concentration are primarily 
considered to be a result of climate feedbacks related to the warming of the 
atmosphere rather than a direct result of industrialization. 

There are no health effects from water vapor. 
When some pollutants come in contact with water 
vapor, they can dissolve and then the water vapor 
can be a transport mechanism to enter the human 
body. 

The main source of water vapor is evaporation from the oceans (approximately 
85%). Other sources include evaporation from other water bodies, sublimation 
(change from solid to gas) from sea ice and snow, and transpiration from plant 
leaves. 

Carbon Dioxide 

Carbon dioxide (CO2) is an odorless, colorless natural greenhouse gas. Outdoor levels of carbon dioxide are not high 
enough to result in negative health effects. 

Carbon dioxide is emitted from natural and anthropocentric (human) sources. 
Natural sources include decomposition of dead organic matter; respiration of 
bacteria, plants, animals, and fungus; evaporation from oceans; and volcanic out 
gassing. Anthropogenic sources are from burning coal, oil, natural gas, and wood. 

Methane 

Methane (CH4) is an extremely effective absorber of radiation, though its atmospheric 
concentration is less than carbon dioxide and its lifetime in the atmosphere is brief 
(10–12 years) compared to other greenhouse gases. 

There are no health effects from methane. Methane has both natural and anthropogenic sources. It is released as part of the 
biological processes in low oxygen environments, such as in swamplands or in 
rice production (at the roots of the plants). Over the last 50 years, human activities 
such as growing rice, raising cattle, using natural gas, and mining coal have 
added to the atmospheric concentration of methane. Other anthropocentric 
sources include fossil-fuel combustion and biomass burning. 

Nitrous Oxide 

Nitrous oxide (N2O), also known as laughing gas, is a colorless greenhouse gas. Nitrous oxide can cause dizziness, euphoria, and 
sometimes slight hallucinations. In small doses it is 
harmless. In some cases, heavy and extended use 
can cause Olney’s Lesions (brain damage). 

Concentrations of nitrous oxide also began to rise at the beginning of the 
Industrial Revolution. In 1998, the global concentration was 314 ppb. Nitrous 
oxide is produced by microbial processes in soil and water, including those 
reactions that occur in fertilizer containing nitrogen. In addition to agricultural 
sources, some industrial processes (fossil fuel-fired power plants, nylon 
production, nitric acid production, and vehicle emissions) also contribute to its 
atmospheric load. It is used as an aerosol spray propellant, e.g., in whipped 
cream bottles. It is also used in potato chip bags to keep chips fresh. It is used in 
rocket engines and in race cars. 

Chloro-
fluorocarbons 

Chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) are gases formed synthetically by replacing all hydrogen 
atoms in methane or ethane (C2H6) with chlorine and/or fluorine atoms. CFCs are 
nontoxic, nonflammable, insoluble, and chemically unreactive in the troposphere (the 
level of air at the earth’s surface). 

In confirmed indoor locations, working with CFC-
113 or other CFCs is thought to have resulted in 
death by cardiac arrhythmia (heart frequency too 
high or too low) or asphyxiation. 

CFCs have no natural source, but were first synthesized in 1928. They were used 
for refrigerants, aerosol propellants, and cleaning solvents. Due to the discovery 
that they are able to destroy stratospheric ozone, a global effort to halt their 
production was undertaken and was extremely successful, so much so that levels 
of the major CFCs are now remaining level or declining. However, their long 
atmospheric lifetimes mean that some of the CFCs will remain in the atmosphere 
for over 100 years. 

Hydro-
fluorocarbons 

Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) are synthetic man-made chemicals that are used as a 
substitute for CFCs. Out of all the greenhouse gases, they are one of three groups 
with the highest global warming potential. Prior to 1990, the only significant emissions 
were HFC-23. HFC-134a use is increasing due to its use as a refrigerant. 

None. HFCs are man-made for applications such as automobile air conditioners and 
refrigerants. 

Per-
fluorocarbons 

Perfluorocarbons (PFCs) have stable molecular structures and do not break down 
through the chemical processes in the lower atmosphere. Because of this, PFCs have 
very long lifetimes, between 10,000 and 50,000 years. Two common PFCs are 
tetrafluoromethane (CF4) and hexafluoroethane (C2F6). 

None. The two main sources of PFCs are primary aluminum production and 
semiconductor manufacture. 

Sulfur 
Hexafluoride 

Sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) is an inorganic, odorless, colorless, nontoxic, nonflammable 
gas. It also has the highest GWP of any gas evaluated, 23,900. Concentrations in the 
1990s were about 4 ppt. 

In high concentrations in confined areas, the gas 
presents the hazard of suffocation because it 
displaces the oxygen needed for breathing. 

Sulfur hexafluoride is used for insulation in electric power transmission and 
distribution equipment, in the magnesium industry, in semiconductor 
manufacturing, and as a tracer gas for leak detection. 

Aerosols 

Aerosols are particles emitted into the air through burning biomass (plant material) 
and fossil fuels. Aerosols can warm the atmosphere by absorbing and emitting heat 
and can cool the atmosphere by reflecting light. Cloud formation can also be affected 
by aerosols. 

Similar health effects associated with particulate 
matter. 

Sulfate aerosols are emitted when fuel containing sulfur is burned. Another source 
of aerosols (in the form of black carbon or soot) is the result of incomplete 
combustion or the incomplete burning of fossil fuels. Although particulate matter 
regulation has been lowering aerosol concentrations in the United States, global 
concentrations are likely increasing as a result of other sources around the world. 

Source:  Air Resources Board, Greenhouse Gases. June 17, 2016. >http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/background/ghg.htm<  
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Natural processes and human activities emit greenhouse gases. The presence of 
greenhouse gases in the atmosphere affects the earth’s temperature. Many 
scientists believe that emissions from human activities, such as electricity production 
and vehicle use, have led to elevated concentrations of these gases in the 
atmosphere beyond the level of naturally occurring concentrations. Table 4.7.A lists 
greenhouse gases, the effects of each greenhouse gas, and sources for each of the 
greenhouse gases. 

In order to attempt to quantify the impact of greenhouse gases, the gases are 
assigned global warming potentials. Individual greenhouse gas compounds have 
varying global warming potential and atmospheric lifetimes. Carbon dioxide, the 
reference gas for global warming potential, has a global warming potential of one. 
The global warming potential of a greenhouse gas is a measure of how much a 
given mass of a greenhouse gas is estimated to contribute to global warming. To 
describe how much global warming a given type and amount of greenhouse gas 
may cause, the carbon dioxide equivalent is used. The calculation of the CO2e is a 
consistent methodology for comparing greenhouse gas emissions since it 
normalizes various greenhouse gas emissions to a consistent reference gas, carbon 
dioxide. For example, methane’s warming potential of 21 indicates that methane has 
21 times greater warming affect than carbon dioxide on a molecule per molecule 
basis. A carbon dioxide equivalent is the mass emissions of an individual 
greenhouse gas multiplied by its global warming potential. 

4.7.1.4 Greenhouse Gas Emission Sources and Inventories 

An emissions inventory that identifies and quantifies the primary human-generated 
sources and sinks of GHGs is a tool for addressing climate change. This section 
summarizes the latest information on global, national, State, and local GHG 
emission inventories. However, because GHGs persist for a long time in the 
atmosphere (previously referenced Table 4.7.A), accumulate over time, and are 
generally well mixed, their impact on the atmosphere and climate cannot be tied to a 
specific point of emission. 

Global Emissions. Worldwide emissions of GHGs in 2004 totaled 27 billion MT of 
CO2e per year (CO2e/yr).1 Global estimates are based on country inventories 
developed as part of the programs of the United Nations Framework Convention on 
Climate Change (UNFCCC). 

                                                      
1  Combined total of Annex I and Non-Annex I Country CO2e emissions. UNFCCC, 2007. 

Greenhouse Gas Inventory Data. Information available at http://unfccc.int/ghg_data/
ghg_data_unfccc/time_series_annex_i/items/3814.php and http://maindb.unfccc.int/library/
view_pdf.pl?url=http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2005/sbi/eng/18a02.pdf. 
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United States Emissions. In 2008, the United States emitted approximately 7 
billion MT of CO2e, or approximately 25 tons tpy per person. Of the six major sectors 
nationwide, electric power industry, transportation, industry, agriculture, commercial, 
and residential, the electric power industry and transportation sectors combined 
account for approximately 62 percent of the GHG emissions; the majority of the 
electric power industry and all of the transportation emissions are generated from 
direct fossil fuel combustion. Between 1990 and 2006, total United States GHG 
emissions rose approximately 14.7 percent.1 

State of California Emissions. According to CARB emission inventory estimates, 
California emitted approximately 474 million metric tons of CO2e (MMTCO2e) 
emissions in 2008.2 This large number is due primarily to the sheer size of California 
compared to other states. By contrast, California has the fourth-lowest per-capita 
CO2 emission rate from fossil fuel combustion in the country due to the success of its 
energy efficiency and renewable energy programs and commitments that have 
lowered the State’s GHG emissions rate of growth by more than half of what it would 
have been otherwise.3  

The California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) CAT4 stated in its March 
2006 report that the composition of gross climate change pollutant emissions in 
California in 2002 (expressed in terms of CO2e) was as follows: 

 CO2 accounted for 83.3 percent  

 CH4 accounted for 6.4 percent  

 N2O accounted for 6.8 percent  

 HFCs, PFC, and SF6 accounted for 3.5 percent.5  

The CARB estimates that transportation was the source of approximately 38 percent 
of California’s GHG emissions in 2011, followed by electricity generation (both in-
State and out-of-State) at 19 percent and industrial sources at 21 percent. The 
remaining sources of GHG emissions were residential and commercial activities at 

                                                      
1  EPA. 2010. The 2010 U.S. Greenhouse Gas Inventory Report. http://www.epa.gov/

climatechange/emissions/usinventoryreport.html (accessed September 2010). 
2  ARB, Greenhouse Gas Inventory Data – 1990 to 2004. http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/

data.htm (accessed September 2010). 
3  California Energy Commission (CEC), 2007. Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

and Sinks: 1990 to 2004 – Final Staff Report, publication # CEC-600-2006-013-sf, Sacramento, 
CA, December 22, 2006; and January 23, 2007, update to that report. 

4 The CAT is a consortium of representatives from State agencies who have been charged with 
coordinating and implementing GHG emission reduction programs that fall outside of the CARB’s 
jurisdiction. 

5  CalEPA. 2006. Climate Action Team Report to Governor Schwarzenegger and the Legislature. 
March. 
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10 percent, agriculture at 7 percent, high-GWP gases at 3 percent, and recycling 
and waste at 2 percent.1 

The CARB is responsible for developing the California Greenhouse Gas Emission 
Inventory. This inventory estimates the volume of GHGs emitted to and removed 
from the atmosphere by human activities within the State of California and supports 
the AB 32 Climate Change Program. The CARB’s current GHG emission inventory 
covers the years 1990–2004 and is based on fuel use, equipment activity, industrial 
processes, and other relevant data (e.g., housing, landfill activity, agricultural lands). 
The emission inventory estimates are based on the actual amount of all fuels 
combusted in the State, which accounts for over 85 percent of the GHG emissions 
within California. 

CARB staff has projected statewide unregulated GHG emissions for 2020, which 
represent the emissions that would be expected to occur in the absence of any GHG 
reduction actions, at 596 MMTCO2e. GHG emissions from the transportation and 
electricity sectors as a whole are expected to increase but remain at approximately 
36 percent and 22 percent of total CO2e emissions, respectively. The industrial 
sector consists of large stationary sources of GHG emissions, and the percentage of 
the total 2020 emissions is projected to be 18 percent of total CO2e emissions. The 
remaining sources of GHG emissions in 2020 are high-GWP gases at 7 percent, 
residential and commercial activities at 9 percent, agriculture at 6 percent, and 
recycling and waste at 2 percent.2 

4.7.1.5 NOP/Scoping Comments 

During the NOP/Scoping period the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD) submitted a letter during the NOP period requesting the air quality study 
examine potential greenhouse gas emission impacts of the proposed project, and 
recommended their methodologies to follow (Appendix F of this EIR). 

4.7.2 Existing Policies and Regulations 

4.7.2.1 International Regulation 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). In 1988, the United Nations 
created the IPCC to provide independent scientific information regarding climate 
change to policymakers. The IPCC does not conduct research itself, but rather 
compiles information from a variety of sources into reports regarding climate change 
and its impacts. The IPCC has thereafter periodically released reports on climate 
change, and in 2014 released its Fifth Assessment Report, which concluded that 
“[w]arming of the climate system is unequivocal,” and that “[a]nthropogenic 

                                                      
1  CARB, 2013. http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/data.htm (October 2013). 
2  CARB, 2013. http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/data.htm (October 2013). 
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greenhouse gas emissions … are extremely likely to have been the dominant cause 
of the observed warming since the mid-20th century.” 

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change. On March 21, 1994, 
the United States joined a number of countries around the world in signing the 
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (Convention). Under the 
Convention, governments gather and share information on greenhouse gas 
emissions, national policies, and best practices; launch national strategies for 
addressing greenhouse gas emissions and adapting to expected impacts, including 
the provision of financial and technological support to developing countries; and 
cooperate in preparing for adaptation to the impacts of climate change. 

Kyoto Protocol. The Kyoto Protocol is an international agreement linked to the 
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change. The major feature of the 
Kyoto Protocol is that it sets binding targets for 37 industrialized countries and the 
European community for reducing greenhouse gas emissions an average of five per 
cent against 1990 levels over the five-year period 2008–2012. The Convention 
(discussed above) encouraged industrialized countries to stabilize emissions; 
however, the Protocol commits them to do so. Developed countries have contributed 
more emissions over the last 150 years; therefore, the Protocol places a heavier 
burden on developed nations under the principle of “common but differentiated 
responsibilities.” The United States has not entered into force of the Kyoto Protocol. 

4.7.2.2 Federal Regulations/Standards 

The following are actions regarding the federal government, GHGs, and fuel 
efficiency. 

Greenhouse Gas Endangerment 2006. Massachusetts v. EPA (Supreme Court 
Case 05-1120) was argued before the United States Supreme Court on November 
29, 2006, in which it was petitioned that the EPA regulate four greenhouse gases, 
including carbon dioxide, under Section 202(a)(1) of the Clean Air Act. A decision 
was made on April 2, 2007, in which the Supreme Court found that greenhouse 
gases are air pollutants covered by the Clean Air Act. The Court held that the 
Administrator must determine whether emissions of greenhouse gases from new 
motor vehicles cause or contribute to air pollution, which may reasonably be 
anticipated to endanger public health or welfare, or whether the science is too 
uncertain to make a reasoned decision. On December 7, 2009, the EPA 
Administrator signed two distinct findings regarding greenhouse gases under section 
202(a) of the Clean Air Act: 

 Endangerment Finding: The Administrator finds that the current and projected 
concentrations of the six key well-mixed greenhouse gases—carbon dioxide, 
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methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur 
hexafluoride—in the atmosphere threaten the public health and welfare of current 
and future generations. 

 Cause or Contribute Finding: The Administrator finds that the combined 
emissions of these well-mixed greenhouse gases from new motor vehicles and 
new motor vehicle engines contribute to the greenhouse gas pollution, which 
threatens public health and welfare. 

These findings do not impose requirements on industry or other entities. However, 
this was a prerequisite for implementing greenhouse gas emissions standards for 
vehicles, as discussed in the section “Clean Vehicles” below. 

The EPA denied ten petitions for Reconsideration of the Endangerment and Cause 
or Contribute Findings in 2010. Some of the petitioners included the Ohio Coal 
Association, Peabody Energy Company, and the State of Texas. 

In September 2011, the EPA Office of Inspector General evaluated the EPA’s 
compliance with established policy and procedures in the development of the 
endangerment finding, including processes for ensuring information quality. The 
evaluation concluded that the technical support document should have had more 
rigorous EPA peer review. 

In June 2012, a federal appeals court rejected a lawsuit by thirteen states against 
the EPA. The suit alleged that the EPA violated the law by relying almost exclusively 
on data from the United Nations IPCC rather than doing its own research or testing 
data according to federal standards. The states include Virginia, Texas, Alabama, 
Florida, Hawaii, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, Nebraska, North Dakota, 
Oklahoma, South Carolina, South Dakota, and Utah. Virginia intends to petition the 
Supreme Court to review the case. 

Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) Act 1975 - Clean Vehicles. Congress 
first passed the Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) law in 1975 to increase 
the fuel economy of cars and light duty trucks. The law has become more stringent 
over time. On May 19, 2009, President Obama put in motion a new national policy to 
increase fuel economy for all new cars and trucks sold in the United States. On April 
1, 2010, the EPA and the Department of Transportation’s Highway Traffic and Safety 
Administration (NHTSA) announced a joint final rule establishing a national program 
that would reduce greenhouse gas emissions and improve fuel economy for new 
cars and trucks sold in the United States. 

The first phase of the national program would apply to passenger cars, light-duty 
trucks, and medium-duty passenger vehicles, covering model years 2012 through 
2016. They require these vehicles to meet an estimated combined average 
emissions level of 250 grams of carbon dioxide per mile, equivalent to 35.5 miles per 
gallon if the automobile industry were to meet this carbon dioxide level solely 
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through fuel economy improvements. Together, these standards would cut carbon 
dioxide emissions by an estimated 960 million metric tons and 1.8 billion barrels of 
oil over the lifetime of the vehicles sold under the program (model years 2012–
2016). The EPA and NHTSA are working on a second-phase joint rulemaking to 
establish national standards for light-duty vehicles for model years 2017 and 
beyond. 

On October 25, 2010, the EPA and the U.S. Department of Transportation proposed 
the first national standards to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and improve fuel 
efficiency of heavy-duty trucks and buses. For combination tractors, the agencies 
are proposing engine and vehicle standards that begin in the 2014 model year and 
achieve up to a 20 percent reduction in carbon dioxide emissions and fuel 
consumption by the 2018 model year. For heavy-duty pickup trucks and vans, the 
agencies are proposing separate gasoline and diesel truck standards, which phase 
in starting in the 2014 model year and achieve up to a 10 percent reduction for 
gasoline vehicles and up to a 15 percent reduction for diesel vehicles by 2018 model 
year (12% and 17%, respectively, if accounting for air conditioning leakage). Lastly, 
for vocational vehicles (includes other vehicles like buses, refuse trucks, concrete 
mixers; everything except for combination tractors and heavy-duty pickups and 
vans), the agencies are proposing engine and vehicle standards starting in the 2014 
model year, which would achieve up to a 10 percent reduction in fuel consumption 
and carbon dioxide emissions by the 2018 model year. 

New Source Review Prevention of Significant Deterioration (GHG Tailoring 
Rule) 2010. The EPA issued a final rule on May 13, 2010, that establishes 
thresholds for greenhouse gases that define when permits under the New Source 
Review Prevention of Significant Deterioration and Title V Operating Permit 
programs are required for new and existing industrial facilities. Operating permits are 
legally enforceable documents that permitting authorities issue to air pollution 
sources after the source has begun to operate. Title V Operating Permits are 
required from Title V of the Clean Air Act. This final rule “tailors” the requirements of 
these Clean Air Act permitting programs to limit which facilities will be required to 
obtain Prevention of Significant Deterioration and Title V permits. In the preamble to 
the revisions to the Federal Code of Regulations, the EPA states: 

This rulemaking is necessary because without it the Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration and Title V requirements would apply, as of January 2, 2011, at the 
100 or 250 tons per year levels provided under the Clean Air Act, greatly increasing 
the number of required permits, imposing undue costs on small sources, 
overwhelming the resources of permitting authorities, and severely impairing the 
functioning of the programs. EPA is relieving these resource burdens by phasing in 
the applicability of these programs to greenhouse gas sources, starting with the 
largest greenhouse gas emitters. This rule establishes two initial steps of the phase-
in. The rule also commits the agency to take certain actions on future steps 
addressing smaller sources, but excludes certain smaller sources from Prevention of 
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Significant Deterioration and Title V permitting for greenhouse gas emissions until at 
least April 30, 2016.  

EPA estimates that facilities responsible for nearly 70 percent of the national 
greenhouse gas emissions from stationary sources will be subject to permitting 
requirements under this rule. This includes the nation’s largest greenhouse gas 
emitters—power plants, refineries, and cement production facilities. 

On December 23, 2010, the EPA issued a series of rules that put the necessary 
regulatory framework in place to ensure that 1) industrial facilities can get Clean Air 
Act permits covering their GHG emissions when needed and 2) facilities emitting 
GHGs at levels below those established in the Tailoring Rule do not need to obtain 
Clean Air Act permits. 

Standards of Performance for Greenhouse Gas Emissions for New Stationary 
Sources 2012. As required by a settlement agreement, the EPA proposed new 
performance standards for emissions of carbon dioxide for new affected fossil fuel-
fired electric utility generating units on March 27, 2012. New sources greater than 25 
megawatts would be required to meet an output based standard of 1,000 pounds of 
carbon dioxide per megawatt-hour, based on the performance of widely used natural 
gas combined cycle technology. 

Cap and Trade. Cap and trade refers to a policy tool where emissions are limited to 
a certain amount and can be traded, or provides flexibility on how the emitter can 
comply. Successful examples in the United States include the Acid Rain Program 
and the NOX Budget Trading Program in the northeast. There is no federal cap and 
trade program currently and no Federal pending legislation exists to establish a cap 
and trade program.  

Energy Policy and Conservation Act 1975. The Energy Policy and Conservation 
Act of 1975 sought to ensure that all vehicles sold in the U.S. would meet certain 
fuel economy goals. Through this Act, Congress established the first fuel economy 
standards for on-road motor vehicles in the U.S. Pursuant to the Act, NHTSA, which 
is part of the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT), is responsible for 
establishing additional vehicle standards and for revising existing standards. Since 
1990, the fuel economy standard for new passenger cars has been 27.5 miles per 
gallon (mpg). Since 1996, the fuel economy standard for new light trucks (gross 
vehicle weight of 8,500 pounds or less) has been 20.7 mpg. The CAFE program, 
administered by the EPA, was created to determine vehicle manufacturers’ 
compliance with the fuel economy standards. The EPA calculates a CAFE value for 
each manufacturer based on city and highway fuel economy test results and vehicle 
sales. Based on the information generated under the CAFE program, the USDOT is 
authorized to assess penalties for noncompliance. 
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Energy Policy Act of 1992. The Energy Policy Act (EPAct) of 1992 was passed to 
reduce the country’s dependence on foreign petroleum and improve air quality. 
EPAct includes several parts intended to build an inventory of alternative fuel 
vehicles (AFVs) in large, centrally fueled fleets in metropolitan areas. EPAct requires 
certain Federal, State, and local governments and private fleets to purchase a 
percentage of light-duty AFVs capable of running on alternative fuels each year. In 
addition, financial incentives are also included in EPAct. Federal tax deductions will 
be allowed for businesses and individuals to cover the incremental cost of AFVs. 
States are also required by the Act to consider a variety of incentive programs to 
help promote AFVs. 

Energy Policy Act of 2005. The Energy Policy Act of 2005 includes provisions for 
renewed and expanded tax credits for electricity generated by qualified energy 
sources, such as landfill gas; provides bond financing, tax incentives, grants, and 
loan guarantees for clean renewable energy and rural community electrification; and 
establishes a federal purchase requirement for renewable energy. 

Federal Regulation of Climate Change. The United States has historically had a 
voluntary approach to reducing GHG emissions. However, on April 2, 2007, the 
United States Supreme Court ruled that the EPA has the authority to regulate CO2 
emissions under the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA). While there currently are no 
adopted Federal regulations for the control or reduction of GHG emissions, the EPA 
commenced several actions in 2009 that are required to implement a regulatory 
approach to global climate change. 

On December 7, 2009, the EPA Administrator signed a final action under the CAA, 
finding that six greenhouse gases—CO2, CH4, N2O, HFCs, PFCs, and SF6—
constitute a threat to public health and welfare, and that the combined emissions 
from motor vehicles cause and contribute to global climate change. This EPA action 
does not impose any requirements on industry or other entities. However, the 
findings are a prerequisite to finalizing the GHG emission standards for light-duty 
vehicles mentioned below. 

On April 1, 2010, the EPA and NHTSA announced a final joint rule to establish a 
national program consisting of new standards for model year 2012 through 2016 
light-duty vehicles that will reduce GHG emissions and improve fuel economy. EPA 
is finalizing the first-ever national GHG emissions standards under the CAA, and 
NHTSA is finalizing CAFE standards under the EPAct. The EPA GHG standards 
require these vehicles to meet an estimated combined average emissions level of 
250 grams of CO2 per mile in model year 2016, equivalent to 35.5 mpg. 

Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2008 - Mandatory Reporting of GHG The 
Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2008, passed in December 2007, requires the 
establishment of mandatory GHG reporting requirements. On September 22, 2009, 
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the EPA issued the Final Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gases rule. The rule 
requires reporting of GHG emissions from large sources and suppliers in the United 
States, and is intended to collect accurate and timely emissions data to inform future 
policy decisions. Under the rule, suppliers of fossil fuels or industrial GHGs, 
manufacturers of vehicles and engines, and facilities that emit 25,000 metric tons or 
more per year of GHG emissions, are required to submit annual reports to the EPA. 

4.7.2.3 State Regulations/Standards 

California Code of Regulations Title 24, Part 6. Enacted in 1978, this part of the 
California Code established energy efficiency standards for residential and 
nonresidential buildings in response to a legislative mandate to reduce California’s 
energy consumption. These standards are updated periodically to allow 
consideration and possible incorporation of new energy efficiency technologies and 
methods. The 2013 standards were adopted and went into effect July 1, 2014. Such 
standards include the provision of high performance insulating windows, multi-level 
lighting controls and sensors, cool roofs, increased solar reflectance of roofs, solar 
ready roofs, demand controlled ventilation and heating, skylights for day-lighting in 
buildings, thermal breaks for metal building roofs, and lighting power limits. The 
project may also be subject to the 2016 Building Code Standards. Changes include 
alignment with the ASHRAE 90.1 2013 national standards. These national standards 
provide minimum requirements for energy efficient designs for new construction and 
major renovations. New efficiency requirements for elevators and direct digital 
controls are included in the nonresidential Standards. The 2016 Standards includes 
improvements in the clarity, consistency, and readability of the regulatory language. 
These standards are expected to reduce the growth in electricity use of residential 
and non-residential buildings. Continual updates to Title 24 along with the State’s 
implementation of AB 1493 and SB 1368 will have a major impact on the State’s 
attainment of the AB 32 goals. 

California Code of Regulations Title 24, Part 11. This part of the California Code 
is known as the California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen Code) and 
was enacted to improve public health, safety, and general welfare by enhancing the 
design and construction of buildings through the use of building concepts with 
positive environmental impacts and through encouragement of sustainable 
construction practices. The CALGreen Code is not intended to substitute for or be 
identified as meeting the certification requirements of any green building program 
that is not established and adopted by the California Building Standards Commission 
(CBSC). This update to Part 11 of Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations was 
effective January 1, 2011. Key provisions of the CALGreen Code that apply to the 
project site include: 

Division 5.1—Planning and Design  

Section 5.106 Site Development  
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5.106.4 Bicycle Parking and Changing Rooms: 

Short-term bicycle parking. If the new project or an addition or 
alteration is anticipated to generate visitor traffic, provide permanently 
anchored bicycle racks within 200 feet of the visitors’ entrance, readily 
visible to passers-by, for 5 percent of new visitor motorized vehicle 
parking spaces being added, with a minimum of one two-bike capacity 
rack (5.106.4.1). 

Long-term bicycle parking. For buildings with over 10 tenant-occupants 
or alterations that add 10 or more tenant vehicular parking spaces, 
provide secure bicycle parking for 5 percent of tenant vehicular parking 
spaces being added, with a minimum of one space. Acceptable 
parking facilities shall be convenient from the street and shall meet the 
following: 1. Covered, lockable enclosures with permanently anchored 
racks for bicycles; 2. Lockable bicycle rooms with permanently 
anchored racks; or 3. Lockable, permanently anchored bicycle lockers 
(5.106.4.2).  

5.106.5 Clean Air Vehicle Parking: For new projects or additions or alterations 
that add 10 or more vehicular parking spaces, provide designated parking for 
any combination of low-emitting, fuel-efficient and carpool/van pool vehicles 
[201 spaces and over require at least 8 percent] (5.106.5.2).  

5.106.8 Light Pollution Reduction (specific backlight, uplight, and glare 
ratings) 

5.106.10 Grading and Paving: Construction plans shall indicate how site 
grading or a drainage system will manage all surface water flows to keep 
water from entering buildings. 

Division 5.2—Energy Efficiency  

Section 5.201.1 Energy Efficiency (Mandatory energy efficiency standards 
through California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 6)  

Division 5.3—Water Efficiency and Conservation  

Section 5.303 Indoor Water Use  

5.303.1 Meters: Separate water meters for buildings in excess of 50,000 sq ft 
or buildings projected to consume more than 1,000 gallons per day. 

5.303.2 Twenty Percent Savings: Use of plumbing fixtures and fittings that will 
reduce the overall use of potable water within the building by 20 percent, 
based on the maximum allowable water use per fixture and fitting as required 
by the California Building Code (California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 
2)  

5.304.3 Irrigation design: Automatic irrigation system controllers installed at 
the time of final inspection shall be weather- or soil moisture-based controllers 
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that adjust irrigation in response to changes in plant needs; weather-based 
controllers. 

5.303.4 Wastewater Reduction: Each building shall reduce by 20 percent 
wastewater by one of the following methods: 1. The installation of water-
conserving fixtures or 2. Use of non-potable water systems (5.303.4).  

5.303.6 Plumbing Fixtures and Fittings  

Section 5.304 Outdoor Water Use  

5.304.1 Water Budget: A water budget shall be developed for landscape 
irrigation use that conforms to the local water efficient landscape ordinance or 
to the California Department of Water Resources Model Water Efficient 
Landscape Ordinance where no local ordinance is applicable.  

5.304.2 Outdoor Water Use (separate submeters or metering devices)  

5.304.3 Irrigation Design (irrigation controllers and sensors) 

Division 5.4—Material Conservation and Resource Efficiency  

Section 5.407 Water Resistance and Moisture Management  

Section 5.408 Construction Waste Reduction, Disposal and Recycling  

5.408.1 and 5.408.3 Construction Waste Diversion: Recycle and/or salvage 
for reuse a minimum 50 percent of the nonhazardous construction and 
demolition waste. 100 percent of trees, stumps, rocks and associated 
vegetation and soils resulting from land clearing shall be reused or recycled. 

5.408.2 Construction Waste Management Plan  

Section 5.410 Building Maintenance and Operation  

5.410.1 and 5.713.10 Recycling by Occupants: Provide readily accessible 
areas that serve the entire building and are identified for the depositing, 
storage and collection of non-hazardous materials for recycling. 

Division 5.5—Environmental Quality  

Section 5.504 Pollutant Control  

5.504.3 Covering of Duct Openings and Protection of Mechanical Equipment 
During Construction  

5.504.4 Finish Material Pollutant Control: Low-pollutant emitting interior finish 
materials such as adhesives, paints, carpet, and flooring 

5.404.5.3 Filters: Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) of 8 or higher 
in mechanically ventilated buildings. 

California Code of Regulations Titles 14 and 27. These parts of the California 
Code require energy-efficient practices as part of solid and hazardous waste 
handling and disposal. 
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California AB 1493 - Pavley Regulations and Fuel Efficiency Standards. 
California AB 1493, enacted on July 22, 2002, required the CARB to develop and 
adopt regulations that reduce greenhouse gases emitted by passenger vehicles and 
light duty trucks. The regulation was stalled by automaker lawsuits and by the EPA’s 
denial of an implementation waiver. On January 21, 2009, the CARB requested that 
the EPA reconsider its previous waiver denial. On January 26, 2009, President 
Obama directed that the EPA assess whether the denial of the waiver was 
appropriate. On June 30, 2009, the EPA granted the waiver request. On September 
8, 2009, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and the National Automobile Dealers 
Association sued the EPA to challenge its granting of the waiver to California for its 
standards. California assisted the EPA in defending the waiver decision. The U.S. 
District Court for the District of Columbia denied the Chamber’s petition on April 29, 
2011. 

The standards phase in during the 2009 through 2016 model years. When fully 
phased in, the near term (2009–2012) standards will result in about a 22 percent 
reduction compared with the 2002 fleet, and the mid-term (2013–2016) standards 
will result in about a 30 percent reduction. Several technologies stand out as 
providing significant reductions in emissions at favorable costs. These include 
discrete variable valve lift or camless valve actuation to optimize valve operation 
rather than relying on fixed valve timing and lift as has historically been done; 
turbocharging to boost power and allow for engine downsizing; improved multi-
speed transmissions; and improved air conditioning systems that operate optimally, 
leak less, and/or use an alternative refrigerant. 

Executive Order S-01-07 - Low Carbon Fuel Standard. The Governor signed 
Executive Order S-01-07 on January 18, 2007. The order mandates that a statewide 
goal shall be established to reduce the carbon intensity of California’s transportation 
fuels by at least 10 percent by 2020. In particular, the executive order established a 
Low Carbon Fuel Standard and directed the Secretary for Environmental Protection 
to coordinate the actions of the California Energy Commission (CEC), the CARB, the 
University of California, and other agencies to develop and propose protocols for 
measuring the “life-cycle carbon intensity” of transportation fuels. The CARB 
adopted the Low Carbon Fuel Standard on April 23, 2009. The Low Carbon Fuel 
Standard requires producers of petroleum based fuels to reduce the carbon intensity 
of their products, beginning with a quarter of a percent in 2011, ending in a 10 
percent total reduction in 2020. Petroleum importers, refiners and wholesalers can 
either develop their own low carbon fuel products, or buy LCFS Credits from other 
companies that develop and sell low carbon alternative fuels, such as biofuels, 
electricity, natural gas or hydrogen. The Low Carbon Fuel Standard was challenged 
in the United States District Court in Fresno in 2011. The court’s ruling issued on 
December 29, 2011, included a preliminary injunction against the CARB’s 
implementation of the rule. The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals stayed the injunction 
on April 23, 2012 pending final ruling on appeal, allowing the CARB to continue to 
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implement and enforce the regulation and vacated the injunction on September 18, 
2013, and remanded the case to the district court for further consideration. 

Senate Bill (SB) 1368. In 2006, the State Legislature adopted SB 1368, which was 
subsequently signed into law by the Governor. SB 1368 directed the California 
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) to adopt a performance standard for 
greenhouse gas emissions for the future power purchases of California utilities. SB 
1368 seeks to limit carbon emissions associated with electrical energy consumed in 
California by forbidding procurement arrangements for energy longer than 5 years 
from resources that exceed the emissions of a relatively clean, combined cycle 
natural gas power plant. Because of the carbon content of its fuel source, a coal-
fired plant cannot meet this standard because such plants emit roughly twice as 
much carbon as combined cycle natural gas plants. Accordingly, the new law will 
prevent California’s utilities from investing in, otherwise financially supporting, or 
purchasing power from new coal plants located in or out of the State. Thus, SB 1368 
will lead to lower greenhouse gas emissions associated with California’s energy 
demand, as SB 1368 will effectively prohibit California utilities from purchasing 
power from out-of-state producers that cannot satisfy the performance standard for 
greenhouse gas emissions required by SB 1368. The CPUC adopted the regulations 
required by SB 1368 on August 29, 2007. 

SB 97 and the CEQA Guidelines Update. Passed in August 2007, SB 97 added 
Section 21083.05 to the Public Resources Code. The code states “(a) On or before 
July 1, 2009, the Office of Planning and Research shall prepare, develop, and 
transmit to the Resources Agency guidelines for the mitigation of greenhouse gas 
emissions or the effects of greenhouse gas emissions as required by this division, 
including, but not limited to, effects associated with transportation or energy 
consumption. (b) On or before January 1, 2010, the Resources Agency shall certify 
and adopt guidelines prepared and developed by the California Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research (OPR) pursuant to subdivision (a).” Section 21097 was also 
added to the Public Resources Code. It provided CEQA protection until January 1, 
2010, for transportation projects funded by the Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, 
Air Quality, and Port Security Bond Act of 2006 or projects funded by the Disaster 
Preparedness and Flood Prevention Bond Act of 2006, in stating that the failure to 
analyze adequately the effects of greenhouse gases would not violate CEQA. 

On April 13, 2009, the OPR submitted to the Secretary for Natural Resources its 
recommended amendments to the CEQA Guidelines for addressing greenhouse gas 
emissions. On July 3, 2009, the Natural Resources Agency commenced the 
Administrative Procedure Act rulemaking process for certifying and adopting these 
amendments pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.05. Following a 55-
day public comment period and two public hearings, the Natural Resources Agency 
proposed revisions to the text of the CEQA Guidelines amendments. The Natural 
Resources Agency transmitted the adopted amendments and the entire rulemaking 



CapRock Distribution Center III Warehouse Project – City of Rialto 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

4.7-22 Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change Section 4.7 

file to the Office of Administrative Law on December 31, 2009. On February 16, 
2010, the Office of Administrative Law approved the Amendments, and filed them 
with the Secretary of State for inclusion in the California Code of Regulations. The 
Amendments became effective on March 18, 2010. 

The CEQA Amendments provide guidance to public agencies regarding the analysis 
and mitigation of the effects of greenhouse gas emissions in CEQA documents. The 
CEQA Amendments fit within the existing CEQA framework by amending existing 
CEQA Guidelines to reference climate change. 

A new section, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4, was added to assist agencies in 
determining the significance of GHG emissions. The new section allows agencies 
the discretion to determine whether a quantitative or qualitative analysis is best for a 
particular project. However, the CEQA Guidelines offer little guidance on the crucial 
next step in this assessment process—how to determine whether the project’s 
estimated greenhouse gas emissions are significant or cumulatively considerable. 

Also amended were CEQA Guidelines Sections 15126.4 and 15130, which address 
mitigation measures and cumulative impacts respectively. Greenhouse gas 
mitigation measures are referenced in general terms, but no specific measures are 
championed. The revision to the cumulative impact discussion requirement (Section 
15130) simply directs agencies to analyze greenhouse gas emissions in an EIR 
when a project’s incremental contribution of emissions may be cumulatively 
considerable; however, it does not answer the question of how to determine whether 
emissions are cumulatively considerable. 

Section 15183.5 permits programmatic greenhouse gas analysis and later project-
specific tiering. A tiered project is a project that was addressed in a certified program 
document, such as an EIR or Mitigated Negative Declaration. The CEQA Guidelines 
state the following: 

Lead agencies may analyze and mitigate the significant effects of greenhouse 
gas emissions at a programmatic level, such as in a general plan, a long range 
development plan, or a separate plan to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Later 
project-specific environmental documents may tier from and/or incorporate by 
reference that existing programmatic review. Project-specific environmental 
documents may rely on an EIR containing a programmatic analysis of 
greenhouse gas emissions (Section 15183.5(a)). 

Compliance with plans for the reduction of GHG emissions can support a 
determination that a project’s cumulative effect is not cumulatively considerable, 
according to proposed Section 15183.5(b). 

In addition, the amendments revised Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines, which 
focuses on energy conservation. The sample environmental checklist in the CEQA 
Guidelines’ Appendix G was amended to include greenhouse gas impact questions, 
which are used in this analysis (see Section 4.7.4). 
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Executive Order S-3-05. Executive Order S-3-05 was signed by Governor 
Schwarzenegger in 2005 proclaiming California is vulnerable to the impacts of 
climate change. It states that increased temperatures could reduce the Sierra 
Nevada’s snowpack, worsen California’s air quality problems, and potentially cause 
a rise in sea levels. The Executive Order establishes total GHG emission targets 
including emissions reductions to the 2000 level by 2010, and the 1990 level by 
2020, and to 80 percent below the 1990 level by 2050. The 2050 reduction goal 
represents what scientists believe is necessary to reach levels that will stabilize the 
climate. The 2020 goal was established to be an aggressive, but achievable, mid-
term target. 

Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32). California’s major initiative for reducing GHG emissions 
is outlined in AB 32, the “Global Warming Solutions Act,” passed by the California 
State legislature on August 31, 2006. This effort aims at reducing GHG emissions to 
1990 levels by 2020. The CARB has established the level of GHG emissions in 1990 
at 427 MMT CO2e. The emissions target of 427 MMT requires the reduction of 169 
MMT from the State’s projected business-as-usual (BAU) 2020 emissions of 596 
MMT. AB 32 requires the CARB to prepare a Scoping Plan that outlines the main 
State strategies for meeting the 2020 deadline and to reduce GHGs that contribute 
to global climate change. 

The Scoping Plan was approved by the CARB on December 11, 2008, and includes 
measures to address GHG emission reduction strategies related to energy 
efficiency, water use, and recycling and solid waste, among other measures.1 
Emission reductions that are projected to result from the recommended measures in 
the Scoping Plan are expected to total 174 MMT CO2e, which would allow California 
to attain the emissions goal of 427 MMT CO2e by 2020. The Scoping Plan includes 
a range of GHG reduction actions that may include direct regulations, alternative 
compliance mechanisms, monetary and non-monetary incentives, voluntary actions, 
and market-based mechanisms such as a cap-and-trade system. The Scoping Plan, 
even after Board approval, remains a recommendation. The measures in the 
Scoping Plan will not be binding until after they are adopted through the normal 
rulemaking process. The CARB rule-making process includes preparation and 
release of each of the draft measures, public input through workshops and a public 
comment period, followed by a CARB hearing and rule adoption. 

AB 32 requires the CARB and the CAT2 to: 

 Adopt a list of discrete early action measures by July 1, 2007, that can be 
implemented before January 1, 2010; 

                                                      
1  CARB, Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan: A Framework for Change, October 2008. 
2  CAT is a consortium of representatives from State agencies who have been charged with 

coordinating and implementing GHG emission reduction programs that fall outside of CARB’s 
jurisdiction. 
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 Establish a statewide GHG emissions cap for 2020 based on 1990 emissions 
and adopt mandatory reporting rules for significant sources of GHG by January 
1, 2008; 

 Indicate how emission reductions will be achieved from significant GHG sources 
via regulations, market mechanisms and other actions by January 1, 2009; and 

 Adopt regulations by January 1, 2011, to achieve the maximum technologically 
feasible and cost-effective reductions in GHG, including provisions for using both 
market mechanisms and alternative compliance mechanisms. 

In June 2007, the CARB approved a list of 37 early action measures, including three 
discrete early action measures (Low Carbon Fuel Standard, Restrictions on High 
Global Warming Potential Refrigerants, and Landfill Methane Capture). Discrete 
early action measures are measures that were required to be adopted as regulations 
and made effective no later than January 1, 2010, the date established by Health 
and Safety Code (HSC) Section 38560.5. The CARB adopted additional early action 
measures in October 20071 that tripled the number of discrete early action 
measures. These measures relate to truck efficiency, port electrification, reduction of 
perfluorocarbons from the semiconductor industry, reduction of propellants in 
consumer products, proper tire inflation, and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) reductions 
from the non-electricity sector. The combination of early action measures is 
estimated to reduce statewide GHG emissions by nearly 16 MMT.2 

AB 32 codifies Executive Order S-3-05’s3 year 2020 goal by requiring that statewide 
GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 levels by the year 2020. This reduction will be 
accomplished through an enforceable statewide cap on GHG emissions that will be 
implemented no later than January 1, 2012. To effectively implement the cap, AB 32 
directs the CARB to develop appropriate regulations and establish a mandatory 
reporting system to track and monitor global warming emissions levels. 

The AB 32 Scoping Plan identifies a cap-and-trade program as one of the strategies 
California will employ to reduce the GHG emissions that cause climate change. The 
program is a central element of AB 32 and covers major sources of GHG emissions 
in the State such as refineries, power plants, industrial facilities, and transportation 
fuels. The regulation includes an enforceable GHG cap that will decline over time. 
The CARB will distribute allowances, which are tradable permits, equal to the 
emission allowed under the cap. The program started on January 1, 2012, with the 
first offset credit auctions in November 2012 and an enforceable compliance 
obligation beginning with 2013 GHG emissions. For the first two years of the 
program, large industrial emitters will receive 90 percent of their allowances for free 

                                                      
1  CARB. 2007. Expanded List of Early Action Measures to Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions in 

California Recommended for Board Consideration. October.  
2  CARB. 2007. “ARB approves tripling of early action measures required under AB 32.” News 

Release 07-46. http://www.arb.ca.gov/newsrel/nr102507.htm. October 25. 
3  Executive Order S-3-05 establishes greenhouse gas emission reduction targets for California. 
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in a soft start meant to give companies time to reduce emissions through new 
technologies or other means. The cap, or number of allowances, will decline over 
time in an effort to drastically reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. 

The California Chamber of Commerce previously filed suit1 challenging the validity of 
the State’s cap-and-trade program. The suit challenged CARB’s authority as stated 
under the State’s 2006 climate-change law, AB 32, to sell the permits, called 
“allowances,” for the purpose of generating revenue for the State. It is also 
challenged the sale of allowances as an illegal tax, arguing that taxes need a two-
thirds vote by the Legislature. The suit was rejected on November 12, 2013, by the 
California Superior Court. 

CARB Scoping Plan. The California State Legislature adopted AB 32 in 2006 which 
focuses on reducing greenhouse gases (carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, 
hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride) to 1990 levels by the 
year 2020. Pursuant to the requirements in AB 32, the CARB adopted the Climate 
Change Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan) in 2008, which outlines actions recommended 
to obtain that goal. The Scoping Plan calls for an “ambitious but achievable” 
reduction in California’s greenhouse gas emissions, cutting approximately 30 
percent from BAU emission levels projected for 2020, or about 10 percent from 
today’s levels. On a per-capita basis, that means reducing annual emissions of 14 
tons of carbon dioxide for person in California down to about 10 tons per person by 
2020. 

The Scoping Plan2 contains the following 18 strategies to reduce the State’s 
emissions: 

1. California Cap-and-Trade Program Linked to Western Climate Initiative. 
Implement a broad-based California Cap-and-Trade program to provide a firm 
limit on emissions. Link the California cap-and-trade program with other Western 
Climate Initiative Partner programs to create a regional market system to achieve 
greater environmental and economic benefits for California. Ensure California’s 
program meets all applicable AB 32 requirements for market-based mechanisms. 

2. California Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Standards. Implement adopted 
standards and planned second phase of the program. Align zero-emission 
vehicle, alternative and renewable fuel and vehicle technology programs with 
long-term climate change goals. 

3. Energy Efficiency. Maximize energy efficiency building and appliance standards; 
pursue additional efficiency including new technologies, policy, and 

                                                      
1  The Huffington Post, November 14, 2012, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/11/14/californias-

cap-and-trade_n_2131251.html. 
2  Scoping Plan Reduction Measures from California Air Resources Board 2008 and Table 69 from 

MBA 2013. 
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implementation mechanisms. Pursue comparable investment in energy efficiency 
from all retail providers of electricity in California. 

4. Renewable Portfolio Standard. Achieve 33 percent renewable energy mix 
statewide. Renewable energy sources include (but are not limited to) wind, solar, 
geothermal, small hydroelectric, biomass, anaerobic digestion, and landfill gas. 

5. Low Carbon Fuel Standard. Develop and adopt the Low Carbon Fuel Standard. 

6. Regional Transportation-Related Greenhouse Gas Targets. Develop regional 
greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets for passenger vehicles. This 
measure refers to SB 375. 

7. Vehicle Efficiency Measures. Implement light-duty vehicle efficiency measures. 

8. Goods Movement. Implement adopted regulations for the use of shore power for 
ships at berth. Improve efficiency in goods movement activities. 

9. Million Solar Roofs Program. Install 3,000 MW of solar-electric capacity under 
California’s existing solar programs. 

10. Medium/Heavy-Duty Vehicles. Adopt medium and heavy-duty vehicle efficiency 
measures. 

11. Industrial Emissions. Require assessment of large industrial sources to 
determine whether individual sources within a facility can cost-effectively reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions and provide other pollution reduction co-benefits. 
Reduce greenhouse gas emissions from fugitive emissions from oil and gas 
extraction and gas transmission. Adopt and implement regulations to control 
fugitive methane emissions and reduce flaring at refineries. 

12. High Speed Rail. Support implementation of a high-speed rail system. 

13. Green Building Strategy. Expand the use of green building practices to reduce 
the carbon footprint of California’s new and existing inventory of buildings. 

14. High Global Warming Potential Gases. Adopt measures to reduce high global 
warming potential gases. 

15. Recycling and Waste. Reduce methane emissions at landfills. Increase waste 
diversion, composting, and commercial recycling. Move toward zero-waste. 

16. Sustainable Forests. Preserve forest sequestration and encourage the use of 
forest biomass for sustainable energy generation. 

17. Water. Continue efficiency programs and use cleaner energy sources to move 
and treat water. 

18. Agriculture. In the near-term, encourage investment in manure digesters and at 
the five-year Scoping Plan update determine if the program should be made 
mandatory by 2020. 

SB 375 took effect in 2009 and required regional municipal planning organizations to 
develop regional land use plans that demonstrate how the regions will achieve 
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compliance with the GHG reduction goals of AB 32. Cities located within these 
regions are then required, in turn, to update their General Plans in accordance with 
the regional plans. Non-compliance with SB 375 will result in transportation funds 
being withheld from the regional and/or local agency.  

Senate Bill 1368 (SB 1368). In September 2006, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger 
signed Senate Bill 1368, which calls for the adoption of a GHG performance 
standard for in-State and imported electricity generators to mitigate climate change. 
On January 25, 2007, the CPUC adopted an interim GHG emissions performance 
standard. This standard is a facility-based emissions standard requiring all new long-
term commitments for baseload generation to serve California consumers with 
power plants that have emissions no greater than a combined cycle gas turbine 
plant. The established level is 1,100 pounds of CO2 per megawatt-hour. 

Senate Bill 375. SB 375 was signed into law on October 1, 2008. SB 375 provides 
emissions-reduction goals around which regions can plan, integrating disjointed 
planning activities, and provides incentives for local governments and developers to 
implement “smart growth” planning and development strategies, including reducing 
the average vehicle miles traveled (VMT) to reduce commuting distances and 
reduce criteria and greenhouse gas air pollutant emissions. SB 375 has three major 
components: 

 Using the regional transportation planning process to achieve reductions in GHG 
emissions consistent with AB 32’s goals; 

 Offering CEQA incentives to encourage projects that are consistent with a 
regional plan that achieves GHG emission reductions; and 

 Coordinating the regional housing needs allocation process with the regional 
transportation process while maintaining local authority over land use decisions. 

SB 375 requires each Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) to include a 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) in the regional transportation plan that 
demonstrates how the region will meet the greenhouse gas emission targets and 
creates CEQA streamlining incentives for projects that are consistent with the 
regional SCS. The focus of SB 375 is on location of new residential projects and 
coordinated transportation planning. 

Renewable Electricity Standards. There have been several recent legislative and 
executive actions covering renewable electricity in California. On September 12, 
2002, Governor Gray Davis signed SB 1078 requiring California to generate 20 
percent of its electricity from renewable energy by 2017. SB 107 changed the due 
date to 2010 instead of 2017. On November 17, 2008, Governor Arnold 
Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order S-14-08, which established a Renewable 
Portfolio Standard target for California requiring that all retail sellers of electricity 
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serve 33 percent of their load with renewable energy by 2020. Governor 
Schwarzenegger also directed the CARB (Executive Order S-21-09) to adopt a 
regulation by July 31, 2010, requiring the state’s load serving entities to meet a 33 
percent renewable energy target by 2020. The CARB approved the Renewable 
Electricity Standard on September 23, 2010, by Resolution 10-23. Senate Bill X1-2 
(2011) codifies the Renewable Electricity Standard into law. 

4.7.2.4 Regional Regulations 

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) - Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS) within Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The 
SCS demonstrates the region’s ability to attain and exceed the GHG emission 
reduction targets set by the CARB. The SCS outlines the plan for integrating the 
transportation network and related strategies with an overall land use pattern that 
responds to projected growth, housing needs, changing demographics, and 
transportation demands. The regional vision of the SCS maximizes current voluntary 
local efforts that support the goals of SB 375, as evidenced by several Compass 
Blueprint Demonstration Projects and various county transportation improvements. 
The SCS focuses the majority of new housing and job growth in high-quality transit 
areas and other opportunity areas in existing main streets, downtowns, and 
commercial corridors, resulting in an improved jobs-housing balance and more 
opportunity for transit-oriented development. This overall land use development 
pattern supports and complements the proposed transportation network, which 
emphasizes system preservation, active transportation, and transportation demand 
management measures. The RTP/SCS exceeds its greenhouse gas emission-
reduction targets set by the CARB by achieving a 9 percent reduction by 2020 and 
16 percent reduction by 2035 compared to the 2005 level on a per capita basis. 

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). In April 2008, the 
SCAQMD, in order to provide guidance to local lead agencies on determining the 
significance of GHG emissions identified in CEQA documents, convened a “GHG 
CEQA Significance Threshold Working Group.”1 The goal of the working group is to 
develop and reach consensus on an acceptable CEQA significance threshold for 
GHG emissions that would be utilized on an interim basis until the CARB (or some 
other State agency) develops statewide guidance on assessing the significance of 
GHG emissions under CEQA. 

Initially, SCAQMD staff presented the working group with a significance threshold 
that could be applied to various types of projects—residential, non-residential, 
industrial, etc. However, the threshold is still under development. In December 2008, 
staff presented the SCAQMD Governing Board with a significance threshold for 
stationary source projects in which it is the lead agency. This threshold uses a tiered 

                                                      
1  For more information see: http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/GHG/GHG.html. 
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approach to determine a project’s significance, with 10,000 metric tons (MT) of CO2e 
as a screening numerical threshold. 

In September 2010, the Working Group released additional revisions, which 
recommended a project-level efficiency target of 4.8 MT CO2e per service population 
(SP) as a 2020 target and 3.0 MT CO2e, per SP as a 2035 target. The 
recommended plan-level target for 2020 was 6.6 MT CO2e and the plan level target 
for 2035 was 4.1 MT CO2e. The SCAQMD has not announced when staff is 
expecting to present a finalized version of these thresholds to the Governing Board. 
The SCAQMD has also adopted Rules 2700, 2701, and 2702 that address GHG 
reductions; however, these rules are currently applicable to boilers and process 
heaters, forestry, and manure management projects. 

San Bernardino County - Regional Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan. In 
response to state-wide emissions reductions mandated by AB 32, the San 
Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG) compiled regional GHG emissions 
and developed reduction measures that can be adopted by the 21 SANBAG 
Partnership cities. SANBAG released its Final San Bernardino County Regional 
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan (County GHG Plan) and its Final Environmental 
Impact Report (FEIR) for certification on March 5, 2014. The regional plan includes 
current GHG emissions, target GHG emissions, and reductions strategies for the 
Partnership cities, including Rialto. Each city participated in the County GHG Plan 
and developed GHG reduction targets specific to each City. The City of Rialto 
developed an emissions inventory for 2008 and demonstrated how 2020 emission 
targets would be met. The City of Rialto achieved these reductions in part from SB 
X7-7 (Water-4); Solar Energy for Warehouse Space (Energy-6); and the GHG 
Performance Standard for New Development (PS-1). Further, the plan includes 
guidelines for the implementation of City-specific Climate Action Plans (CAPs). 
However, until Rialto as a Lead Agency develops and endorses a City-specific CAP, 
the County GHG Plan will serve the proposed project only as a guidance document 
for GHG reduction strategies but not for establishing thresholds of significance. 

4.7.2.5 City General Plan Policies 

The City’s General Plan does not contain policies directly related to greenhouse 
gases or climate change. However, it does include the following energy conservation 
and sustainability policies: 

Goal 2-30: Incorporate green building and other sustainable building practices 
into development projects. 

Policies:  

Policy 2.30.1 Explore and adopt the use of green building standards and 
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) or similar 
in both private and public projects. 
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Policy 2-30.2 Promote sustainable building practices that go beyond the 
requirements of Title 24 of the California Administrative Code, and 
encourage energy-efficient design elements, as appropriate. 

Goal 2-31: Conserve energy resources. 

Policy:  

Policy 2-31.1 Require the incorporation of energy conservation features into the 
design of all new construction and site development activities. 

4.7.3 Methodology 

CEQA does not require “perfection” but instead “adequacy, completeness, and a 
good faith effort at full disclosure” (Section 15003 (i)); therefore, the analysis of 
project GHG emissions and climate change is based on methodologies and 
information available at the time this EIR was prepared. Estimation of GHG 
emissions in the future does not account for changes in technology that may reduce 
such emissions; therefore, the estimates are based on past performance and 
represent a scenario that may be worse than that which may occur. Many 
uncertainties exist regarding the precise relationship between specific levels of GHG 
emissions and the ultimate impact on global climate. Significant uncertainties also 
exist regarding the reduction potential of mitigation strategies. Thus, while the 
information is presented below to assist the public and the City’s decision-makers in 
understanding the project’s potential contribution to global climate change impacts, 
the information available to the City is not sufficiently detailed to allow a direct 
comparison between particular project characteristics and particular climate change 
impacts, nor between any particular proposed mitigation measure and any reduction 
in climate change impacts. 

The recommended approach for GHG analysis included in the OPR’s June 2008 
release is to (1) identify and quantify GHG emissions, (2) assess the significance of 
the impact on climate change, and (3) if significant, identify alternatives and/or 
mitigation measures to reduce the impact below a level of significance.1 Neither the 
CEQA statute nor Guidelines prescribes quantitative thresholds of significance or a 
particular methodology for performing an impact analysis, and significance criteria 
are left to the judgment and discretion of the lead agency. 

The June 2008 OPR guidance provides some additional direction regarding planning 
documents as follows: “CEQA can be a more effective tool for GHG emissions 
analysis and mitigation if it is supported and supplemented by sound development 
policies and practices that will reduce GHG emissions on a broad planning scale and 
that can provide the basis for a programmatic approach to project-specific CEQA 

                                                      
1  State of California, 2008. Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. CEQA and Climate 

Change: Addressing Climate Change through California Environmental Quality Act Review. June 
19. 
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analysis and mitigation. For local government lead agencies, adoption of General 
Plan policies and certification of General Plan EIRs that analyze broad jurisdiction-
wide impacts of GHG emissions can be part of an effective strategy for addressing 
cumulative impacts and for streamlining later project-specific CEQA reviews.” 

Pursuant to SB 97, the OPR is in the process of developing guidelines for analysis of 
the effects of GHG emissions. As part of this process, the OPR has asked CARB 
technical staff to recommend statewide interim thresholds of significance for GHGs. 
The CARB released a preliminary draft staff proposal in October 2008 that included 
initial suggestions for significance criteria related to industrial, commercial, and 
residential projects. In December 2008, staff presented the SCAQMD Governing 
Board with a significance threshold for stationary source projects in which it is the 
lead agency. This threshold uses a tiered approach to determine a project’s 
significance, with 10,000 metric tons (MT) of CO2e as a screening numerical 
threshold for industrial projects. 

In March 2010, CEQA Guidelines amendments were adopted and include the 
following direction regarding determination of significant impacts from GHG 
emissions (Section 15064.4): 

(a) The determination of the significance of greenhouse gas emissions calls for a 
careful judgment by the lead agency consistent with the provisions in Section 
15064. A lead agency should make a good-faith effort, based on available 
information, to describe, calculate or estimate the amount of greenhouse gas 
emissions resulting from a project. A lead agency shall have discretion to 
determine, in the context of a particular project, whether to: 

(1) Use a model or methodology to quantify greenhouse gas emissions 
resulting from a project, and which model or methodology to use. The lead 
agency has discretion to select the model it considers most appropriate 
provided it supports its decision with substantial evidence. The lead 
agency should explain the limitations of the particular model or 
methodology selected for use; or 

(2) Rely on a qualitative analysis or performance based standards. 

(b) A lead agency may consider the following when assessing the significance of 
impacts from greenhouse gas emissions on the environment: 

(1) The extent to which the project may increase or reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions as compared to the existing environmental setting. 

(2) Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the 
lead agency determines applies to the project. 

(3) The extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements 
adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction 
or mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions. Such regulations or 
requirements must be adopted by the relevant public agency through a 
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public review process and must include specific requirements that reduce 
or mitigate the project’s incremental contribution of greenhouse gas 
emissions. If there is substantial evidence that the possible effects of a 
particular project are still cumulatively considerable notwithstanding 
compliance with the adopted regulations or requirements, an EIR must be 
prepared for the project. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(b) provides that the “determination of whether a 
project may have a significant effect on the environment calls for careful judgment 
on the part of the public agency involved, based to the extent possible on scientific 
and factual data,” and further, states that an “ironclad definition of significant effect is 
not always possible because the significance of an activity may vary with the 
setting.” 

On October 2, 2013, SCAQMD released the California Emission Estimator Model 
(CalEEMod) Version 2013.2.2. This version of CalEEMod was used to model both 
on-site and off-site GHG emissions. The purpose of the new model is to calculate air 
quality and GHG emissions more accurately from direct and indirect sources and 
quantify applicable air quality and GHG reductions achieved from mitigation 
measures. 

For construction, the analysis estimated emissions for the following activities: site 
preparation, grading, building construction, paving, and coating. The analysis also 
projected operational emissions using area source, energy source, mobile source, 
waste, water, and construction (averaged over 30 years) emissions. For a detailed 
description of the assumptions used to estimate GHG emissions, refer to the air 
quality and greenhouse gas report in Appendix B-1. 

4.7.4 Thresholds of Significance 

As the SCAQMD has recognized, the analysis of GHGs is a much different analysis 
than the analysis of criteria pollutants. For criteria pollutants, significance thresholds 
are based on daily emissions because attainment or nonattainment is based on daily 
exceedances of applicable AAQS. Furthermore, several AAQS are based on 
relatively short-term exposure effects on human health (e.g., 1-hour and 8-hour). 
Since the half-life of CO2 is approximately 100 years, the effects of GHGs are 
longer-term and affect global climate over a relatively longer time frame. Therefore, 
the SCAQMD’s current position is to evaluate GHG effects over a longer time frame 
than a single day. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(b) provides that the “… determination of whether a 
project may have a significant effect on the environment calls for careful judgment 
on the part of the public agency involved, based to the extent possible on scientific 
and factual data,” and further, states that an “… ironclad definition of significant 
effect is not always possible because the significance of an activity may vary with 
the setting.” 
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In concert with other past, present, and probable future projects, individual projects 
cumulatively contribute to potential for GCC. 

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project would result in 
a significant impact related to GHG if it would: 

 Would the project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may 
have a significant impact on the environment? 

 Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted 
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs? 

Neither the CEQA statutes, the OPR guidelines, nor the CEQA Guidelines prescribe 
thresholds of significance or a particular methodology for performing an impact 
analysis. As with most environmental topics, significance criteria are left to the 
judgment and discretion of the lead agency.  

The significance threshold for stationary source projects in which the SCAQMD is 
the lead agency uses a tiered approach to determine a project’s significance, with 
10,000 MT of CO2e as a screening numerical threshold. Here the analysis, pursuant 
to SCAQMD criteria, considered a “... previously approved plan or mitigation 
program,” to determine whether the project’s incremental contribution of GHGs 
represents a cumulatively considerable contribution to GCC pursuant to Section 
15064(h)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines. The project’s GHG emission levels are 
analyzed to determine whether project implementation would impede compliance 
with the GHG emissions reduction in accordance with the SCAQMD significance 
threshold of 1,400 MT/CO2e.  

The County GHG Plan Development Review Processes document the processes 
intended to facilitate the implementation of countywide GHG reductions. For projects 
exceeding 3,000 MT of CO2e per year, a screening table approach in which point 
values associated with GHG reduction measures is recommended to achieve GHG 
reductions. Use of the screening tables to reduce project emissions was determined 
in the Plan to approximate an emissions reduction consistent with the goals and 
targets of AB 32.  The San Bernardino Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan provides an 
inventory of GHG and developed emission reduction measures that could be 
adopted by the 21 partnership cities of San Bernardino County. The City of Rialto is 
one of the partnership cities of this Plan. 

4.7.5 Less than Significant Impacts 

The following potential impacts were determined to be less than significant. In each 
instance, either no impact would occur or adherence to established regulations, 
standards, and policies would reduce potential impacts to a less than significant 
level. 
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4.7.5.1 Greenhouse Gas Plan, Policy, Regulation Consistency 

Threshold Would the proposed project conflict with any applicable plan, policy or 
regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases? 

The CAT and the CARB have developed several reports to achieve the Governor’s 
GHG targets and rely on voluntary actions of California businesses, local 
government and community groups, and State incentive and regulatory programs. 
These include the CAT’s 2006 “Report to Governor Schwarzenegger and the 
Legislature,” the CARB’s 2007 “Expanded List of Early Action Measures to Reduce 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions in California,” and the CARB’s 2014 “Proposed First 
Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan: Building on the Framework.” 

The reports identify strategies to reduce California’s emissions to the levels 
proposed in EO S-3-05 and AB 32 that are applicable to the project. The project will 
comply with existing State and federal regulations regarding the energy efficiency of 
buildings, appliances, and lighting, which will reduce the project’s electricity demand 
compared to older buildings. The warehouse building will be built in compliance with 
the 2013 CBC to improve public health, safety, and general welfare by enhancing 
the design and construction of buildings through the use of building concepts having 
a positive environmental impact and encouraging sustainable construction practices. 
In addition, the project would comply with specific policies contained in the CARB 
Scoping Plan. The strategies included in the Scoping Plan that apply to the project 
are contained in Table 4.7.B, which summarizes the extent to which the project 
would comply with the strategies to help California reach the emission reduction 
targets, as applicable. 

Table 4.7.B: CARB Scoping Plan Compliance Analysis 
Scoping Plan Measure Project Consistency 

Pavley Motor Vehicle Standards 
(AB 1493) 

Compliant. The project’s employees and customers would 
purchase vehicles in compliance with CARB vehicle standards 
that are in effect at the time of vehicle purchase. 

Limit High GWP Use in Consumer 
Products 

Compliant. The project’s employees and customers would use 
consumer products that would comply with the regulations that 
are in effect at the time of manufacture. 

Motor Vehicle Air Conditioning 
Systems – Reduction from Non-
Professional Servicing 

Compliant. The project’s employees and customers would be 
prohibited from performing air conditioning repairs and required 
to use professional servicing. 

Low Carbon Fuel Standard Compliant. Motor vehicles driven by project’s employees and 
customers and employees would use compliant fuels in the 
future. 

Water Use Efficiency Compliant. The project includes measures to minimize water 
use and maximize efficiency. 

Green Buildings Compliant. The project will be required to be constructed in 
compliance with State or local green building standards in 
effect at the time of building construction. 
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Table 4.7.B: CARB Scoping Plan Compliance Analysis 
Scoping Plan Measure Project Consistency 

Air Conditioning Refrigerant Leak 
Test During Vehicle Smog Check 

Compliant. Motor vehicles driven by the project’s employees 
and customers would comply with the leak test requirements 
during smog checks. 

Renewable Portfolios Standard 
(33% by 2020) 

Compliant. The electricity used by businesses in the project 
will benefit from reduced GHG emissions resulting from 
increased use of renewable energy sources. 

Energy Efficiency Measures 
(Electricity) 

Compliant. The project will comply with energy efficiency 
standards for electrical appliances and other devices at the 
time of building construction. 

Energy Efficiency (Natural Gas) Compliant. The project will comply with energy efficiency 
standards for natural gas appliances and other devices at the 
time of building construction. 

Greening New Residential and 
Commercial Construction 

Compliant. The project’s buildings would meet green building 
standards that are in effect at the time of design and 
construction. 

Greening Existing Homes and 
Commercial Buildings 

Compliant. The project’s buildings would meet retrofit 
standards when they become effective. 

Source:  Air Resources Board, Climate Change Scoping Plan, May 2014. Consistency analysis conducted by LSA, July 2016.  

With implementation of these strategies/measures, the proposed project’s 
contribution to cumulative GHG emissions would be reduced. 

The proposed project is also required to comply with SB 375, which requires local 
MPOs to prepare an SCS that demonstrates how the region will meets its GHG 
reduction targets through integrated land use, housing, and transportation planning. 
The SCAG is the planning agency for the project area. SCAG’s SCS was approved 
on April 4, 2012. The SCS plans to concentrate future development and provide 
higher intensity development in proximity to transit hubs in order to reduce VMT and 
GHG emissions from personal vehicles. 

The proposed project generally supports the provisions of the SCS because it would 
locate jobs near major transportation corridors. The proposed project is located 0.8 
mile from a major transportation corridor (I-10). One bus stop is located within 0.75 
mile of the project site, and the proposed project would provide bicycle parking as 
required by the City’s Municipal Code. Additionally, the nearest Metrolink [train] 
station is in the City of Rialto along South Riverside Avenue, a short bicycle ride 
away, approximately 2.7 miles due north of the project site. 

City General Plan and County GHG Plan Policies. The City does has General 
Plan policies related directly to GHG emissions, as well as a number of policies 
related to energy and sustainability. In addition, select General Plan policies are 
outlined in the County GHG Plan regarding City-specific GHG emissions, target 
GHG emissions, and reductions strategies. The County GHG Plan recommends a 
Development Review Process, in which projects generating CO2e emissions in 
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excess of 3,000 MT per year are required to use Screening Tables to mitigate GHG 
emissions in order to achieve emissions reductions consistent with those mandated 
under AB 32. Table 4.7.C evaluates the consistency of the project with applicable 
City General Plan policies, and Table 4.7.D evaluates the consistency of the project 
with applicable County GHG Screening Tables. 

Table 4.7.C: City General Plan Consistency Analysis 
City General Plan Goals and Targets City General Plan Consistency Analysis 

Goal 2-30: Incorporate green building and other sustainable building practices into 
development projects. 

Policy 2.30.1. Explore and adopt the 
use of green building standards and 
Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED) or 
similar in both private and public 
projects. 

Consistent: The proposed project would satisfy green 
building standards through the implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1A, which specifies energy 
efficiency requirements and a variety of design features 
that would incorporate sustainable development practices. 

Policy 2-30.2. Promote sustainable 
building practices that go beyond the 
requirements of Title 24 of the 
California Administrative Code, and 
encourage energy-efficient design 
elements, as appropriate. 

Consistent: Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
4.7.6.1A will ensure consistency with Policy 2-30.2 by 
designing all project buildings to exceed the California 
Building Code Title 24 energy standard by 15 percent by 
installing energy-efficient heating and cooling systems, 
appliances and equipment, and control systems.   

Goal 2-31: Conserve energy resources. 

2-31.1. Require the incorporation of 
energy conservation features into the 
design of all new construction and site 
development activities. 

Consistent: Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
4.7.6.1A will ensure consistency with Policy 2-31.1 by 
requiring the project to incorporate energy-efficient heating 
and cooling systems, appliances and equipment, and 
control systems. Also, the project proposes a 
comprehensive water conservation strategy appropriate for 
its location. The project is located in a Water Use 
Classifications of Landscape Species (WUCOLS) region 
“4-South Inland Valleys and Foothills.” The proposed 
landscaped vegetation will be designed and incorporated 
accordingly and will be maintained via water-efficient 
irrigation systems and devices designed to minimize water 
application to non-vegetated surfaces and to control runoff. 

Goal 2-38: Mitigate against climate change. 

2-38.1 Consult with State agencies, 
SCAG, and the San Bernardino 
Associated Governments (SANBAG) to 
implement AB32 and SB375 by utilizing 
incentives to facilitate infill and transit-
oriented development. 

Not applicable to the project. 

2-38. Encourage development of 
transit-oriented and infill development, 
and encourage a mix of uses that 
foster walking and alternative 
transportation in Downtown and along 
Foothill Boulevard. 

Consistent. The project fulfills the goal of infill 
development by providing employment in the City of Rialto.  
As discussed in Section 4.13 Population, Housing, and 
Employment, the City of Rialto has a low jobs/housing 
ration which would characterize the City as jobs poor. A 
low jobs/housing ratio results in longer distances that City 
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Table 4.7.C: City General Plan Consistency Analysis 
City General Plan Goals and Targets City General Plan Consistency Analysis 

residents must commute to and from work which would 
generate more GHG and other air pollutant emissions. 
Based on existing projections provided above, the City’s 
projected 2035 jobs/housing ratio will continue to be less 
than that for County and region. Because the project would 
provide employment local to Rialto, it would meet the goal 
of infill development which would reduce the commute 
distance and air pollutant emissions from employees of the 
proposed project. 

2-38.3 Provide enhanced bicycling and 
walking infrastructure, and support 
public transit, including public bus 
service, the Metrolink, and the potential 
for Bus Rapid Transit (BRT). 

Consistent. The proposed would provide for bicycle racks 
per City general plan policies. The project site is also 
located within three quarters of a mile from Route 29 from 
a bus stop at Spruce Avenue and E. Santa Ana Avenue.  

2-38.4 The City shall participate in the 
San Bernardino Regional Greenhouse 
Inventory and Reduction Plan. 

Not applicable to the project. 

Source:  City of Rialto General Plan, December 2010. 

 
Table 4.7.D: County GHG Plan Consistency Analysis 

County GHG Plan Screening 
Table Measures County GHG Plan Consistency Analysis 

Reduction Measure R2E7: Commercial/Industrial Energy Efficiency Development 

Building Envelope: 
Insulation, windows, cool roof. 

Consistent: Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1A will 
ensure consistency with Reduction Measure R2E7 by requiring the 
project to incorporate modestly enhanced window and rigid wall 
insulation, as well as cool roof design, in the construction of the 
proposed warehouse. 

Indoor Space Efficiencies: 
Heating/cooling distribution 
system, daylighting, artificial 
lighting, and appliances. 

Consistent: Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1A will 
ensure consistency with Reduction Measure R2E7 by requiring the 
project to incorporate energy-efficient heating and cooling systems, 
daylighting, energy-efficient lightbulbs, and Energy Star-rated 
appliances where applicable. 

Miscellaneous Commercial / 
Industrial Building 
Efficiencies: Building 
placement. 

Consistent: Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1A will 
ensure consistency with Reduction Measure R2E7 by requiring 
building placements to be oriented in north/south alignments where 
feasible to optimize conditions for natural heating, cooling, and 
lighting. 

Reduction Measure R2E7: Warehouse Renewable Energy Incentive Program 

Warehouse Photovoltaic: 
Renewable solar energy. 

Consistent: Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1A will 
ensure consistency with Reduction Measure R2E7 by requiring the 
proposed warehouse to be constructed with photovoltaic capability 
via a Solar Ready Roof (sturdy roof and electric hookups). 
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Table 4.7.D: County GHG Plan Consistency Analysis 

County GHG Plan Screening 
Table Measures County GHG Plan Consistency Analysis 

Reduction Measure R2WC1: Per Capita Water Use Reduction Commercial/Industrial 

Water Efficient 
Landscaping: Drought-
tolerant landscaped 
vegetation. 

Consistent: Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1A will 
ensure consistency with Reduction Measure R2WC1 by requiring 
the Applicant to utilize only drought-tolerant vegetation in the project 
landscape design. 

Water Efficient Irrigation 
Systems: Low precipitation 
spray heads (<0.75”/hour) or 
drip irrigation. 

Consistent: Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1A will 
ensure consistency with Reduction Measure R2WC1 by 
incorporating water-efficient irrigation systems and devices, such as 
soil moisture-based irrigation controls, and restricting watering 
methods, for instance prohibiting systems that apply water to non-
vegetated surfaces. 

Potable Water: Toilets and 
faucets. 

Consistent: Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1A will 
ensure consistency with Reduction Measure R2WC1 by 
incorporating water-efficient toilets/urinals (1.5 gallons per minute) 
and faucets (1.28 gallons per minute). 

Reduction Measure R2T5: Renewable Fuel/Low Emissions Vehicles (EV Charging Stations) 

Electric Vehicles: Electric 
vehicle charging stations. 

Consistent: Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1A will 
ensure consistency with Reduction Measure R2T5 by incorporating 
conduit for future installation of public charging station for use by an 
electric vehicle as demand necessitates. 

Source: Greenhouse Gas Emissions Development Review Processes, County of San Bernardino, California, March 2015. 

4.7.6 Significant Impacts 

4.7.6.1 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Impact 4.7.6.1: The proposed project would potentially have significant impacts 
related to greenhouse gas emissions. 

Threshold Would the proposed project generate greenhouse gas emissions, 
either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

This section evaluates potential significant impacts related to GCC that could result 
from implementation of the proposed project. Because it is not possible to tie specific 
GHG emissions to actual changes in climate, this evaluation focuses on the project’s 
emission of GHGs. The SCAQMD and CARB implemented an interim threshold for 
determining significant impacts from stationary sources for proposed projects in 
December 2008. For commercial uses, this interim threshold is 3,000 MT/yr of CO2e.  

GHG Emissions Background. Emissions estimates for the proposed project are 
discussed below. While information is presented below to assist the public and 
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decision-makers in understanding the proposed project’s potential contribution to 
GCC impacts, the information available to the City is not sufficiently detailed to allow 
a direct comparison between a particular project characteristics and particular 
climate change impacts, or between any particular proposed mitigation measure and 
any reduction in climate change impacts. 

Construction and operation of the proposed project would generate GHG emissions, 
with the majority of energy consumption (and associated generation of GHG 
emissions) occurring during the project’s operation. Typically, more than 80 percent 
of the total energy consumption takes place during project operation and less than 
20 percent of energy is consumed during construction.1 

GHG emissions associated with the proposed project would occur over the short 
term from construction activities and would consist primarily of emissions from 
equipment exhaust. There would also be long-term regional emissions associated 
with project-related new vehicular trips and stationary-source emissions, such as 
natural gas used for heating and electricity usage for lighting. 

Overall, the following sources associated with the proposed project would directly or 
indirectly contribute to the generation of GHG emissions: 

 Construction Activities: Construction activities produce combustion emissions 
from various sources, such as site grading, utility engines, on-site heavy-duty 
construction vehicles and equipment, hauling materials to and from the site, 
asphalt paving, and motor vehicles transporting the construction crew. The 
combustion of fossil fuels creates GHGs such as CO2, CH4, and N2O. 
Furthermore, CH4 is emitted during the fueling of heavy equipment (73 MT of 
CO2e/yr, amortized over 30 years). 

 Area Sources: Area sources of GHG emissions include architectural coatings, 
consumer products, and landscaping. The project would result in increased GHG 
emissions from the area sources (0.014 MT of CO2e/yr). 

 Gas and Electricity (Energy) Use: Natural gas use results in the emission of 
two GHGs: CH4 (the major component of natural gas) and CO2 (from the 
combustion of natural gas). Electricity use can result in GHG production if the 
electricity is generated by combusting fossil fuel. 

Buildings represent 39 percent of the United States’ primary energy usage and 
70 percent of its electricity consumption. The project would increase the demand 
for electricity and natural gas due to the construction of 525,110 square feet of 
warehousing. The project would indirectly result in increased GHG emissions 
from off-site electricity generation at power plants and on-site natural gas 
consumption (7,800 MT of CO2e/yr). 

                                                      
1  United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), 2007. Buildings and Climate Change: Status, 

Challenges and Opportunities, Paris, France. 
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 Solid Waste Disposal: Solid waste generated by the proposed project could 
contribute to GHG emissions in a variety of ways. Landfilling and other methods 
of disposal use energy for transporting and managing the waste, and they 
produce additional GHGs to varying degrees. Landfilling, the most common 
waste management practice, results in the release of CH4 from the anaerobic 
decomposition of organic materials. CH4 is 25 times more potent a GHG than 
CO2. 

The project would generate solid waste during the construction and operation 
phases of the project. Average waste generation rates from a variety of sources 
are available from the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB). 
The project would indirectly result in increased GHG emissions from solid waste 
treatment at landfills (230 MT of CO2e/yr). 

 Water Usage: Water-related energy use consumes 19 percent of California’s 
electricity every year. Energy use and related GHG emissions are based on 
electricity used for water supply and conveyance, water treatment, water 
distribution, and wastewater treatment. The project would indirectly result in 
increased GHG emissions from the off-site electricity generation at power plants 
and on-site natural gas consumption (610 MT of CO2e/yr). 

 Mobile Sources: Mobile sources (vehicle trips and associated miles traveled) 
are the largest source of GHG emissions in California and represent 
approximately 38 percent of annual CO2 emissions generated in the state. 
Transportation associated with the project would result in GHG emissions from 
the combustion of fossil fuels in daily automobile and truck trips by residents, 
employees, and customers. Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) are used to indicate 
CO2 emissions (6,200 MT of CO2e/yr). 

GHG emissions generated by the proposed project would predominantly consist of 
CO2. In comparison to criteria air pollutants such as O3 and PM10, CO2 emissions 
persist in the atmosphere for a substantially longer period of time. While emissions 
of other GHGs, such as CH4, are important with respect to GCC, emission levels of 
other GHGs are less dependent on the land use and circulation patterns associated 
with the proposed land use development project than are levels of CO2. 

The GHG emission estimates presented in Table 4.7.E show the total emissions 
associated with the full build out of the project with no mitigation. 

Table 4.7.E: Unmitigated Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

Emission Source 

Emissions (metric tons per year) 

CO2 CH4 N2O Total CO2e 

Annual Construction-related emissions amortized over 30 years 25 <1 0 25 

Area Source Emissions <1 <1 0 <1 

Energy  612 <1 <1 614 

Mobile Source Emissions 12,383 <1 0 12,389 
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Table 4.7.E: Unmitigated Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

Emission Source 

Emissions (metric tons per year) 

CO2 CH4 N2O Total CO2e 

Waste  100 6 0 225 

Water Usage 491 4 <1 605 

Total CO2e (All Sources)  13,833 

Source: Table M, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis, LSA Associates, Inc., June 2016. 

The proposed project would generate up to 13,833 MT of CO2e/yr of new emissions, 
as shown in Table 4.7.E. Emissions from vehicle exhaust would comprise 
approximately 89 percent of the project’s total CO2e emissions. Emissions from 
vehicle exhaust are controlled by the State and Federal governments and are 
outside the control of the City. 

At present, there is a federal ban on chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs); therefore, it is 
assumed the proposed project would not generate emissions of CFCs. The 
proposed project may emit a small amount of HFCs from leakage and service of 
refrigeration and air-conditioning equipment and from disposal at the end of the life 
of the equipment. However, the details regarding refrigerants to be used at the 
project site are unknown at this time. PFCs and SF6 are typically used in industrial 
applications, none of which would be used on the project site. Therefore, it is not 
anticipated that the project would contribute significant emissions of these additional 
GHGs. 

The County GHG Plan contains quantified estimates of BAU and future GHG 
emissions forecasts for the County as well as GHG reductions that will result from 
existing state programs, its own GHG Reduction Plan, and local reduction measures 
from City CAPs. Mitigation measures detailed in the County GHG Plan, as they 
relate to the City, will serve the proposed project as a strategy for GHG reduction 
until Rialto as a Lead Agency develops and endorses a City-specific CAP to 
supersede the County GHG Plan. 

Because climate change impacts are cumulative in nature, no typical single project 
can result in emissions of such a magnitude that it, in and of itself, would be 
substantial on an individual basis. However, the SCAQMD has developed 
significance thresholds to determine whether an individual would result in 
cumulatively considerable amounts of GHG emissions. This threshold is 1,400 MT/yr 
of CO2e for commercial uses. Project-related GHG emissions would potentially 
exceed the SCAQMD interim tiered GHG emissions threshold for commercial uses 
of 1,400 MT/yr of CO2e (Tier 3), and therefore would result in potentially significant 
GHG impact. Mitigation is required. 

Mitigation Measure. GHG reductions will be achieved through a number of 
project design features incorporated into the project design. These design 
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features range from the water use efficiency to building energy efficiency and 
landscaping, solid waste diversion and education. These include feasible 
measures listed in the CAPCOA Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation 
Measures and the County GHG Plan that may be applicable to the project. The 
following mitigation measure will be implemented to reduce the project’s GHG 
emissions:  

4.7.6.1A Prior to the issuance of any demolition, grading, or building permit the 
proposed project shall incorporate into the design and construction of 
the project:  

Construction and Building Materials 

 Divert at least 50 percent of the demolished and/or grubbed 
construction materials (including, but not limited to, soil, vegetation, 
concrete, lumber, metal, and cardboard). 

 Construct all structures to include Modestly Enhanced Building 
Insulation (rigid wall insulation R-13, roof/attic R-38), Modestly 
Enhanced Window Insulation (0.4 U-factor, 0.32 SHGC), and 
Modest Cool Roof (CRRC Rated 0.15 aged solar reflectance, 0.75 
thermal emittance) for building envelope. 

 Building placements will be oriented in north/south alignments 
where feasible to optimize conditions for natural heating, cooling, 
and lighting. 

 All equipment shall be maintained in accordance with the 
manufacturers’ specifications. 

 Construction-related equipment, including heavy-duty equipment, 
motor vehicles, and portable equipment, shall be turned off when 
not in use for more than 5 minutes. 

 Electric equipment shall be used whenever possible in lieu of diesel 
or gasoline-powered equipment. 

 Utilize existing power sources (i.e., power from the distribution grid) 
when feasible. This measure would minimize the use of higher 
polluting gas or diesel generators. 

 Require that trucks and vehicles in loading or unloading queues 
have their engines turned off when not in use. 

Energy Efficiency Measures 

 Design all project buildings to exceed the 2013 California Building 
Code Title 24 energy standard by 15 percent, such as by installing 
energy-efficient heating and cooling systems, appliances and 
equipment, and control systems. 
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 All rooms will include daylights where feasible. Electrical conduits 
shall be installed in the southwest and northwest corners of the 
building to allow for the installation of electrical vehicle charging 
stations near the two office locations. This requirement is included 
as Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2B. 

 The warehouse will be constructed with photovoltaic capabilities. 
This measure involves partnership with Sothern California Edison 
and California Public Utilities Commissions to develop an incentive 
program for solar installation on new warehouses. A mandatory 
minimum solar requirement for new warehouse space. Solar 
Photovoltaic panels installed on warehouses or in collective 
arrangements within a logistics/warehouse complex such that the 
total power provided augments: Solar Ready Roof (sturdy roof and 
electric hookups). 

 All on-site off-road equipment and on-road vehicles for 
operation/maintenance shall meet California Air Resources Board 
engine emission standards or alternatively fueled construction 
equipment, such as compressed natural gas, liquefied natural gas, 
or electric, as appropriate. 

 All equipment shall be turned off when not in use. Engine idling of 
all equipment shall be minimized. 

 All equipment engines shall be maintained in good operating 
condition and in tune per manufacturers’ specifications. 

 The tenant shall provide information to employees on ride share 
programs. 

 The tenant shall consider adopting the EPA’s voluntary SmartWay 
program that helps them establish green freight initiatives. 

 Permanent signage shall be posted at loading docks informing 
truck drivers of the CARB’s commercial vehicle idling regulations. 
This regulation limits vehicles with a gross vehicle weight rating of 
10,000 lbs. or greater to idle no more than 5 minutes. Fines are 
currently a minimum of $300 and can be as much as $1000 per 
day. 

Water Conservation and Efficiency Measures 

 Devise a comprehensive water conservation strategy appropriate 
for the project and its location. The strategy would include the 
following, in addition to other innovative measures that may be 
appropriate:  
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o Use of low-flow faucets and toilets; 

o Use drought-tolerant plants for landscaping; 

o Install water-efficient irrigation systems and devices, such 
as low precipitation spray heads <0.75” per hour, soil 
moisture-based irrigation controls, and drip-irrigation 
systems; 

o Recycled water connection to irrigation system on site for 
future application once the City’s recycled water 
infrastructure can facilitate such an interconnection; 

o Restrict watering methods (e.g., prohibit systems that 
apply water to non-vegetated surfaces) and control runoff. 

o Water efficient dishwashers (20% water savings), as 
applicable. 

Level of Significance after Mitigation. The project would result in emissions which 
exceed the SCAQMD’s significance threshold for GHGs. Although the 
implementation of the above mitigation would reduce GHG impacts, Mitigation 
Measure 4.7.6.1A would not reduce the project-related GHG emissions to below the 
1,400 MT/yr threshold for commercial uses, as shown in Table 4.7.F. No additional 
reasonably feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce GHG impacts. 
Therefore, the proposed project will have a significant and unavoidable GHG 
emissions impact on the environment. 

Table 4.7.F: Long-Term Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions With 
Mitigation Measures 

Source 

Pollutant Emissions (MT/yr) 

Bio-CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 

Construction Emissions 
amortized over 30 years 

0 72 72 0.0072 0 73 

Operational Emissions 

Area Sources 0 <1 <1 <1 0 <1 

Energy Sources 0 502 502 <1 <1 504 

Mobile Sources 0 12,218 12,219 <1 0 12,225 

Waste Sources 25 0 25 1 0 56 

Water Usage 31 362 392 3 <1 484 

Total Project Emissions 56 13,083 13,138 5 <1 13,268 
Source: LSA Associates, Inc. (June 2016). 

Note: Numbers in table may not appear to add up correctly due to rounding of all numbers to two significant digits. 

Bio-CO2 = biologically generated carbon dioxide 
CH4 = methane 
CO2 = carbon dioxide 
CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent 

MT/yr = metric tons per year 
N2O = nitrous oxide 
NBio-CO2 = non-biologically generated carbon dioxide 
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4.7.7 Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative study area for consideration of impacts related to GHGs and global 
climate change is the State of California. GHG emissions and the associated 
impacts related to climate change are a global issue caused by many factors; 
therefore, project impacts must be considered in the context of multiple sectors and 
the combined efforts of many industries, including land development, energy use, 
and transportation. The project would contribute GHGs to the area during project 
construction. A number of individual cumulative projects in the area (refer to Table 
2.A and Figure 2.1) may be under construction simultaneously with the proposed 
project. 

The project’s long-term operational GHG emissions would result in significant 
impacts. Even with the feasible mitigation measures identified above for the 
proposed project, project GHG emissions are reduced but remain significant. 
Therefore, the proposed project and cumulative projects would potentially also result 
in cumulatively significant long-term cumulative impacts from GHG emissions. There 
are no additional feasible mitigation measures over and above those identified for 
the proposed project that are available to reduce impacts to less than significant 
levels. Impacts from implementation of the proposed project associated with GHG 
emissions would remain cumulatively significant and unavoidable. 



CapRock Distribution Center III Warehouse Project – City of Rialto 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

4.7-46 Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change Section 4.7 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



CapRock Distribution Center III Warehouse Project – City of Rialto 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

Section 4.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 4.8-1 

4.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

This section addresses potential impacts to human health and the environment that 
may result from exposure to hazardous materials or hazardous conditions during the 
construction or operation of the proposed project. Potential effects include those 
associated with the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials; 
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment; safety hazards associated with the project 
site’s past or future use; impairment/interference with adopted emergency response 
plans or emergency evacuation plans, and exposure of people or structures to risks 
involving wildland fires. 

This section analyzes the proposed project’s potential hazards impacts based on the 
following technical studies: 

 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report, 2437 South Willow Avenue & 
150 Santa Ana Avenue, Partner Engineering and Science, Inc., August 2013 
(Appendix F-1). 

 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report, Rialto Parcel Additions, 2385 
and 10771 South Willow Avenue; 2352 South Riverside Avenue, Partner 
Engineering and Science, Inc., December 2014 (Appendix F-2). 

 Phase II Subsurface Investigation Report, Rialto Parcel Additions – B&B Truck 
Dismantling, 2385 and 10771 South Willow Avenue and 2352 South Riverside 
Avenue, Partner Engineering and Science, Inc., February 2015 (Appendix F-3). 

The analysis contained in this section is also based on the following reference 
document: 

 City of Rialto General Plan, December 2010. 

4.8.1 Existing Setting 

4.8.1.1 Project Site Uses and History 

The project site is located in the central portion of the City, within southwestern San 
Bernardino County. The project site is 24.37 acres and developed with two single-
family residences, large metal storage structures, and a scrapyard. Both properties 
consist of multiple structures and a primary and secondary residence. The 
secondary residence on each property consists of a converted garage to residence. 
The residence in the northwest corner of the site also includes an old poultry barn on 
the property and is bordered to the north and east by a scrapyard. This scrapyard is 
located within the northern boundary of the project site and consists of various old 
and rusting vehicles. Both were constructed in the 1930s. 

The northwestern portion of the site is currently occupied by B&B Truck Dismantling, 
which stores automotive vehicles for off-site dismantling. The Mulhauser Steel 
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complex, consisting of large metal shade structures and storage buildings, is located 
in the central portion of the site. Mulhauser Steel operations consist of structural and 
miscellaneous steel fabrication. The complex area is improved with asphalt-paved 
parking areas and landscaping. 

Between 1936 and 1968, the project site supported agricultural uses. Current light-
industrial structures have been present since 1971. B&B Truck Dismantling has 
been a tenant of the project site since 1968. 

B&B Truck Dismantling, at 2352 Riverside Avenue, is listed as a “special generator” 
and has had two hazardous materials permits issued by the County of San 
Bernardino. Both permits are inactive at the time of this DEIR. Since at least 1968, 
the property has been permitted for the storage and dismantling of vehicles. 
Between 1970 and 1995, several violations and complaints were triggered by 
activities on the property, including illegal disposal of oil/water to the ground, leaking 
drums, not properly having a disposal system for a steam cleaner, solvent 
purchased with no records for disposal, improper disposal of caustic waste for the 
hot dip tank, failing to pump out the on-site clarifier, burning oil in smudge pots, and 
truck repair performed on site. Multiple soil excavations have occurred on site as 
part of remedial actions to address these violations. Subsequent to the remediation, 
the County of San Bernardino Department of Environmental Health (CSBDEH) 
deemed the former areas of concern adequately addressed. Since these remedial 
actions, however, small-scale dismantling activities have continued. During site visit 
conducted for the Phase I ESA, oil staining, lack of pavement, and poor 
housekeeping has been observed on the property. Due to these conditions, there 
remains potential that release of hazardous materials to subsurface soils has 
occurred on the project site. 

The remaining undeveloped portions of the project site are highly disturbed, 
consisting of compacted bare ground and sparse ruderal vegetation. The project site 
also shows evidence of previous disking activity. 

4.8.1.2 Surrounding Area 

The project site is bordered by industrial uses (Star Iron Works and Sal’s Propane) 
to the north, industrial uses (Old Dominion Freight Line) and vacant land to the west, 
industrial (System Transport) and non-conforming residential uses to the south, and 
vacant land and industrial uses (Kinder Morgan Colton Terminal and ARCO/BP 
West Coast Products) to the east. Beyond the adjacent land uses are more industrial 
and warehouse uses. A large railroad yard is located approximately 0.5 mile north of 
the site. The nearest major residential neighborhood is located approximately 0.5 
mile east of the project site. Surrounding industrial uses involve the use, storage, 
and transport of hazardous materials. The Phase I ESA identified recognized 
environmental conditions that may pose hazardous materials concerns for the 
proposed project site. 
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The Colton Terminal bulk petroleum storage facility is located approximately 376 feet 
east-northeast and hydrologically up-gradient of the project site. According to the 
Phase I ESA prepared for the proposed project, this site experienced an 
unauthorized release of gasoline, diesel fuel, and jet fuel that caused an impact to 
an aquifer used for drinking water supply in 1987. Remediation began in 1993 and is 
currently ongoing, and has consisted of soil vapor extraction. Low levels of 
trichloroethylene (TCE), associated with the Colton Terminal releases, have been 
measured at groundwater monitoring wells in the vicinity of the proposed project. 

4.8.1.3 NOP/Scoping Comments 

No NOP/scoping comments regarding hazards or hazardous materials were 
received during the NOP period. 

4.8.2 Existing Policies and Regulations 

4.8.2.1 Federal Regulations 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA or Superfund). The purpose of the CERCLA is to identify and clean up 
chemically contaminated sites that pose a significant environmental health threat. 
The Hazard Ranking System is used to determine whether a site should be placed 
on the National Priorities List for cleanup activities. 

Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA). The SARA pertains 
primarily to emergency management of accidental releases. It requires formation of 
State and local emergency planning committees, which are responsible for 
collecting, material handling, and transportation data for use as a basis for planning. 
Chemical inventory data are made available to the community at large under the 
“right-to-know” provision of the law. In addition, SARA also requires annual reporting 
of continuous emissions and accidental releases of specified compounds. These 
annual submissions are compiled into a nationwide Toxics Release Inventory (TRI). 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). The RCRA Subtitle C 
addresses hazardous waste generation, handling, transportation, storage, treatment, 
and disposal. It includes requirements for a system that uses hazardous waste 
manifests to track the movement of waste from its site of generation to its ultimate 
disposition. The 1984 amendments to the RCRA created a national priority for waste 
minimization. Subtitle D establishes national minimum requirements for solid waste 
disposal sites and practices. It requires states to develop plans for the management 
of wastes within their jurisdictions. Subtitle I requires monitoring and containment 
systems for underground storage tanks that hold hazardous materials. Owners of 
tanks must demonstrate financial assurance for the cleanup of a potential leaking 
tank. 
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Hazardous Materials Transportation Act. The Hazardous Materials Transportation 
Act is the statutory basis for the extensive body of regulations aimed at ensuring the 
safe transport of hazardous materials on water, rail, highways, in the sky, or in 
pipelines. It includes provisions for materials classification, packaging, marking, 
labeling, placarding, and shipping documentation. 

4.8.2.2 State Regulations 

California Code of Regulations. California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 22, 
Division 4.5. Title 22 contains the detailed compliance requirements for hazardous 
waste generators, transporters, treatment, storage, and disposal facilities. Please 
refer to Appendix F-1, F-2, and F-3 for additional clarification. 

Many common household products qualify as “hazardous materials.” These items 
include household cleaners, detergents, paint, motor oil, lubricants, glues, 
pesticides, etc. The term “hazardous materials” is also defined to include many 
materials that would be potentially used on the project site, such as lubricants, fuel, 
etc. When this section of the EIR discusses the transport and storage of “hazardous 
materials,” it is referring to the potential transport of “bulk” products to the project site 
and to the temporary storage of such materials at the project sites prior to re-
package and transport or transport to subsequent destinations. 

Government Code Section 65962.5 (Cortese List). Government Code Section 
65962.5 requires the California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) to 
develop at least annually an updated Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites list 
(Cortese List). The Cortese List is a planning document used by the State, local 
agencies, and others to comply with CEQA requirements in providing information 
about the locations of hazardous materials release sites. Release sites or hazardous 
materials release sites may include the following: 

 All hazardous waste facilities subject to corrective action pursuant to Section 
25187.5 of the Health and Safety Code. 

 All land designated as hazardous waste property or border zone property 
pursuant to Article 11 (commencing with Section 25220) of Chapter 6.5 of 
Division 20 of the Health and Safety Code. 

 All information received by the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) 
pursuant to Section 25242 of the Health and Safety Code on hazardous waste 
disposals on public land. 

 All sites listed pursuant to Section 25356 of the Health and Safety Code. 

 All sites included in the Abandoned Site Assessment Program. 
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The California DTSC is responsible for a portion of the information contained in the 
Cortese List. Other State and local government agencies are required to provide 
additional hazardous material release information for the Cortese List. 

California Emergency Services Act. The California Emergency Services Act 
Government Code 8550–8692 provides for the assignment of functions to be 
performed by various agencies during an emergency so that the most effective use 
may be made of all manpower, resources, and facilities for dealing with any 
emergency that may occur. The coordination of all emergency services is 
recognized by the State to mitigate the effects of natural, man-made, or war-caused 
emergencies that result in conditions of disaster or extreme peril to life, property, and 
the resources of the State, and generally, to protect the health and safety and 
preserve the lives and property of the people of the State. 

State Fire Plan. The State Board of Forestry and the California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection drafted a comprehensive update of the State Fire Plan 
for wildland fire protection in California (2010). The planning process defines a level 
of service measurement, considers assets at risk, incorporates the cooperative 
interdependent relationships of wildland fire protection providers, provides for public 
stakeholder involvement, and creates a fiscal framework for policy analysis. 

4.8.2.3 Local Regulations: City of Rialto 

The City of Rialto General Plan Chapter 5 Safety and Noise Chapter identifies the 
following policy related to hazards and hazardous materials that applies to the 
proposed project:  

Goal 5-5: Minimize the generation of hazardous waste in Rialto. 

Policy 5-5.3 Prohibit businesses from storing hazardous materials for 
commercial use or commercially generated hazardous wastes in 
residential areas. 

Table 4.8.A analyzes the proposed project’s consistency with applicable goals and 
policies of the City General Plan and shows the proposed project is generally 
consistent with City General Plan policies. 

Table 4.8.A: General Plan Consistency Analysis 
General Plan Goals and Targets General Plan Consistency Analysis 

Goal 5-5: Minimize the generation of hazardous waste in Rialto 

Policy 5-5.3. Prohibit businesses from storing hazardous 
materials for commercial use or commercially generated 
hazardous wastes in residential areas. 

Consistent: The proposed project 
would not store hazardous materials in 
residential areas. 

Source: City of Rialto General Plan, December 2010.  
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4.8.3 Methodology 

The analysis included a review of applicable airport land use plans, hazardous 
materials mapping, fire hazard mapping, and other resource databases. The 
analysis anticipates that development of the proposed uses would conform to the 
standard local, State, and federal laws and regulations pertaining to the transport, 
use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials. 

4.8.4 Thresholds of Significance 

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, hazards and hazardous materials 
impacts would be significant if the proposed project would: 

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

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

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

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

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

 For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, result in a safety 
hazard for people working in the project area; 

 Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation; and/or 

 Result in the exposure of people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands. 

4.8.5 Less than Significant Impacts 

In each of the following issues, either no impact would occur (therefore, no mitigation 
would be required) or adherence to established regulations, standards, and policies 
would reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level. In either instance, no 
mitigation would be required. 
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4.8.5.1 Routine Transport, Use, or Disposal of Hazardous Materials  

Threshold  Would the proposed project create a significant hazard to the public 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

Construction Use of Hazardous Materials. Construction activities associated with 
the proposed project would use a limited amount of hazardous and flammable 
substances/oils during heavy equipment operation for site excavation, grading, and 
construction. The amount of hazardous chemicals present during construction is 
limited and would be in compliance with existing government regulations. The 
potential for the release of hazardous materials during project construction is low, 
and even if a release would occur, it would not result in a significant hazard to the 
public, surrounding land uses, or environment due to the small quantities of these 
materials associated with construction vehicles. Therefore, no mitigation is required. 

Operational Use of Hazardous Materials. The proposed project would consist of a 
warehouse and would be used primarily for the storage and consolidation of 
manufactured goods. No manufacturing would occur on the project site. Based on 
the proposed uses, it is unlikely that substantial amount of hazardous materials 
would be used or stored at the site. 

The proposed project would not be expected to utilize acutely hazardous materials in 
its operation; however, a potential for an accidental release of hazardous materials 
into the environment is present at the project site. Compliance with the identified 
State and federal transportation safety standards would govern the handling of 
hazardous materials during operations. These standards include procedures to 
contain, report, and remediate any accidental spill or release of hazardous materials. 
The handling of hazardous materials at the project site would occur in accordance 
with all applicable local, State, and federal standards, ordinances, and regulations. 
Therefore, potential impacts associated with environmental and health hazards 
related to an accidental release of hazardous materials would be less than 
significant. No mitigation is required. 

All activity involving hazardous substances during the construction and operation of 
the proposed project would be conducted in accordance with applicable local, State, 
and federal safety standards. Impacts associated with the use, transport, storage, 
and disposal of hazardous materials during the operation of the proposed project 
would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

4.8.5.2 Located on a List of Hazardous Materials Sites 

Threshold Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment? 
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The Phase I ESA prepared for the proposed project included a search of regulatory 
databases for hazardous materials sites in the vicinity of the project site. According 
to the Phase I ESA, the project site is not included on any hazardous materials sites 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and would not create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment. No mitigation is required. 

4.8.5.3 Within Two Miles of a Private Airport or Within an Airport Land Use 
Plan or Within Two Miles of a Public Airport 

Threshold For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the 
proposed project area? 

 Would the project be located within an airport land use plan or where 
such a plan has not been adopted within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, resulting in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area?  

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan and is not within 2 miles 
of a public or private airport. The closest airport, Flabob Airport, is located 
approximately 5.0 miles to the southwest. The second nearest airport is the San 
Bernardino International Airport located approximately 7.0 miles to the northeast. No 
private airstrips are located in the vicinity of the project site. The project site is 
outside the area of influence of any public or private airport. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not result in an impact related to a private airport or public airport. No 
mitigation is required. 

4.8.5.4 Existing or Proposed School 

Threshold Would the proposed project emit hazardous emissions or handle 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter 
mile of an existing or proposed school? 

The proposed project does not include any use that would result in the large-scale 
manufacture, storage, use, transport, or disposal of hazardous materials. The project 
site is zoned as “heavy industrial” which, according to the Agua Mansa Industrial 
Corridor Specific Plan, would require a Conditional Use Permit for any uses involving 
acutely hazardous materials. The nearest schools are all approximately 1.0 mile 
from the project site. Crestmore Elementary School is located to the southwest, Ruth 
Grimes Elementary and Joe Baca Middle School are located north, and Bloomington 
Head Start is located northwest of the project site. In addition, there are no schools 
proposed within a quarter of a mile. Therefore, the proposed project would not result 
in impacts from the emission of hazardous emissions or handle acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school. No mitigation is required. 
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4.8.5.5 Conflict with Emergency Response Plans 

Threshold  Would the project impair the implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation? 

The proposed project would be required to design, construct, and maintain 
structures, roadways, and facilities in accordance with applicable standards 
associated with vehicular access, resulting in the provision of adequate vehicular 
access that would provide for adequate emergency access and evacuation. 

Construction activities that may temporarily restrict vehicular traffic would be 
required to implement adequate and appropriate measures to facilitate the passage 
of persons and vehicles through/around any required road closures in accordance 
with existing City standards. 

The proposed project would have a less than significant impact related to conflicts 
with emergency response plans. No mitigation is required. 

4.8.5.6 Wildland Fire Risks 

Threshold  Expose people or structures to a significant risk or loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

The project site has been previously disturbed and has minimal vegetative cover. 
Neither the project site nor adjacent lands are identified as having a high wildland 
fire hazard safety risk on the City’s General Plan Exhibit 5.3 – Fire Hazards. The 
project site and surrounding properties receive adequate service from the local fire 
station, as discussed in greater detail in Section 4.14, Public Services. The proposed 
project is not within an area with high wildland fire hazard risks and is not expected 
to expose people or structures to significant loss or injury. Therefore, the proposed 
project would have less than significant impacts related to wildland fire risks. No 
mitigation is required. 

4.8.6 Significant Impacts 

4.8.6.1 Reasonable Foreseeable Upset and Accident Conditions Involving 
the Release of Hazardous Materials 

Impact 4.8.6.1: The proposed project would create a potentially significant hazard 
impact to the public or environment through the reasonably foreseeable upset or 
accident of hazardous materials. 

Threshold  Would the proposed project create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 
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On-Site Hazardous Materials. The Phase I ESA prepared for the proposed project 
included a search of regulatory databases, interviews, site reconnaissance, and 
review of historical information. 

Current and past uses on the project site have involved the use, storage, and 
transport of hazardous materials. Prior to current uses, the project site supported 
agriculture uses. Agricultural chemicals, such as pesticides, herbicides, and 
fertilizers, may have been used on the project site. Agricultural activities had ceased 
by 1982. The project site’s former use for agriculture therefore does not constitute a 
significant human or environmental health risk. 

The project site has since 1982 supported industrial uses. Currently, Mulhauser 
Steel and B&B Truck Dismantling operate on the site. Both are California San 
Bernardino County Permit (CA San Bern. Co. Permit) sites. 

 Mulhauser Steel. A portion of the project site is occupied by Mulhauser Steel. 
No violations or releases have been reported in association with Mulhauser 
Steel. Mulhauser Steel is not identified as a hazardous materials site pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5. 

 B&B Truck Dismantling. A portion of the project site is occupied by B&B Truck 
Dismantling. This portion of the project site is identified as a CA San Bern. Co. 
Permit site. Between 1970 and 1995, several violations and complaints were 
triggered by activities on the B&B Truck Dismantling property. These included 
illegal disposal of oil/water to the ground, leaking drums, not properly having a 
disposal system for a steam cleaner, solvent purchased with no records for 
disposal, improper disposal of caustic waste for the hot dip tank, failing to pump 
out the on-site clarifier, burning oil in smudge pots, and truck repair performed on 
site. 

Multiple soil excavations have occurred on this portion of the project site as part 
of remedial actions to address these violations. Subsequent to the remediation, 
the CSBDEH deemed the former areas of concern adequately addressed. Since 
these remedial actions, small-scale dismantling activities have continued. During 
site visit conducted for the Phase I ESA, oil staining, lack of pavement, and poor 
housekeeping was observed on this portion of the project site. Due to these 
conditions, there was a potential that release of hazardous materials to 
subsurface soils had occurred on the project site. 

In order to address the potential for hazardous materials release associated with 
B&B Truck Dismantling, a Phase II ESA was conducted. Soil samples were 
obtained, and analyzed for petroleum hydrocarbons, volatile organic compounds 
(VOCs), and metals. Concentrations of hydrocarbons and VOCs were all found 
to be below the regional screening levels adopted by EPA Region 9. One soil 
sample, out of 18 total, found elevated levels of arsenic. Since the elevated 
arsenic was found at 15 feet belowground, this contaminant is not considered to 
pose a hazard. All other samples had insignificant concentrations. However, 
there is potential for stained or oily soils containing hazardous materials to be 
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unearthed during project construction and the Phase II recommends a Soil 
Management Plan be prepared and used during redevelopment/grading 
activities. This is a potentially significant impact and the requirement for a Soil 
Management Plan is reflected in mitigation below. 

There are existing hazardous materials stored on the project site. The Phase I ESA 
(Appendix F) identified hazardous materials currently stored on the project site. In 
the southern portion of the project site, these include hydraulic oil (two 55-gallon 
containers), coolant (two 55-gallon containers), and paint (twenty 5-gallon 
containers). The materials were found to be properly labeled and stored at the time 
of the assessment with no signs of leaks, stains, or spills. Secondary containment is 
provided for these substances. 

Hazardous substances without proper labeling were found on the northern portion of 
the project site. These included unknown substances (six 55-gallon drums), used oil 
(one 55-gallon drum), antifreeze (one 55-gallon drum), and diesel (four 225-gallon 
containers and one 500-gallon container). The materials were not properly labeled 
and stored at the time of the assessment, but had no signs of leaks, stains, or spills. 
Secondary containment was not provided for these substances. 

Prior to construction of the proposed project, hazardous materials stored on the 
project site would be removed and disposed of in accordance with applicable 
regulations. 

Demolition activities could affect workers and nearby sensitive receptors. Based on 
the age of the residences on the subject property (pre-1978), there is a potential that 
lead-based paint (LBP) and asbestos-containing material (ACM) are present. The 
Mulhauser Steel building was constructed in 1982; therefore, it is unlikely to contain 
LBP and ACM. Demolition of on-site structures would potentially expose nearby 
residents and workers to LBP and ACM. This is a potentially significant impact and 
mitigation is required. 

Off-site Hazardous Materials. The adjacent properties contain hazardous 
materials. 

 East. To the east was identified as a California Aboveground Storage Tank 
(AST), Resource Conservation and Recovery Act-Large Quantity Generator 
(RCRA-LQG), California Statewide Environmental Evaluation and Planning 
System for Underground Storage (SWEEPS UST), CA San Bern. Co. Permit, 
and EDR US Historical Auto Station (EDR US Hist Auto Sta). 

 South. To the south as a CA San Bern. Co. Permit and EDR U.S. Hist Auto Stat 
site. 

 Northeast. To the northeast as a Recovery Act-Small Quantity Generator 
(RCRA-SQG), RCRA-LQG, California Spills Leaks Investigation and Cleanup 
(SLIC), California Historic Underground Storage Tank (Hist UST), California 
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Hazardous Material Incident Report System (CHMIRS), California Enforcement 
(ENF), CA UST, CA SWEEPS UST, CA San Bern. Co. Permit, California 
Emission Inventory (EMI) Data, and California EnviroStor. 

 Hydrologically Up Gradient. The following sites are located hydrologically up 
gradient of the project site and potentially pose a hazardous materials risk: 

o Laura Scudders/Empire Truck and Equipment Repair formerly at 2448 
Riverside Avenue adjoins the eastern property border (hydrologically up- to 
cross-gradient) of the proposed project. This site is identified as a SWEEPS 
UST, CA San Bern Co Permit, and EDR US Hist Auto Sta site in the 
regulatory database report. These listings do not indicate impact to the 
environment and no spills or releases have been reported in connection with 
these listings. Based on the relative distance (approximately 6 miles north of 
the project site), regulatory status, and inferred direction of groundwater flow 
(to the southwest), this site is not expected to represent a significant 
environmental concern. 

o The northeast adjacent property, identified as Colton Truck Rack, Sepp LP-
Colton South, Colton Terminal, and SFPP L.P. at 2359 South Riverside 
Avenue, is a bulk oil storage facility. This site maintains one AST of an 
unspecified amount and with unspecified contents, one 5,880-gallon gasoline; 
one 5,880-gallon waste oil; one 1,500-gallon diesel; and one 420-gallon 
gasoline underground storage tank (UST). A spill of unleaded fuel was 
reported to the San Bernardino County Health Department on December 14, 
2010, which was reportedly contained. According to the SLIC database, a 
release of gasoline, diesel, and jet fuel on December 1, 1987, reportedly 
resulting in an impact to soil and groundwater. The release was reported to 
the Santa Ana RWQCB. The responsible party was identified as Colton 
Terminal and remedial activities were conducted, including Soil Vapor 
Extraction (SVE), free product removal, and installing a pump and treat (P&T) 
groundwater remediation system. According to information on the Los 
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (LARWQCB) GeoTracker 
website, two groundwater wells, DW-48 and EXDW-1, were installed on the 
southeast (currently vacant) portion of the subject property to characterize the 
impact from this adjacent site. Recent concentrations of TCE were detected 
at 3.7 and at 1.1 micrograms per liter (µg/L) during the last sampling events 
conducted in 2012 and 2014, respectively. Based on this information, 
groundwater beneath the subject property has been subject to impact by the 
release at the adjacent site. The identified groundwater contamination is 
considered an environmental concern and potential soil vapor issue to the 
subject property. 

Due to the depth to groundwater (approximately 96 feet below ground surface [bgs]), 
it is not anticipated that contaminated groundwater would be encountered during 
project construction. However, due to the potential impact related to soil vapors 
during construction, a Phase II Subsurface Investigation was conducted to 
determine the presence or absence of soil contamination on the project site. As 
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described previously, soil samples were obtained, and analyzed for petroleum 
hydrocarbons, VOCs, and metals. Concentrations of hydrocarbons and VOCs were 
all found to be below the regional screening levels adopted by EPA Region 9. Based 
on the results of the soil testing, impacts related to soil vapors during construction 
would be less than significant.  

Due to the recent concentrations of TCE detected at groundwater wells DW-48 and 
EXDW-1 on the southeast (currently vacant) portion of the subject property, 
groundwater beneath the subject property has been subject to impact by the release 
at the adjacent site. Although the proposed project would obtain potable water from 
West Valley Water District, limiting exposure during operation to on-site 
contaminated groundwater, there is potential for contaminant levels to change over 
time. Operational impacts are considered significant and mitigation to track the 
status of this facility is required to reduce impacts related to soil vapors during 
operation to less than significant levels. 

Mitigation Measures. 

4.8.6.1A Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the project applicant shall submit 
a Soil Management Plan to the City for review and approval. In the event 
that stained or oily soil is encountered, it will be stockpiled on the project 
site and characterized. After characterization, the soil shall be transported 
to a permitted disposal facility in a manner reviewed and approved by the 
City. 

4.8.6.1B The project applicant shall perform periodic review of regulatory files 
associated with the up-gradient bulk oil terminal (Colton Terminal) every 
three (3) years. Anomalies shall be managed in accordance with 
applicable City, State, and federal regulations in a manner reviewed and 
approved by the City. 

4.8.6.1C Prior to the issuance of any demolition and/or grading permit for any 
existing residences or structures, a qualified contractor shall be retained 
by the project applicant to survey structures proposed for demolition to 
determine if asbestos-containing materials (ACMs) and/or lead-based 
paint (LBP) are present. If ACMs and/or LBP are present, prior to 
commencement of general demolition, these materials shall be removed 
and transported to an appropriate landfill by a licensed contractor. All 
inspections, surveys, and analyses shall be performed by appropriately 
licensed and qualified individuals in accordance with applicable 
regulations (i.e., American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) E 
1527-05, and 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Subchapter R, Toxic 
Substances Control Act [TSCA], Part 716). Documentation of the removal 
and disposal of any ACMs and/or LBP shall be provided to the City prior to 
issuance of the demolition permit. 
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Level of Significance after Mitigation. Compliance with Mitigation Measures 
4.8.6.1A, 4.8.6.1B, and 4.8.6.1C would reduce hazardous materials impacts to a 
less than significant level. 

4.8.7 Cumulative Impacts 

The hazardous materials study area considered for cumulative impacts consisted of 
(1) the area that could be affected by proposed project activities, and (2) the areas 
affected by other cumulative projects where activities could directly or indirectly 
affect the presence or fate of hazardous materials on site. A number of individual 
cumulative projects in the area (refer to Table 2.A and Figure 2.1) may be under 
construction simultaneously with the proposed project. 

In general, only cumulative projects occurring adjacent to or very close to the 
proposed project site are considered due to the limited potential impact area 
associated with release of hazardous materials into the environment. None of the 
cumulative projects listed in Table 2.A are in close enough proximity to the proposed 
project site that their potential release of hazardous materials would comingle with 
hazardous material releases from proposed on-site project activities, or directly or 
indirectly affect the presence or fate of hazardous materials on the proposed project 
site. 

The proposed project and cumulative projects would not result in significant 
cumulative impacts associated with the routine transport, use, and disposal of 
hazardous materials; the emission or handling of hazardous substances. Accidental 
spills and leaks are unplanned occurrences. It is impossible to predict the 
occurrences of such events and the likelihood of such events occurring in close 
proximity to each other at the same time is very small; therefore, such events cannot 
be considered cumulatively. The implementation of policies and adherence to 
standards mandated by the City, including the enforcement of existing local, State, 
and federal practices applicable to businesses that transport, sell, or use hazardous 
materials, would ensure that no cumulative impact would result from the construction 
and operation of the proposed project and cumulative projects. 

Similar to the proposed project, development of other planned projects within the 
City of Rialto would be required to adhere to the existing laws and regulations 
regarding the use, storage, transport, or disposal of hazardous materials and waste. 
Moreover, the proposed project would not result in any safety hazards related to 
nearby airports, airstrips, adopted emergency response plans, or wildland fire 
hazards. The proposed project would not combine with other projects to result in a 
cumulatively considerable impact with respect to these potential hazards. In addition, 
the proposed project would be consistent with General Plan policies as shown in 
Table 4.8.A. Therefore, the proposed project and cumulative projects would not 
make a significant contribution to any cumulatively considerable impacts related to 
hazardous materials, hazardous waste, or the creation of any health hazards. No 
mitigation is required. 
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4.9 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

This section describes the hydrologic conditions on and adjacent to the project site 
and evaluates potential impacts to surface and groundwater resources associated 
with the proposed project. 

The analysis contained in this section is based on the following technical study 
prepared for the proposed project: 

 Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan for Willow Avenue Industrial 
Building, Otte-Berkeley Groupe, Inc. (Appendix G) 

In addition to these project-specific technical studies, the analysis contained in this 
section utilized information contained in the following reference documents: 

 2009 Construction Best Management Practices (BMP) Handbook, California 
Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA), July 1, 2010. 

 Santa Ana Region Basin Plan. Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
2008. 

 City of Rialto General Plan, December 2010. 

 Model Water Quality Management Plan Guidance, San Bernardino County 
Stormwater Program, June 9, 2005. 

 National Engineering Handbook, Chapter 7: Hydrologic Soil Groups. Natural 
Resources Conservation Service. January 2009. 

4.9.1 Existing Setting 

4.9.1.1 Drainage 

The project site exhibits a gentle slope toward the south. Runoff generated on site 
mostly flows to the south following the topography of the project site. It then drains 
into Santa Ana Avenue and the existing curb and gutter. Some runoff also flows 
toward the east to the existing curb and gutter on Riverside Avenue. Some flows 
also drain into an outlet on Riverside Avenue. 

The proposed project is located within the Santa Ana River watershed. The 
municipal storm drain system conveys flows to Reach 3 of the Santa Ana River. 
These flows ultimately drain into the Pacific Ocean. 

The project site is underlain by sandy, deep soils with rapid permeability. The entire 
area has soils classified under Hydrologic Soil Group A. Group A soils have rapid 
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infiltration rates even when thoroughly wetted.1 The project site consists of 
approximately 23 percent impervious cover, with 240,830 square feet of paved 
surfaces. 

4.9.1.2 Water Quality 

The project site is within the Santa Ana Region of the State Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB), which covers parts of southwestern San Bernardino 
County, western Riverside County, and northwestern Orange County. The Santa 
Ana Regional Board’s Basin Plan (Basin Plan) is designed to preserve and enhance 
water quality and protect the beneficial uses of all regional waters. Specifically, the 
Basin Plan (a) designates beneficial uses for surface and ground waters; (b) sets 
narrative and numerical objectives that must be attained or maintained to protect the 
designated beneficial uses and conform to the State’s anti-degradation policy; and 
(c) describes implementation programs to protect all waters in the Region. In 
addition, the Basin Plan incorporates (by reference) all applicable State and 
Regional Board plans and policies and other pertinent water quality policies and 
regulations. 

The Basin Plan is a resource for the Santa Ana Regional Board and others who use 
water and/or discharge wastewater in the Santa Ana Region. Other agencies and 
organizations involved in environmental permitting and resource management 
activities also use the Basin Plan. Finally, the Basin Plan provides valuable 
information to the public about local water quality issues. 

The Basin Plan is reviewed and updated as necessary. Following adoption by the 
Regional Board, the Basin Plan and subsequent amendments are subject to 
approval by the State Board, the State Office of Administrative Law (OAL), and the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 

According to the Santa Ana Region Basin Plan, water quality in the project site is 
affected by a number of factors including but not limited to wastewater discharge, 
consumptive use, import of water high in dissolved solids, runoff from urban and 
agricultural areas, and the recycling of water within the basin. The most serious 
water-related problem identified by the Basin Plan was water supply; the region uses 
twice as much water as is available from local sources. The Basin also faces 
pollutant and toxicity concerns. The Santa Ana River is a discharge dominated river, 
receiving most of its inputs from treated wastewater. As a result of human 
discharges, some of the key pollutants in the river and watershed are Total Inorganic 
Nitrogen (TIN) and Total Dissolved Solids (TDS). The river is included in the most 
recent Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 303(d) list of impaired water bodies 
as a result of pathogen contamination. 

                                                      
1  United States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service, Part 630 

Hydrology: National Engineering Handbook, Chapter 7: Hydrologic Soil Groups, May 2007. 
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As indicated in Tables 4.9.A and 4.9.B, each of the receiving waters has multiple 
designated beneficial uses. These designations provide a description of how the 
water is used and what beneficial purposes it serves. Table 4.9.A provides a 
description of each of these beneficial water uses, while Table 4.9.B shows the 
specific locations of the various beneficial use designations. 

Table 4.9.A: Descriptions of Beneficial Uses 
Designated 

Beneficial Use Description of Beneficial Use 

Groundwater 
Recharge (GWR) 

Waters used for natural or artificial recharge of groundwater proposed for future 
extraction, maintenance of water quality, or halting of saltwater intrusion into 
freshwater aquifers. 

Warm Freshwater 
Habitat (WARM) 

Waters that support warm water ecosystems including, but not limited to, 
preservation and enhancement of aquatic habitats, vegetation, fish, and wildlife, 
including invertebrates. 

Wildlife Habitat 
(WILD) 

Water that support wildlife habitats including, but not limited to, the preservation 
and enhancement of vegetation and prey species used by wildlife, such as 
waterfowl. 

Water Contact 
Recreation 
(REC1) 

Waters used for recreational activities involving body contact with water where 
ingestion of water is reasonably possible. These uses may include, but are not 
limited to, swimming, wading, water-skiing, skin and scuba diving, surfing, 
whitewater activities, fishing and use of natural hot springs. 

Non-contact 
Water Recreation 
(REC2) 

Waters used for recreational activities involving proximity to water, but not 
normally involving body contact with water where ingestion of water would be 
reasonably possible. These uses may include, but are not limited to, picnicking, 
sunbathing, hiking, beachcombing, camping, boating, tide pool and marine life 
study, hunting, sightseeing and aesthetic enjoyment in conjunction with the 
above activities. 

Source: Chapter 3: Beneficial Uses. Current Santa Ana Basin Plan. Viewable at (website address below): 
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb8/water_issues/programs/basin_plan/docs/chapter3.pdf 

 
Table 4.9.B: Locations of Beneficial Uses 

Designated Beneficial Use Santa Ana River Reach 3 

Groundwater Recharge (GWR) Present 

Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM) Present 

Wildlife Habitat (WILD) Present 

Water Contact Recreation REC1 Present 

Non-contact Water Recreation REC2 Present 

Source: Table 3-1, Beneficial Uses. Current Santa Ana Basin Plan. Viewable at: http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/
santaana/water_issues/programs/basin_plan/index.shtml 

4.9.1.3 Water Sources 

Water service to the project site is provided by West Valley Water District (WVWD). 
WVWD is a special district with a service area of approximately 29 square miles. Its 
average water demand is nearly 19 million gallons per day (mgd), with 



CapRock Distribution Center III Warehouse Project – City of Rialto 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

4.9-4 Hydrology and Water Quality Section 4.9 

approximately 50 percent being used by Rialto residents. WVWD currently serves 
approximately 77,457 people. 

WVWD obtains its water supply from local surface water, groundwater, and the State 
Water Project (SWP). Groundwater is the dominant source (approximately 65%) of 
water supply and is derived from the Lytle Creek, Rialto/Colton, Bunker Hill, North 
Riverside, and Chino Basins. Purchased water from the SWP and Lytle Creek 
surface water make up the remainder of WVWD’s water supply. 

4.9.1.4 NOP/Scoping Comments 

No NOP/Scoping comments regarding hydrology and water quality were received 
during the NOP period. 

4.9.2 Existing Policies and Regulations 

4.9.2.1 Federal Regulations 

Clean Water Act. The CWA was amended in 1972 to prevent discharge of 
pollutants to waters of the United States from any point source unless the discharge 
is in compliance with a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permit. The 1987 amendments to the CWA added Section 402(p), which establishes 
the NPDES, a permitting system for the regulation of discharges of any pollutant into 
waters of the United States. RWQCBs administer this permitting program in 
California. In November 1990, the EPA published final regulations that establish 
application requirements for storm water permits. The regulations require NPDES 
permits for discharges of storm water from industrial/construction and Municipal 
Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s). To comply with the permits, storm water 
pollution controls must be implemented for construction and industrial activity that 
discharges either directly to surface waters or indirectly through separate municipal 
storm drains. Pollution control is achieved by establishing engineering measures that 
have been designed, tested, and successfully implemented throughout the past 
decades, such as detention basins and sediment traps, during both the construction 
period and the operational phases of a project. 

Pursuant to the requirements of the State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB), the NPDES General Permit No. CAS000002 applies to all construction 
activities that result in the disturbance of at least one acre of total land area, or 
activity which is part of a larger common plan of development of one acre or greater. 
General Permit No. CAS000002 is issued by the SWRCB as part of the federal 
delegation responsibilities under this section of the CWA. The RWQCB regulates 
hydromodification1 as well as surface and groundwater quality through adoption of 
water quality plans and standards, and issuance of water quality permits and 
                                                      
1  Hydromodification is the alteration of the hydrologic characteristics of coastal and non-coastal 

waters, which, in turn, could cause degradation of water resources. 
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waivers. The NPDES permit deals with both the construction phase and operational 
phase of development projects. For the construction phase of a project, the NPDES 
permit identifies the preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP). 

The implementation of NPDES permits ensures that the State’s mandatory 
standards for the maintenance of clean water and the federal minimum standards 
are met. Coverage under an NPDES permit regulates sedimentation and soil erosion 
through implementation of an SWPPP and periodic inspections by RWQCB staff. An 
SWPPP is a written document that describes the construction operator’s activities to 
comply with the requirements in the NPDES permit. The SWPPP establishes a 
process whereby the operator evaluates potential pollutant sources at the site and 
implements Best Management Practices (BMPs) designed to prevent or control the 
discharge of pollutants in storm water runoff. 

Storm water control measures during construction and grading will be outlined in the 
construction NPDES permit and SWPPP prepared for each proposed phase of the 
project. Examples of such BMP control measures include but are not limited to the 
following: 

 Temporary detention basins for runoff and silt containment; 

 Regular street-sweeping and truck washing prior to exiting construction areas; 

 Covering of soil hauling trucks to minimize dust generation (and silt buildup on 
project roads; 

 Dirt rockers at project exits to reduce soil transported out of construction areas; 

 Monitoring of runoff and protection devices during storm events; 

 Use of silt fencing, gravel bags, and/or straw bales to channel runoff to temporary 
basins; and 

 Identification of emergency procedures in case of hazardous materials spills. 

The project proponent will be required to obtain a construction NPDES permit prior 
to any site grading. In addition, the NPDES permit will require the identification of 
post-construction BMPs to be incorporated into the project WQMP and any 
subsequent site-specific WQMP. The WQMP identifies measures to control the post-
construction entry of contaminants into storm flows. 

In addition, pursuant to Section 404 of the CWA, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) regulates discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the United 
States. These waters include wetlands and non-wetland bodies of water that meet 
specific criteria, including a direct or indirect connection to interstate commerce. The 
USACE regulatory jurisdiction pursuant to Section 404 of the CWA is founded on a 
connection, or nexus, between the water body in question and interstate commerce. 
This connection may be direct (through a tributary system linking a stream channel 
with traditional navigable waters used in interstate or foreign commerce) or may be 
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indirect (through a nexus identified in the USACE regulations). The USACE typically 
regulates as non-wetland waters of the U.S. any body of water displaying an 
ordinary high water mark (OHWM). In order to be considered a jurisdictional wetland 
under Section 404, an area must possess three wetland characteristics: hydrophytic 
vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology. Each characteristic has a specific 
set of mandatory wetland criteria that must be satisfied in order for that particular 
wetland characteristic to be met. A project-specific discussion regarding Section 404 
issues is provided in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, of this EIR. 

National Flood Insurance Program. The National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) 
is a federal program. The federal government has been actively involved in flood 
control since 1927 following major floods on the Mississippi River. 

Beginning with the Flood Control Act of 1936, Congress assigned the USACE the 
responsibility for flood control engineering works and later for floodplain information 
services. Flood control was provided through the construction of dams and 
reservoirs. Despite these programs and rapidly rising federal expenditures for flood 
control, flood losses continued to rise. In 1968, Congress passed the National Flood 
Insurance Act, which created the NFIP. The Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973, 
which amended the 1968 Act, required the purchase of flood insurance by property 
owners who were located in special flood hazard areas and were being assisted by 
federal programs, or by federally supervised, regulated, or insured agencies or 
institutions. 

National Flood Insurance Program Reform Act of 1994. In 1994, the National 
Flood Insurance Program Reform Act went through its first major revision since its 
inception. Included in this revision were provisions that if a lender were to escrow an 
account and if the structure were in the floodplain, then the lender must escrow for 
flood insurance. The revised legislation also included increased flood insurance 
limits and the elimination of the 1962 buy-out program. However, the legislation did 
initiate the Hazard Mitigation Fund as part of the flood insurance policy. Also 
included in this legislation was the increase from a 5-day to a 30-day waiting period 
for a new policy to become effective. It also prohibits the waiver of flood insurance 
purchase requirements as a condition of receiving federal disaster assistance. If the 
flood insurance policy were not maintained, in the event of another disaster, no 
disaster assistance would be made available for that structure. 

Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management. Executive Order 11988 requires 
the USACE to provide leadership and to take action to: 

 Reduce the hazards and risk associated with floods; 

 Minimize the impact of floods on human health, safety, and welfare; and 

 Restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values of the current floodplain. 
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To comply with Executive Order 11988, the policy of the USACE is to develop 
projects that, to the extent possible, avoid or minimize adverse effects associated 
with use of the floodplain and that avoid development (or the inducement of 
development) in an existing floodplain unless there is no practicable alternative. 

4.9.2.2 State Regulations 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. The California Water Code (CWC) is 
the principal State law regulating water quality in California. The CWC contains 
provisions regulating water and its use. This portion of the CWC, Division 7 (Porter-
Cologne Act), establishes a program to protect water quality and beneficial uses of 
the State water resources and includes groundwater and surface water. The 
SWRCB is the principal State agency responsible for control of water quality. It 
establishes waste discharge requirements, water quality control planning and 
monitoring, enforcement of discharge permits, and ground and surface water quality 
objectives. 

Pursuant to requirements of the SWRCB, the NPDES Construction General Permit 
(CGP) No. CAS000002 applies to all construction activities in San Bernardino 
County that result in the disturbance of at least one acre of total land area, or activity 
which is part of a larger common plan of development of one acre or greater. The 
CGP is issued by the SWRCB as part of the federal delegation responsibilities under 
Section 402 of the CWA. For all projects subject to the CGP, applicants are required 
to develop and implement an effective WQMP; to implement sediment, erosion, and 
pollution prevention control measures; and to obtain coverage under the CGP. The 
purpose of a WQMP is to: 

1) Identify all pollutant sources, including sources of sediment that may affect the 
quality of storm water discharges associated with daily use/activity (storm water 
discharges) from the property site; 

2) Identify non-storm water discharges; 

3)  Identify, construct, implement and maintain BMPs to reduce or eliminate 
pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges 
from the property site; and 

4)  Develop a maintenance schedule for BMPs designed to reduce or eliminate 
pollutants. 

California Fish and Game Code. The California Fish and Game Code has 
provisions to prevent unauthorized diversions of any surface water and discharge of 
any substance that may be deleterious to fish, plant, animal, or bird life. The 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), through provisions of the 
California Fish and Game Code (§1601 through §1603), is empowered to regulate 
any alteration of a river, stream, or lake where fish or wildlife resources may be 
adversely affected. The presence of a channel bed and banks, and at least an 
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intermittent flow of water define streams (and rivers), is one of the most important 
factors in establishing CDFW jurisdiction. The CDFW regulates wetland areas only 
to the extent that those wetlands are part of a river, stream, or lake as defined by the 
CDFW. Discussion of jurisdictional waters and riparian/wetland resources is 
provided in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, of this EIR. 

California Code of Regulations. The California Code of Regulations (CCR) 
contains administrative procedures for the State and the nine RWQCBs in Title 23, 
and for water quality for domestic uses, wastewater reclamation, and hazardous 
waste management in Title 22. 

Health and Safety Code (HSC). The HSC provides for protection of ground and 
surface waters from hazardous waste and other toxic substances. 

Groundwater Management Act (AB 3030) [Sections 10750–10756 of the 
California Water Code]. The availability of groundwater and issues involving the 
adequacy of recharge capability are regional in nature. The Groundwater 
Management Act1 (AB 3030) provides a systematic procedure for an existing local 
agency to develop a groundwater management plan. AB 3030 allows a local agency 
whose service includes a groundwater basin that is not already subject to 
groundwater management pursuant to law or court order to adopt and implement a 
groundwater management plan and includes plans to mitigate overdraft conditions, 
control brackish water, and to monitor and replenish groundwater. 

Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014 (Senate Bills 1168 and 
1319, Assembly Bill 1739). In March 2014, the Governor’s Office released a draft 
framework soliciting input on actions that can be taken to ensure local groundwater 
managers have the tools and authority to sustainably manage groundwater. In 
response, SB 1168 and AB 1739 were introduced. These bills moved through the 
legislation process in nearly identical form while the authors and administration 
convened multiple stakeholder meetings and further developed the provisions of the 
bills. On August 22, 2014, both bills were amended to divide the provisions between 
the two bills. In tandem, SB 1168 and AB 1739 provide a comprehensive 
groundwater sustainability management program.2 In September 2014, Senate Bills 
1168 and 1319, and Assembly Bill 1739 were enacted, amending and adding to the 
State’s Government and Water Codes relative to the management of groundwater 
resources. The three bills comprise the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 
of 2014 (SGMA). The SGMA provides for the formation of local groundwater 

                                                      
1 Sections 10750–10756 of the California Water Code. 
2 Association of California Water Agencies, Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014, 

http://www.acwa.com/content/groundwater/groundwater-sustainability (accessed April 29, 2015). 
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sustainability agencies (GSAs), which are responsible for monitoring and sustainably 
managing groundwater basins. 

Cobey-Alquist Flood Plain Management Act (Sections 8000–9651 of the 
California Water Code). The Cobey-Alquist Flood Management Act states that a 
large portion of land resources of the State of California is subject to recurrent 
flooding. The public interest necessitates sound development of land use, as land is 
a limited, valuable, and irreplaceable resource, and the floodplains of the State are a 
land resource to be developed in a manner that, in conjunction with economically 
justified structural measures for flood control, would result in prevention of loss of life 
and of economic loss caused by excessive flooding. The primary responsibility for 
planning, adoption, and enforcement of land use regulations to accomplish 
floodplain management rests with local levels of government. It is policy of the State 
of California to encourage local government to plan land use regulations to 
accomplish floodplain management and to provide State assistance and guidance. 
As part of its discretionary review process, the City must determine how the project 
will comply with this Act and not create flooding impacts on new occupied land uses. 

California Toxics Rule. On May 18, 2000, the State Environmental Protection 
Agency (CalEPA) promulgated numeric water quality criteria for priority toxic 
pollutants and other provisions for water quality standards to be applied to waters in 
the State of California. CalEPA promulgated this rule based on the Administrator’s 
determination that the numeric criteria are necessary in California to protect human 
health and the environment. The rule fills a gap in California water quality standards 
that was created in 1994 when a State court overturned the State’s water quality 
control plans containing water quality criteria for priority toxic pollutants. Thus, the 
State of California has been without numeric water quality criteria for many priority 
toxic pollutants as required by the CWA, necessitating this action by CalEPA. These 
federal criteria are legally applicable in the State of California for inland surface 
waters, enclosed bays, and estuaries for all purposes and programs under the CWA. 

SB 610 and SB 221. Senate Bills 610 and 221 amended State law in 2002 to 
include water supply assessment as part of land use planning decisions made by 
cities and counties.1 Both statutes require that information regarding water 
availability be made available to decision-makers prior to approval of a large 
development project. The two bills complement each other in facilitating this 
process. Under SB 610, water assessments for certain projects (as defined in Water 
Code 10912 [a]) must be made available to local governments as part of 
environmental documentation prepared pursuant to CEQA. SB 221 requires that a 

                                                      
1  Guidebook for Implementation of Senate Bill 610 and Senate Bill 221 of 2001, California 

Department of Water Resources. Accessed on October 17, 2014: http://www.water.ca.gov/pubs/
use/sb_610_sb_221_guidebook/guidebook.pdf. 
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written verification of sufficient water supply be made by a city or county in order to 
approve certain residential subdivisions. 

The thresholds established by SB 610 and the subsequent Water Code sections for 
light industrial distribution warehouses is occupancy of more than 40 acres of land or 
greater than 650,000 square feet of floor area, or having the equivalent of more than 
500 dwelling units. Since the proposed project will develop approximately 24.37 acres 
and include 525,110 square feet of floor space, and will not equal more than 500 
dwelling units, the preparation of a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) is not required. 

4.9.2.3 Local Regulations 

City General Plan Policies. The following General Plan objectives, policies, and 
programs are applicable to the proposed project: 

Land Use, Community Design, Open Space and Conservation Goal 2-28: 
Protect and enhance Rialto’s surface waters and groundwater basins. 

Policies:  

Policy 2-28.1 Maximize recharge of local groundwater basins by minimizing 
impervious surfaces and protecting open space recharge areas. 

Policy 2-28.3 Design sidewalks, roads, and driveways to minimize impervious 
surfaces; provide flood control channels with permeable bottoms to 
help restore groundwater aquifers. 

Policy 2-28.5 Apply methodologies and assign responsibility to protect the quality 
of groundwater from pollution by landfills and industrial uses. 

Land Use, Community Design, Open Space and Conservation Goal 2-29: 
Conserve water resources. 

Policy:  

Policy 2-29.1 Require new development to use features, equipment, technology, 
landscaping, and other methods to reduce water consumption. 

Safety and Noise Element Goal 5-2: Minimize the risk and damage from flood 
hazards. 

Policies:  

Policy 5-2.2 Require the implementation of adequate erosion control measures 
for development projects to minimize sedimentation damage to 
drainage facilities. 

Policy 5-2.4 Require water retention devices in new developments to minimize 
flooding of the surface drainage system by peak flows. 

Table 4.9.C provides a consistency analysis of the proposed project to the General 
Plan policies, targets and actions. 
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Table 4.9.C: General Plan Consistency Analysis 
General Plan Goals and Targets General Plan Consistency Analysis 

Land Use, Community Design, Open Space and Conservation Goal 2-28: Protect and enhance 
Rialto’s surface waters and groundwater basins. 

Policy 2-28.1. Maximize recharge of local 
groundwater basins by minimizing impervious surfaces 
and protecting open space recharge areas. 

Consistent: The proposed project would 
minimize impervious surfaces to the extent 
feasible and use an infiltration basin to 
capture rainwater. Policy 2-28.3. Design sidewalks, roads, and 

driveways to minimize impervious surfaces; provide 
flood control channels with permeable bottoms to help 
restore groundwater aquifers. 

Policy 2-28.5. Apply methodologies and assign 
responsibility to protect the quality of groundwater from 
pollution by landfills and industrial uses. 

Consistent: The project would be required 
to implement treatment BMPs to reduce 
pollutant loads affecting groundwater. 

Land Use, Community Design, Open Space and Conservation Goal 2-29: Conserve water 
resources. 

Policy 2-29.1. Require new development to use 
features, equipment, technology, landscaping, and 
other methods to reduce water consumption. 

Consistent: The proposed project would 
include drought-tolerant landscaping. 

Safety and Noise Element Goal 5-2: Minimize the risk and damage from flood hazards. 

Policy 5-2.2. Require the implementation of adequate 
erosion control measures for development projects to 
minimize sedimentation damage to drainage facilities. 

Consistent: The proposed project would 
provide adequate erosion control as 
required by the WQMP. 

Policy 5-2.4. Require water retention devices in new 
developments to minimize flooding of the surface 
drainage system by peak flows. 

Consistent: The proposed project would 
capture runoff in an infiltration basin located 
along the southern boundary of the site. 

Source: City of Rialto General Plan, December 2010. 

4.9.3 Methodology 

A preliminary WQMP was prepared for the proposed project, based on the County 
Model WQMP Guidance. The analyses divided the site into drainage areas and used 
runoff characteristics (soil type, impervious fraction) and acreage in order to 
calculate flows from the design storm event. By comparing pre- and post-project 
conditions, the study determined the required storage volume of BMPs to mitigate 
increased runoff from the project. The post-project flows have been allocated to flow 
in a manner that resembles the existing conditions. 

Overall, the evaluation of hydrology and water quality impacts associated with the 
proposed project includes the following: 

 Determine the construction phase water quality impacts based on NPDES 
standards; 

 Determine the construction impacts on drainage patterns and drainage capacity;  

 Determine the operational water quality impacts based on NPDES standards; 
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 Determine the operational impacts on drainage patterns and drainage capacity; 
and 

 Determine the impacts on local groundwater table levels. 

4.9.3.1 Pollutants of Concern and Assessment Methodology 

The pollutants of concern for the water quality analysis have been identified based 
on the regulations previously described in Section 4.9.2 and the pollutants identified 
by regulatory agencies that potentially could be generated by urban runoff from the 
proposed project. The potential pollutants associated with the project are reflected in 
Table 4.9.D, which describes these pollutants and their general impact on water 
quality and aquatic habitat. 

Table 4.9.D: Pollutants and General Water Quality Impacts 
Pollutant Water Quality Impact 

Pathogens 
(Bacterial/
Virus) 

May result in water body impairments, can exceed public health standards for water 
contact recreation, creating a harmful environment. Can alter the aquatic habitat 
and create a harmful environment for aquatic life. 

Metals 
Bio-available forms of trace metals are toxic to aquatic life, potential of groundwater 
contamination, bio-accumulation in aquatic life, affect beneficial uses of a water 
body. 

Nutrients 
Elevated nutrient levels in surface waters cause algal blooms, excessive vegetative 
growth, and dissolved oxygen levels, which is detrimental to aquatic life. 

Pesticides/
Herbicides 

Elevated levels can indirectly or directly constitute a hazard to life or health. During 
cleaning activities, these compounds can be washed off into storm drains creating 
runoff containing toxic levels of the pesticides active component. Dirt, grease, and 
grime may adsorb concentrations that are harmful or hazardous to aquatic life. 

Organic 
Compounds 

May contain chemicals that are harmful or hazardous to aquatic life. 

Sediments 
Excessive sediment can be detrimental to aquatic life by interfering with 
photosynthesis, respiration, growth, and reproduction. 

Trash and 
Debris 

Detrimental effect on recreational value of a water body and aquatic habitat; 
interferes with aquatic life respiration and can be harmful or hazardous to aquatic 
animals that mistakenly ingest floating debris. 

Oil and Grease 

Can accumulate in aquatic life from contaminated water, sediments, and food and 
are toxic at low concentrations. Can persist in sediments for long periods of time 
and result in adverse impacts on the diversity and abundance of existing bio-
communities and can affect the aesthetic value of a water body. 

The WQMP prepared for the proposed project determined that the pollutants of 
concern from the project are sediments, nutrients, organic compounds (petroleum 
hydrocarbons), trash and debris, pathogens, oil and grease, pesticides and 
herbicides, and metals. The pollutants from the project that match pollutants from 
303(d) listed receiving waters are pathogens. 

The project-specific WQMP outlines the various BMPs that will be implemented for 
this project. These have been developed by the project engineer to address project-



CapRock Distribution Center III Warehouse Project – City of Rialto 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

Section 4.9  Hydrology and Water Quality 4.9-13 

specific water quality impacts. The selected BMPs shall achieve the following, 
consistent with the WQMP requirements: 

 Minimize urban runoff; 

 Minimize impervious footprint; 

 Conserve natural areas; and 

 Minimize directly connected impervious areas. 

4.9.4 Thresholds of Significance 

The following thresholds of significance regarding potential impacts to hydrology and 
water quality are based on CEQA Guidelines. A project would have a significant 
impact on surface hydrology, water quality, and/or groundwater if it would: 

 Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; 

 Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or 
a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land 
uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted); 

 Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in 
substantial erosion, siltation on site or off site; 

 Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase 
the rate or amount of surface runoff which would result in on-site or off-site 
flooding; 

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

 Otherwise substantially degrade water quality; 

 Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood 
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map; 

 Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or 
redirect flood flows; 

 Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss injury or death involving 
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam; and/or 

 Expose people or structures to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. 
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4.9.5 Less than Significant Impacts 

The following potential impacts were determined to be less than significant. In each 
of the following issues, either no impact would occur (therefore, no mitigation would 
be required) or adherence to established regulations, standards, and policies would 
reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level. 

4.9.5.1 Groundwater 

Threshold Would the proposed project substantially deplete groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level? 

The proposed project would receive water from the WVWD, which obtains its water 
supply from local surface water, groundwater, and the SWP. Groundwater is the 
dominant source (approximately 65%) of water supply and is derived from the Lytle 
Creek, Rialto/Colton, Bunker Hill, North Riverside, and Chino Basins. Based on a 
water use factor for miscellaneous manufacturing industries, the project could use 
approximately 41,538 gpd, or 46.53 acre-feet per year (AFY).1,2 

WVWD’s available supply of groundwater is estimated in the 2010 Regional Urban 
Water Management Plan (RUWMP) for the San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water 
District (SBVMWD). The RUWMP found that, with all WVWD’s planned water 
sources, WVWD could reliably serve its service area. Groundwater supplies in the 
RUWMP are based on long-term “safe-yields” of the affected groundwater basins. 
Use of groundwater within the imposed extraction limits ensures that groundwater 
supplies do not become substantially depleted. The proposed project is consistent 
with uses anticipated under the RUWMP and would not result in a substantial 
depletion of groundwater. The proposed project’s demand is well within the surplus 
capacity of WVWD. 

The proposed project would reduce infiltration of storm water on the project site 
through the addition of impervious cover. The project site is partially developed with 
two residences and a light industrial building. The proposed project would increase 
the impervious area of the site by 63 percent. The proposed project incorporates an 
infiltration basin along the southern boundary to treat and infiltrate storm water flows. 
The project-specific WQMP found that the infiltration basin would capture all flows 
from the design storm (85th percentile, 24-hour storm). 

The proposed project would implement infiltration BMPs to the extent feasible. The 
proposed project’s water use would not substantially deplete any of the groundwater 

                                                      
1 Pacific Institute. Waste Not, Want Not: The Potential for Water Conservation in California, 2003. 

Appendix C, http://pacinst.org/publication/waste-not-want-not/ (accessed July 1, 2015). 
2 483 employees × 86 gallons/employee/day = 41,538 gallons per day. 



CapRock Distribution Center III Warehouse Project – City of Rialto 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

Section 4.9  Hydrology and Water Quality 4.9-15 

basins that provide water to the project area. Therefore, the proposed project would 
have a less than significant impact related to groundwater recharge and the 
availability of groundwater. No mitigation is required. 

4.9.5.2 Flood Hazard Areas 

Threshold Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a 
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other 
flood hazard delineation map; 

 Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would 
impede or redirect flood flows; 

A one-hundred-year flood is a flood event that has a one percent probability of 
occurring in any given year. The project site is not located within an identified 100-
year flood hazard zone1 nor does the project involve the development of housing. 
Therefore, the proposed project will not have a flood hazard impact. No mitigation is 
required. 

4.9.5.3 Dam Inundation Impacts 

Threshold Would the project expose people or structure to a significant risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of 
the failure of a levee or dam? 

The proposed project is not within an inundation area for any dam or levee.2 
Therefore, no impact would occur as the proposed project would not expose people 
or structures to risks associated with flooding. No mitigation is required. 

4.9.5.4 Seismic-Related Impacts 

Threshold Would the project expose people or structure to a significant risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow? 

A tsunami is a series of waves generated in a body of water by a pulsating or abrupt 
disturbance that vertically displaces water. The project site is not at risk of inundation 
by a tsunami due to its significant distance from the Pacific Ocean. Therefore, the 
proposed project will not have a tsunami-related impact. No mitigation is required. 

                                                      
1  City of Rialto General Plan, Exhibit 5.2 – Flooding Hazards, December 2010. 
2  San Bernardino County Land Use Plan, General Plan, Hazards Overlays. Maps FH29B: Fontana 

and FH30 B: San Bernardino S. March 9, 2010. 
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A mudslide (also known as a mudflow) occurs when there is fast-moving water and a 
great volume of sediment and debris that surges down a slope, stream, canyon, 
arroyo, or gulch. Mudslides are similar to flash floods and can occur suddenly 
without time for adequate warning. Mudflows can affect improvements with the force 
of the flow itself and the burying or erosion of improvements by mud and debris. No 
steep slopes or rock outcrops exist on or near the project site that could potentially 
become unstable or saturated. There are no significant hillside features on the 
project site from which mudflows can originate. Therefore, the proposed project will 
not have a mudflow-related impact. No mitigation is required. 

Seiches are oscillations in enclosed bodies of water that are caused by a number of 
factors, most often wind or seismic activity. Lakes in seismically active areas can 
produce seiches. No lake, reservoirs, or other large bodies of water are located in 
the vicinity of the project. Therefore, the proposed project would not have a potential 
seiche-related impact. No mitigation is required.  

4.9.6 Significant Impacts 

4.9.6.1 Construction-Related Water Quality Impacts 

Impact 4.9.6.1: The proposed project may cause surface water pollution during 
construction. 

Threshold Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

                     Would the proposed project otherwise, substantially degrade water 
quality? 

The grading phase of the proposed project will require the disturbance of surface 
soils and removal of vegetative cover, which could potentially result in erosion and 
sedimentation, which could affect water quality. Stockpiles and excavated areas may 
be susceptible to high rates of erosion from wind and rain and, if not managed 
properly, could result in increased sedimentation in local watercourses. 

By volume, sediment is the principal pollutant in most storm runoff. The delivery, 
handling, and storage of construction materials and wastes, as well as the use of on-
site construction equipment could increase the risk of storm water contamination 
through the spill, leakage and routine usage of substances such as fuels, oils, 
paints, and solvents. These substances can be transported to nearby surface 
waterways and/or to groundwater in storm water runoff, wash water, and dust control 
water, potentially reducing the quality of the receiving waters. 

Short-term storm water pollutant discharges from the project development site will 
be mitigated through compliance with the required NPDES permits. Some permits, 
however, do contain certain generic BMPs. Table 4.9.E lists possible construction 
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site BMPs for runoff control, sediment control, erosion control, and housekeeping 
that may be used during the construction phases of the proposed project. 

Table 4.9.E: General Construction Site Best Management Practices 

Runoff Control Sediment Control Erosion Control 
Good 

Housekeeping 

Minimize clearing 

Preserve natural 
vegetation 

Stabilize drainage 
ways 

Install check dams 

Install diversion 
dikes 

Install perimeter controls 
(e.g., silt fences) 

Install sediment trapping 
devices (e.g., straw wattles, 
hay bales, gravel bags) 

Inlet protection (e.g., check 
dams) 

Install fiber rolls 

Stabilize exposed soils (e.g., 
hydroseed, soil binders) 

Protect steep slopes(e.g., 
geotextiles, compost blankets) 

Cover stockpiles with blankets 

Complete construction in 
phases 

Create waste 
collection area 

Put lids on 
containers 

Clean up spills 
immediately 

Source: National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System, Construction Site Storm Water Runoff Control, 
http://www.epa.gov/npdes/stormwater/menuofbmps/construction, (accessed January 2015). 

The implementation of NPDES permits, including the General Construction permit, 
ensures that the federal and State standards for clean water are met. Enforcement 
of required NPDES permit requirements will prevent sedimentation and soil erosion 
through implementation of an SWPPP and periodic inspections by RWQCB staff. 

Mitigation Measure. Adherence to NPDES requirements is required of all 
development within the City. The incorporation of these requirements as Mitigation 
Measure 4.9.6.1A is designed to ensure that any future development on the project 
site obtains coverage under the NPDES General Construction permit, and to track 
compliance with these requirements as part of the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan or Program (MMRP): 

4.9.6.1A Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the project applicant shall 
submit evidence to the City that coverage under the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) General Permit for Discharges of 
Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity (Construction 
General Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ) has been obtained. As 
required by the General Permit, project applicant shall submit a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to the City, San Bernardino 
County Flood Control District, and SWRCB for review and approval. 
The SWPPP shall identify pre- and post-construction Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) intended to prevent the release of 
sediment and pollutants into downstream waterways and comply with 
all other requirements of the General Permit. BMPs to be implemented 
may include (but shall not be limited to) the following: 

 Sediment discharges from the site may be controlled by the 
following: sandbags, silt fences, straw wattles and temporary debris 
basins (if deemed necessary), and other discharge control devices. 
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The construction and condition of the BMPs are to be periodically 
inspected by the RWQCB during construction, and repairs would be 
made as required. 

 Materials that have the potential to contribute non-visible pollutants 
to storm water must not be placed in drainage ways and must be 
placed in temporary storage containment areas. 

 All loose soil, silt, clay, sand, debris, and other earthen material 
shall be controlled to eliminate discharge from the project site. 
Temporary soil stabilization measures to be considered include 
covering disturbed areas with mulch, temporary seeding, soil 
stabilizing binders, fiber rolls or blankets, temporary vegetation, and 
permanent seeding. Stockpiles shall be surrounded by silt fences 
and covered with plastic tarps. 

 The SWPPP shall include inspection forms for routine monitoring of 
the project site during the construction phase. 

 Additional required BMPs and erosion control measures shall be 
documented in the SWPPP. 

 The SWPPP would be kept on the project site for the duration of 
project construction and shall be available to the local Regional 
Water Quality Control Board for inspection at any time. 

Level of Significance after Mitigation. While on-site grading and development 
activities will increase the potential for the erosion of soils, adherence to the BMPs 
mandated by Mitigation Measure 4.9.6.1A will reduce impacts associated with 
short-term (construction) storm water discharges during project construction to a 
less than significant level. 

4.9.6.2 Operational-Related Water Quality Impacts 

Threshold Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

                      Would the proposed project otherwise, substantially degrade water 
quality? 

Impact 4.9.6.2: The proposed project may result in surface water pollution during 
occupancy.  

During the operational phase of any urban use, the major source of pollution in 
storm water runoff will be contaminants that have accumulated on the land surface 
over which runoff passes. Storm runoff from the roadways, parking lots, and 
commercial/industrial and residential buildings can carry a variety of pollutants such 
as sediment, petroleum products, commonly utilized construction materials, 
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landscaping chemicals, and (to a lesser extent) trace metals such as zinc, copper, 
lead, cadmium, and iron, which may lead to the degradation of storm water in 
downstream channels. Runoff from landscaped areas may contain elevated levels of 
phosphorus, nitrogen, and suspended solids. Oil and other hydrocarbons from 
vehicles are also expected in storm water runoff. 

Pollutant concentrations in urban runoff are variable depending on storm intensity, 
land use, elapsed time since previous storms, and the volume of runoff generated in 
a given area that reaches receiving waters. Pollutant concentrations are typically 
highest during the first major rainfall event after the dry season, known as the “first-
flush.” 

The preliminary project-specific WQMP identifies pollutants and hydrologic 
conditions of concern that may be associated with the implementation of the project. 
The pollutants associated with the operations of the proposed land uses include 
pathogens, metals, nutrients, pesticides/herbicides, toxic organic compounds, trash 
and debris, and oil and grease. The project-specific WQMP identified downstream 
receiving waters and their impairments, as described previously. Pathogens are a 
priority pollutant of concern for the project. The WQMP also identifies BMPs that will 
minimize the project’s effects on site hydrology, urban runoff flow rates, and pollutant 
loads. 

Post-development flow patterns would resemble pre-development conditions; runoff 
would move to the south and east. The WQMP identified two major drainage areas 
(DAs) on the site. DA 1 covers the most of the site and drains to the south, while DA 
2 covers a smaller area in the eastern portion and drains to the east. Table 4.9.F 
below identifies characteristics of these DAs. 

Table 4.9.F: Storm Water Management Features 
Drainage Area Area (ft2) Imperviousness  Design Capture Volume1 

1 850,357 86% 72,286 

2 211,220 86% 17,955 

Sources: Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan for Willow Avenue Industrial Building, Otte-Berkeley 
Groupe, Inc. (no date) (Appendix G). 
1 Design Capture Volume: the volume of storm water runoff resulting from the design capture storm depth (the 

85th percentile, 24-hour storm). 

The increase in impervious cover on the site would result in a greater pollutant and 
volume of runoff. To treat this runoff adequately, the proposed project would utilize 
infiltration BMP to capture and treat pollutants from runoff generated on site. 

Treatment Control BMPs. Flows from DA 1 would be conveyed to an infiltration 
basin located along the southern boundary of the project site. Flows from DA 2 
would be conveyed to infiltration chambers along the eastern boundary of the project 
site. The southern and eastern basins would have retention volumes of 84,755 and 
17,789 cubic feet, respectively. Via a combination of hydrologic source control 
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BMPs, low impact development (LID) retention/site design BMPs, and infiltration 
BMPs, the full LID design capture volume (DCV) would be retained on site. Post-
development runoff would, as result, not exceed pre-development conditions. As 
necessary, subsurface storm drains, inlet devices, and other features will be 
installed to convey flows between and through DAs. 

Site Design BMPs. Site design BMPs are implemented to create a hydrologically-
functional project design that attempts to mimic the natural hydrologic regime. The 
proposed project shall implement the following Site Design BMPs: 

1. Minimize impervious area: Parking areas are reduced to minimum area required. 
Additionally, drive aisles are reduced to minimum required for City Fire 
Department access. 

2. Maximize natural infiltration capacity: Infiltration basins areas currently on the 
project site would not be compacted during grading operations. 

3. Preserve existing drainage patterns and time of concentration: Drainage patterns 
are duplicated by the proposed project. Use of bioswales and basin slows runoff 
movement toward downstream areas, thus preserving the existing time of 
concentration. 

4. Disconnect impervious areas: Impervious areas drain to adjacent landscaped 
areas and bioswales. 

5. Revegetate disturbed areas: Drought-tolerant and native plants are proposed in 
landscaped areas. 

6. Minimize unnecessary compaction in storm water retention/infiltration basin/
trench areas: Infiltration basin area would be left uncompacted by the proposed 
project. 

7. Utilize vegetated drainage swales in place of underground piping or imperviously 
lined swales in place of underground piping or imperviously lined swales: Use of 
the bioswales is maximized on the project site. 

8. Stake off areas that will be used for landscaping to minimize compaction during 
construction: Areas that will be landscaped by the proposed project will be left 
uncompacted to the extent allowed by geotechnical considerations. 

Source Control BMPs. Source control BMPs are implemented to eliminate the 
presence of pollutants through prevention. Such measures can be both structural 
and operational. The project WQMP included the following source control BMPs: 

 Structural Source Control BMPs: 

o Education of property owners, tenants and occupants on storm water BMPs: 
Educational materials shall be provided to owners/tenants. 
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o Activity restrictions: The proposed project would adhere to activity restrictions 
implemented by local ordinances. 

o Landscape management BMPs: BMPs would be included in landscape 
maintenance contracts. 

o BMP maintenance: BMPs would be maintained in operating condition. 

o Local water quality ordinances: The proposed project would conform to local 
requirements. 

o Spill contingency plan: The proposed project would develop a spill 
contingency plan. 

o Uniform Fire Code implementation: Project buildings will be constructed per 
UFC requirements 

o Litter/debris control program: The proposed project will practice good 
housekeeping of its facilities 

o Employee Training: Training materials will be provided to owners/tenants. 

o Housekeeping of loading docks: Loading docks will be kept free of litter and 
debris. 

o Catch basin inspection program: Catch basins shall be inspected biweekly. 

o Vacuum sweeping of private streets and parking lots: Project parking areas 
and truck court shall be swept monthly.  

 Operational Source Control BMPs: 

o Provide storm drain system stenciling and signage (CASQA New 
Development BMP Handbook SD-13): Storm drain inlets will be stenciled and 
maintained. 

o Design and construct trash and waste storage areas to reduce pollution 
introduction (CASQA New Development BMP Handbook SD-32): Trash 
enclosures shall be constructed per cited standards. 

o Use efficient irrigation systems and landscape design, water conservation, 
smart controllers, and source control (Statewide Model Landscape 
Ordinance; CASQA New Development BMP Handbook SD-12): Efficient 
irrigation with weather-based controls is proposed. 

o Finish grade of landscaped areas at a minimum of 1–2 inches below top of 
curb, sidewalk, or pavement: Most landscaped areas are held below adjacent 
hardscape. 

o Protect slopes and channels and provide energy dissipation (CASQA New 
Development BMP Handbook SD-10): Bioswales proposed by the proposed 
project contain energy-dissipating features. 

o Covered dock areas (CASQA New Development BMP Handbook SD-31): 
Dock areas will be internal to the building. 
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Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures have been identified to 
address potential impacts to water quality during the operational phase of the 
proposed project: 

4.9.6.2A Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project Applicant shall 
submit a final Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) to the City, 
San Bernardino County Flood Control District, and Santa Ana Regional 
Water Quality Control Board for review and approval. The proposed 
project shall implement site design BMPs, source control BMPs, and 
treatment control BMPs as identified in the WQMP. This measure shall 
be implemented to the satisfaction of the City Public Works 
Department and Planning. 

4.9.6.2B Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project Applicant shall 
submit a final Hydrology Study to the City, San Bernardino County 
Flood Control District, and Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control 
Board for review and approval. The report shall demonstrate the ability 
of project design features and BMPs to capture runoff from the 100-
year, 24-hour design storm event; runoff shall be captured such that 
post-development flows do not exceed pre-development flows. This 
measure shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the City Public 
Works Department and Planning Division. 

Level of Significance after Mitigation. The proposed project incorporates on-site 
drainage control structures and programs sufficient to meet the applicable federal, 
State, and local water quality requirements. Through the use of project site design 
BMPs, source control BMPs, and treatment control BMPs, the resulting pollutant 
loads coming from the project will be reduced, thereby reducing pollutants 
discharged from urban storm water runoff to surface water bodies. Compliance with 
the requirements of the NPDES permit, which include implementation of the BMPs 
outlined in the WQMP, would reduce proposed project operational impacts to a less 
than significant level. 

4.9.6.3 Drainage Pattern and Capacity-Related Impacts 

Threshold Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including the alteration of the course of a stream or river, 
in a manner which would result in substantial erosion, siltation on site 
or off site? 

 Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream 
or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff 
which would result in on-site or off-site flooding? 
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                     Would the project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

The project site exhibits a gentle slope toward the south. Runoff generated on the 
project site mostly moves toward the south. It then drains into Santa Ana Avenue 
and the existing curb and gutter. Some runoff also flows toward the east to the 
existing curb and gutter on Riverside Avenue. The project site does not contain any 
streams, rivers, or other drainage features; runoff moves across the project site in a 
sheet flow manner. The project site consists of approximately 23 percent impervious 
cover, with 240,830 square feet of paved surfaces. 

The project design mimics the current flow patterns. Under the proposed project, the 
project site would have two drainage areas, DA 1 and DA 2, moving flows to the 
south and east portions of the project site, respectively. As discussed previously in 
Section 4.9.6.2, DAs would transport runoff to infiltration BMP. Additional sediment 
generated by the proposed project would be captured by these BMPs. 

The proposed project would increase impervious surfaces on the project site, 
resulting in total impervious cover of 86 percent. This would increase the amount of 
runoff generated on the project site. As identified previously in Section 4.9.6.2, the 
increase in runoff generated by the proposed project would be captured by BMPs 
(infiltration basin and infiltration chambers). The excess runoff would be channeled 
to these BMPs. This would eliminate the potential for on- or off-site flooding. Since 
runoff is captured on site, the proposed project would not exceed the capacity of City 
storm water drainage systems. 

With development of the planned infiltration BMP and implementation of the 
practices detailed in the Final WQMP and Hydrology Report prepared for the 
proposed project (as established in Mitigation Measures 4.9.6.2A and 4.9.2B), no 
significant drainage or drainage capacity change would result from the development 
of the proposed project. 

Mitigation Measures. See the previously referenced Mitigation Measures 4.9.6.2A 
and 4.9.6.2B. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation. With implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 4.9.6.2A and 4.9.6.2B, potential impacts related to drainage patterns and 
capacities are less than significant. 

4.9.7 Cumulative Impacts 

As shown in Table 2.A and illustrated in Figure 2.1, several cumulative projects are 
planned within the City. The cumulative area considered for analysis of hydrology 
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and water quality impacts is the Santa Ana River watershed and therefore includes 
all potential projected development that discharges into the watershed. Development 
in the watershed is a continuation of the existing urban pattern of development that 
has already resulted in extensive modifications to watercourses in the area. The 
area’s watercourses have been channelized and drainage systems have been put 
into place to respond to the urbanization that has occurred in this area over the past 
60 years. Because cumulative hydrology and water quality impacts are caused by 
build out of properties that increase impervious surfaces and pollutant loads, 
cumulative development is considered to be the build out of the watershed over an 
extended time period, resulting in development of all available parcels. 

Cumulatively, development of the proposed project and cumulative projects within 
the watershed will result in an increase in impervious surfaces, changes in the type 
and density of land use, and corresponding changes in the amount and 
characteristic of runoff. Increased impervious surfaces are likely to alter existing 
hydrology and increase potential pollutant loads. However, all future development in 
the City and throughout the Santa Ana RWQCB will be required to comply with the 
applicable requirements of the NPDES permit program and water quality standards 
defined by local, regional, State and federal agencies. Continued growth is 
anticipated to occur in the City and surrounding areas and all new development and 
significant redevelopment will be required to minimize its individual impacts to water 
quality and pollutant transport through implementation of BMPs. Therefore, since all 
new developments including the proposed project and cumulative projects will be 
required to mitigate for impacts to water quality, a less than significant cumulative 
impact to water quality will occur. No additional mitigation is required. 

Cumulatively, development of the proposed project and cumulative projects within 
the San Bernardino Valley will put additional pressure on water supplies from the 
local water sources, including Lytle Creek and the Lytle Creek, Rialto/Colton, Bunker 
Hill, North Riverside, and Chino groundwater basins. The SBVMWD 2010 UWMP 
took into account projected growth in its service area and found that groundwater 
would not be substantially depleted. The land uses proposed for the proposed 
project site and cumulative projects do not vary substantially from those that were 
projected during preparation of the UWMP. WVMD uses a variety of water sources, 
including imported water from the State Water Project. WVMD’s ability to import 
water would prevent significant groundwater depletion as a result of implementation 
of the proposed project and cumulative projects in its service area. No additional 
mitigation is required. 

The proposed project and cumulative projects will make an incremental contribution 
to production of urban pollutants, but the site-specific water quality BMPs identified 
for the proposed project and similar BMPs that would be developed for the 
cumulative projects will ensure that these contributions will not make a significant 
contribution to any cumulatively considerable regional water quality impacts. No 
additional mitigation is required. 
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The drainage system for the proposed project will be designed so that peak flows 
from post-development runoff are captured by BMPs (infiltration basins and 
chambers), and treated prior to their discharge into storm drains and water bodies. 
The City will require similar BMPs on all other development in the vicinity of the 
project site. Therefore, the proposed project and cumulative projects will not result in 
a local or regional cumulatively significant impact related to water quality or the 
capacity of drainage systems. No additional mitigation is required. 
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4.10 LAND USE AND PLANNING 

This section of the EIR addresses the land use impacts that may result from the 
proposed project. This section analyzes the consistency of the proposed project with 
the goals and policies identified in the City’s General Plan and Zoning Code. It also 
evaluates the compatibility of the proposed project with existing land uses and its 
consistency with other local and regional plans. 

The analysis contained in this section is based on the following reference 
documents: 

 Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan, County of San Bernardino, County 
of Riverside, City of Colton, City of Rialto, July 1986; 

 City of Rialto General Plan, October 2010; 

 Municipal Code, City of Rialto, codified through September 2014; 

 Final Sustainable Communities Strategies Plan, Southern California Association 
of Governments (SCAG), April 2012; 

 Final 2008 Regional Comprehensive Plan, SCAG, adopted May 2008; and 

 Regional Transportation Plan 2012–2035 Sustainable Communities Strategy, 
SCAG, adopted April 4, 2012. 

4.10.1 Existing Setting 

4.10.1.1 On-site Land Uses 

The project site is 24.37 acres and developed with two single-family residential 
properties, large metal storage structures, and a scrap yard. The remaining portions 
of the project site have been highly disturbed with evidence of routine disking 
activities apparent in the southwestern portion of the site. A small portion of the 
northeastern corner of the project site is gravel/cobble along with various types of 
debris embedded in the soil consistent with either historic dumping or building 
demolition. There is also a small concrete V-ditch that bisects the center of the 
southern half of the project site. This ditch appears to convey runoff from the 
northern part of the project site. 

4.10.1.2 Adjacent Land Uses 

Various industrial land use facilities exist east of the project site, including BP West 
Coast Products, a truck repair shop, and a propane supplier. South of the site is a 
non-conforming single-family land use and warehouses. Southwest of the site is a 
large vacant dirt lot. Northwest of the site is a very large distribution center 
(approximately twice the size of the proposed project). Immediately north of the site 
is a recycling plant. Beyond the general industrial land uses, a large railroad yard is 
located north of the site and a mix of residential homes is located to the west. South 
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of the site are more industrial land uses and east of the site is vacant undeveloped 
land adjacent to the Santa Ana River. The existing on-site and adjacent land uses 
are summarized in Figure 3.3 and Table 4.10.A. 

Table 4.10.A: Existing On-site and Adjacent Land Uses and Land Use 
Designations 

Location Current Land Use 
General Plan Land Use 

Designation Zoning 

On site 
Light Industrial, 
Residential, and 

Undeveloped 
General Industrial 

Agua Mansa Industrial 
Corridor Specific Plan – 

Heavy Industrial 

North Industrial General Industrial 
Agua Mansa Industrial 

Corridor Specific Plan – 
Heavy Industrial 

South 
Santa Ana Avenue 
and Industrial uses 

General Industrial 
Agua Mansa Industrial 

Corridor Specific Plan – 
Heavy Industrial 

East 
Riverside Avenue, 

Industrial, and 
Undeveloped 

General Industrial 
Agua Mansa Industrial 

Corridor Specific Plan – 
Heavy Industrial 

West Undeveloped General Industrial 
Agua Mansa Industrial 

Corridor Specific Plan – 
Heavy Industrial 

Sources: City of Rialto General Land Use Map; City of Rialto Zoning Map. 

4.10.1.3 On-site General Plan and Zoning Designations 

City General Plan. The City’s General Plan is the blueprint for future growth and 
development. The General Plan Land Use designation for the site is General 
Industrial (GI). This designation allows for a broad range of heavy industrial activities 
requiring large areas of land with convenient access for trucks and rail. Permitted 
uses include manufacturing and processing, warehousing and distribution, chemical 
or petroleum products processing and refining, heavy equipment operations, and 
similar uses. GI uses have a maximum intensity of 1.0 Floor Area Ratio (FAR). 

Zoning Designation. The City’s Zoning and Development Code (Rialto Municipal 
Code, Chapter 18) regulates the type, scale and intensity of development that may 
occur in specific zoning districts. The entire project site is within the Agua Mansa 
Industrial Corridor Specific Plan. According to the Land Use Plan for the Specific 
Plan, the project site is designated as Heavy Industrial. Areas designated as Heavy 
Industrial are intended to be used for manufacturing, resource extraction, 
compounding of material, and packaging, treatment, processing, or assembly of 
goods. 
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4.10.1.4 Vicinity General Plan and Zoning Designations 

General Plan and Zoning. The entire area immediately surrounding the project site 
has the General Plan Land Use designation of GI and is within the Agua Mansa 
Industrial Corridor Specific Plan. The Specific Plan designates this whole area as 
Heavy Industrial. 

4.10.1.5 NOP/Scoping Comments 

No NOP/scoping comments were received during the NOP period regarding land 
use and planning issues. 

4.10.2 Existing Policies and Regulations 

4.10.2.1 Federal Regulations 

There are no federal regulations associated with this topical environmental issue 
area. 

4.10.2.2 State Regulations 

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Plans. SCAG (the 
designated Metropolitan Planning Organization [MPO] for the Counties of Ventura, 
Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, Imperial, and Los Angeles) is federally 
mandated to develop plans for transportation, growth management, hazardous 
waste management, and air quality. SCAG’s main responsibilities under State and 
federal law are preparing the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the Regional 
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA). While SCAG does not have formal regulatory 
authority and cannot directly implement land use decisions, SCAG guides land use 
planning for the Southern California region through intergovernmental coordination 
and consensus building. 

Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP). The RCP’s overall goal is to reinvigorate 
the region’s economy, avoid social and economic inequities and the geographical 
dislocation of communities, and to maintain the region’s quality of life. The document 
is described as a regional policy framework for future land use decisions in the 
SCAG area that respects the need for strong local control, but that also recognizes 
the importance of regional comprehensive planning for issues of regional 
significance. 

Compass Growth Vision (Compass). The Compass Growth Vision plan provides a 
framework for local and regional decision-making regarding growth, transportation, 
land use, and economic development. The framework includes principles and a 
specific set of strategies intended to achieve and improve a quality of life that 
promotes and sustains for future generations the region’s mobility, livability, and 
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prosperity. The main objective of the Compass Growth Vision is to manage the 
forecast growth while improving future living conditions for all people within the 
SCAG area, including live, work, and play activities. 

Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS): 
The 2012 RTP analyzed the region’s transportation system, future growth 
projections, and potential funding sources in order in order to develop a long-term 
framework for transportation improvements and maintenance. The RTP includes 
policies and regulations set forth to ensure development within the SCAG regional 
area is within planned and forecast socioeconomic projections. As part of the RTP, 
SCAG developed an SCS, which was required by Senate Bill 375, the Sustainable 
Communities Act of 2008. The SCS is intended to combine land use and 
transportation planning with the overall goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions 
generated by vehicle travel. 

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The SCAQMD is the 
regional agency responsible for the regulation and enforcement of federal, State, and 
local air pollution control regulations in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin), where the 
project is located. The SCAQMD operates monitoring stations in the Basin, develops 
rules and regulations for stationary sources and equipment, prepares emissions 
inventory and air quality management planning documents, and conducts source 
testing and inspections. The SCAQMD’s Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs) 
include control measures and strategies to be implemented to attain California 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) and National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) in the Basin. The SCAQMD then implements these control measures as 
regulations to control or reduce criteria pollutant emissions from stationary sources or 
equipment. 

On December 7, 2012, the SCAQMD’s governing board adopted the Final 2012 
AQMP.1 Based on General Plans for cities and counties in the Basin, demographic 
growth forecasts for various socioeconomic categories (i.e., population, housing, 
employment by industry) developed by the SCAG for its 2012 Regional 
Transportation Plan were used in the 2012 AQMP. In addition, emission reductions 
resulting from SCAQMD regulations adopted by June 2012 and California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) regulations adopted by August 2011 are included in the 
baseline. The 2012 AQMP reduction and control measures, which are outlined to 
mitigate emissions, are based on existing and projected land uses and development. 
The Final 2012 AQMP was approved by CARB on January 25, 2013. 

                                                      
1  Air Quality Management Plan. South Coast Air Quality Management District. December 2012. 
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4.10.2.3 City of Rialto 

General Plan. The City’s General Plan includes the following goals and policies 
applicable to the proposed project. 

Goal 2-9: Protect residential, schools, parks, and other sensitive land uses 
from the impacts associated with industrial and trucking-related land uses, as 
well as commercial and retail areas. 

Policy 2-9.1 Require mitigation and utilize other techniques to protect residential 
development and other sensitive land uses near industrial land 
uses or within identified health risk areas from excessive noise, 
hazardous materials and waste releases, toxic air pollutant 
concentrations, and other impacts. 

Policy 2-9.2 Require all industrial development to front on an improved street 
with appropriate front yard setbacks, landscaping, and façade and 
entrance treatments. 

Policy 2-9.3 Focus the establishment of new industries using, manufacturing, 
transporting, or storing hazardous or toxic materials or wastes 
within the Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Area. 

Goal 2-17: Provide high-quality and environmentally sustainable landscaping. 

Policy 2-17.3 Require the use of drought-tolerant, native landscaping and smart 
irrigation systems for new development to lower overall water 
usage. 

Goal 2-22: Promote commercial and/or industrial development that is well 
designed, people-oriented, environmentally sustainable, sensitive to the needs 
of the visitor or resident, and functionally efficient for its purpose. 

Policy 2-22.1 Require that developments incorporate varied planes and textures 
and variety in window and door treatments on building façades. 

Policy 2-22.2 Encourage architecture which disaggregates massive buildings into 
smaller parts with greater human scale.  

Policy 2-22.3 Require that landscape plantings be incorporated into commercial 
and industrial projects to define and emphasize entrances, inclusive 
of those areas along the front of a building facing a parking lot. 

Policy 2-22.5 Require developments to provide pedestrian and vehicle 
connections and pathways between parking lots at the rear and 
front of buildings. 

Policy 2-22.6 Require delivery areas to be separated from pedestrian areas. 

Policy 2-22.7 Require outdoor storage areas, where permitted, to be screened 
from public view. 

Policy 2-22.8 Insist that full architectural treatments and details be provided on all 
façades visible to the street of development projects 
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Goal 2-23: Minimize the visual impact of parking lots. 

Policy 2-23.1: Require mature trees and landscaping in off-street parking areas to 
make them more inviting and aesthetically appealing, and to 
provide sufficient shading to reduce heat. 

Table 4.10.B analyzes the project’s consistency with applicable goals and policies of 
the City General Plan and demonstrates the project is generally consistent with City 
General Plan Policies. 

Table 4.10.B: General Plan Consistency Analysis 
General Plan Goals and Targets General Plan Consistency Analysis 

Goal 2-9: Protect residential, schools, parks, and other sensitive land uses from the impacts 
associated with industrial and trucking-related land uses, as well as commercial and retail 
areas. 

Policy 2-9.1. Require mitigation and utilize 
other techniques to protect residential 
development and other sensitive land uses 
near industrial land uses or within identified 
health risk areas from excessive noise, 
hazardous materials and waste releases, 
toxic air pollutant concentrations, and other 
impacts. 

Consistent with Mitigation: A non-conforming 
residential dwelling unit is located immediately south 
of the project site in an area designated by the City 
General Plan as General Industrial and zoned for 
Heavy Industrial uses per the Agua Mansa Industrial 
Corridor Specific Plan. Notwithstanding, the results 
of the technical air quality, health risk, and noise 
studies prepared for this EIR indicate significant 
health impacts will not be created by the proposed 
project.  

Policy 2-9.2. Require all industrial 
development to front on an improved street 
with appropriate front yard setbacks, 
landscaping, and façade and entrance 
treatments. 

Consistent: The project site is located on the corner 
of two improved streets, Willow Avenue and Santa 
Ana Avenue. The proposed project includes 
landscape setbacks from both streets and the 
installation of various landscaping plants.  

Policy 2-9.3. Focus the establishment of new 
industries using, manufacturing, transporting, 
or storing hazardous or toxic materials or 
wastes within the Agua Mansa Industrial 
Corridor Area. 

Consistent: The proposed project would provide 
new warehouse uses within the Agua Mansa 
Industrial Corridor Area.  

Goal 2-17: Provide high-quality and environmentally sustainable landscaping. 

Policy 2-17.3. Require the use of drought-
tolerant, native landscaping and smart 
irrigation systems for new development to 
lower overall water usage. 

Consistent: The proposed project conceptual 
landscape plan shows a variety of plants that require 
low water use and only four plants that have 
moderate water needs. 

Goal 2-22: Promote commercial and/or industrial development that is well designed, people-
oriented, environmentally sustainable, sensitive to the needs of the visitor or resident, and 
functionally efficient for its purpose. 

Policy 2-22.1. Require that developments 
incorporate varied planes and textures and 
variety in window and door treatments on 
building façades. 

Consistent: The proposed project’s preliminary 
elevations show varied planes, textures, windows, 
and accent colors. 

Policy 2-22.2. Encourage architecture which 
disaggregates massive buildings into smaller 
parts with greater human scale. 

Consistent: The proposed project’s elevations show 
varied roof heights that will give the appearance of 
separate building structures.  
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Table 4.10.B: General Plan Consistency Analysis 
General Plan Goals and Targets General Plan Consistency Analysis 

Policy 2-22.3. Require that landscape 
plantings be incorporated into commercial 
and industrial projects to define and 
emphasize entrances, inclusive of those 
areas along the front of a building facing a 
parking lot. 

Consistent: The proposed project includes an 
extensive landscaping plan that clusters landscaping 
along the perimeter of the project site and at 
entrances. 

Policy 2-22.5. Require developments to 
provide pedestrian and vehicle connections 
and pathways between parking lots at the 
rear and front of buildings. 

Consistent: The proposed project includes 
pedestrian walkways along the southern perimeter of 
the project site that connects to parking lots in the 
front and back of the project site. 

Policy 2-22.6. Require delivery areas to be 
separated from pedestrian areas. 

Consistent: Dock doors are located along the west 
and east sides of the building. The primary 
pedestrian areas and parking lots are located on the 
north side of the building and the southwest corner 
of the building. 

Policy 2-22.7. Require outdoor storage 
areas, where permitted, to be screened from 
public view. 

Consistent: The proposed project includes an 
extensive landscaping plan that clusters landscaping 
along the perimeter of the project site to serve as a 
visual buffer between warehouse facilities and the 
public view. 

Policy 2-22.8. Insist that full architectural 
treatments and details be provided on all 
facades visible to the street of development 
projects. 

Consistent: The proposed project’s elevations show 
architectural treatment and details as being visible 
from the adjacent streets. 

Goal 2-23: Minimize the visual impact of parking lots. 

Policy 2-23.1. Require mature trees and 
landscaping in off-street parking areas to 
make them more inviting and aesthetically 
appealing, and to provide sufficient shading to 
reduce heat. 

Consistent: The proposed project will be required to 
comply with all project site design requirements. 

City of Rialto General Plan, December 2010.  

Zoning Code. The project site is zoned Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific 
Plan, which designates the project site as Heavy Industrial. Areas designated for 
Heavy Industrial uses may include manufacturing, resource extraction, compounding 
of material, and packaging, treatment, processing, or assembly of goods. 

The project applicant has requested approval of Specific Plan Amendment No. 6 to 
the Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan (AMSP-6). AMSP-6 is a request to 
change the required on-site parking for Warehouse uses as follows: 

 Current Parking Requirements: 

o Floor Area up to 10,000 square feet: 1 parking space per 1,000 square feet. 

o Floor Area 10,001 square feet or more: 1 parking space per 2,000 square 
feet. 
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 Proposed Parking Requirements: 

o Floor Area up to 40,000 square feet: 1 parking space per 1,000 square feet. 

o Floor Area 40,001 square feet or more: 1 parking space per 4,000 square 
feet. 

Parking is not an environmental factor subject to regulation under the CEQA. No 
further discussion regarding proposed AMSP-6 is related to parking is provided in 
this EIR. Other factors related to AMSP-6 are evaluated within each section of this 
EIR as appropriate to evaluate the proposed project. 

4.10.3 Methodology 

The focus of the land use analysis is on land use impacts that would result from 
implementation of the project. Land use conflicts are identified and evaluated based 
on existing land uses, land uses proposed as part of the project, land use 
designations, and standards and policies related to land use. Land use compatibility 
is based on the intensity and patterns of land uses proposed in order to determine 
whether the project would result in incompatible uses or nuisance impacts to 
sensitive receptors (e.g., residences, medical facilities, or schools). 

The evaluation of the potential land use impacts associated with implementation of 
the proposed project is based primarily on the City’s General Plan and Zoning Code, 
and the SCAG Regional Comprehensive Plan, RTP/SCS, and Compass Growth 
Vision. 

Section 15125 (d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires EIRs to “discuss any 
inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans and 
regional plans.” The objective of such a discussion is to find ways to modify a 
project, if warranted, to eliminate any identified inconsistencies with relevant plans 
and policies, and thereby avoid creating an impact to the environment that 
consistency with the plan would otherwise mitigate. This EIR section includes an 
evaluation of the consistency of the proposed project with pertinent goals and 
targets of the adopted City’s General Plan and SCAG regional plans. 

4.10.4 Thresholds of Significance 

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, land use and planning impacts 
would be significant if the proposed project would result in the following: 

 Physically divide an established community; 

 Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to, the General Plan, 
Specific Plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect; and/or 
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 Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan. 

4.10.5 Less than Significant Impacts 

The following potential impacts were determined to be less than significant. In each 
instance, either no impact would occur or adherence to established regulations, 
standards, and policies would reduce potential impacts to a less than significant 
level. 

4.10.5.1 Physically Divide an Established Community 

Threshold Would the proposed project physically divide an established 
community? 

Existing On-Site Land Uses. The project site is 24.37 acres and developed with 
two single-family residences, large metal storage structures, and a scrap yard. The 
two residences are located at 150 West Santa Ana Avenue (southeastern portion of 
the project site) and 2385 South Willow Avenue (northwestern portion of the project 
site). Both properties consist of multiple structures and a primary and secondary 
residence. The secondary residence on each property consists of a garage 
converted to a residence. The residence in the northwest corner of the project site 
also includes an old poultry barn on the property and is bordered to the north and 
east by a scrap yard. This scrap yard is located within the northern boundary of the 
project site and is currently being used to store old and rusting vehicles. Both 
residences were constructed in the 1930s. 

Most of the southern portion of the project site consists of undeveloped land that has 
been plowed and has little vegetation. A small portion of the northeastern corner of 
the project site is gravel/cobble along with various types of debris embedded in the 
soil consistent with either historic dumping or building demolition. The northwestern 
portion of the project site is currently occupied by B&B Truck Dismantling, which 
stores automotive vehicles for off-site dismantling. The Mulhauser Steel complex, 
consisting of large metal shade structures and storage buildings, is located in the 
central portion of the project site. Mulhauser Steel operations consist of structural 
and miscellaneous steel fabrication. The complex area is improved with asphalt-
paved parking areas and landscaping. There is also a small concrete V-ditch that 
bisects the center of the southern half of the project site. This ditch appears to 
convey runoff from the northern part of the project site.  

Between 1936 and 1968, the project site supported agricultural uses. Current light-
industrial structures have been present since 1971. B&B Truck Dismantling has 
been a tenant of the project site since 1968. 



CapRock Distribution Center III Warehouse Project – City of Rialto 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

4.10-10 Land Use and Planning Section 4.10 

Adjacent Land Uses. The project site is generally surrounded by industrial uses 
and vacant land. East of the project site are various industrial land use facilities 
including BP West Coast Products, a truck repair shop, and a propane supplier. 
South of the project site is a single-family non-conforming land use and warehouses. 
Southwest of the project site is a large vacant dirt lot. Northwest of the project site is 
a very large distribution center. Immediately north of the project site is a recycling 
plant. Beyond the general industrial land uses, a large railroad yard is farther north 
of the project site and a mix of residential homes is located farther to the west. 
Farther south of the project site are more industrial land uses and farther east of the 
project site is vacant undeveloped land adjacent to the Santa Ana River. 

Proposed Project. The 24.37-acre proposed project site will be developed with a 
single warehouse building, ancillary office space, and high dock clearances for use 
by high-cube distribution warehouse operators. Other proposed on-site 
improvements include installation of parking spaces, drive aisles, landscaping, 
lighting, detention basins, curbs gutters, and sidewalks. Access to the proposed 
project will be provided by four project driveways consisting of two driveways on 
Willow Avenue, one driveway on Santa Ana Avenue, and one right-in/right-out 
driveway on Riverside Avenue. All project driveways will provide access to 
passenger vehicles and trucks. Improvements along the project site’s frontage on 
both of these roadways would comply with applicable City standards. 

The proposed project would be designed, constructed, and maintained to provide 
required emergency/evacuation access. As part of the development process, project 
plans will be submitted to law enforcement, fire protection, and/or other emergency 
service providers (as appropriate) for review. The proposed land use would integrate 
with the established industrial community, existing land use patterns in the vicinity, 
and the planned land uses for the project vicinity envisioned by the Agua Mansa 
Industrial Corridor Specific Plan and General Plan. The proposed project would 
connect to the existing roadway system and would not cut off circulation or otherwise 
impede access to existing or future development. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not divide an established community and no potential impact would occur 
related to the division on an established community. No mitigation is required. 

4.10.5.2 Conflict with Applicable Land Use Plans, Policies, or Regulations  

Threshold Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an 
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to, 
the General Plan, Specific Plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

The project site is designated by the City’s General Plan as General Industrial (GI). 
This designation allows for a broad range of heavy industrial activities requiring large 
areas of land with convenient access for trucks and rail. Permitted uses include 
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manufacturing and processing, warehousing and distribution, and similar uses. The 
City’s Zoning and Development Code designates the project site as being within the 
Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan. According to Land Use Plan for the 
Specific Plan, the project site is designated as Heavy Industrial. Areas designated 
for Heavy Industrial are intended to be utilized for manufacturing, resource 
extraction, compounding of material, and packaging, treatment, processing, or 
assembly of goods. 

As detailed in previously referenced Table 4.10.B, the proposed project consists of 
uses that would be consistent with the City’s General Plan land use designations, 
zoning, and the Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan. Land use policies that 
relate to other environmental issues are addressed other in other sections of this 
EIR. 

Regional Plans. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 (d), this EIR section 
includes an evaluation of the consistency of the proposed project with pertinent 
goals and policies of relevant adopted regional plans. Because certain plans are 
more specifically tailored to other issue areas, such as air quality, transportation, 
biology, hazards, water quality, and water supply, the local and regional plans 
identified below are addressed in detail in other sections of this EIR. The following 
analysis evaluates the proposed project against all the applicable regional planning 
documents and processes. 

The proposed project would not conflict with the overall goals of the SCAG plans 
because it is consistent with the City’s existing General Plan (Table 4.10.B), which is 
consistent with SCAG’s assumptions. Development of the proposed project is in 
accordance with the Land Use Plan for the Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific 
Plan and creates an industrial use in an area designated and zoned for industrial 
uses, so no land use conflict would occur. The proposed project would include 
bicycle parking and is approximately 1.0 mile east from the nearest bus stop. These 
characteristics would promote alternative transportation and reduce vehicle miles 
traveled in accordance with SCAG goals. The proposed project would employ 
approximately 483 people, improving the overall jobs to housing balance of the City 
and the region. Additionally, the proposed project would be required to conform with 
applicable local, regional, and State programs related to water usage, energy 
conservation, and waste diversion. As a result, the project is generally consistent 
with the provisions of the RCP, Compass, and RTP/SCS. Since the proposed project 
creates an industrial use in an area designated and zoned for industrial uses, and it 
is consistent with the Land Use Plan for the Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific 
Plan and the goals of SCAG, RCP, Compass, and RTP/SCS, the proposed project 
would not result in any land use changes that would conflict with regional plans. 
Therefore, potential impacts to regional plans are considered less than significant. 
No mitigation is required. 
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4.10.5.3 Conflict with Any Applicable Habitat or Natural Community 
Conservation Plan 

Threshold Would the proposed project conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plans (HCP) or natural community conservation 
plan (NCCP)? 

The proposed project site is not located within the boundaries of an adopted habitat 
conservation plan (HCP). The proposed project site is located within the Colton 
Recovery Unit of the Recovery Plan for the Delhi Sands Flower-loving Fly. The 
proposed project site is not located in any of the eight protected sites designated by 
the Colton Recovery Unit. The proposed project site also does not contain any DSFF 
or suitable habitat for DSFF. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with 
any habitat conservation plan. No mitigation is required. 

4.10.6 Significant Impacts 

There are no impacts related to land use that are significant with implementation of 
the proposed project. Therefore, no mitigation is required. 

4.10.7 Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative study area for potential land use and planning impacts is the City of 
Rialto, which is the geographical area covered by the City’s General Plan, including 
all goals and policies included therein. As shown in Table 2.A and illustrated in 
Figure 2.1, several cumulative projects are planned within the City. Construction of 
the proposed project, when considered in conjunction with these cumulative projects 
in the project vicinity as well as other development citywide, would contribute to 
continued development of vacant and underutilized parcels within the City. This 
cumulative development would result in development consistent with applicable 
zoning and/or Specific Plans, as well as the General Plan. No mitigation is required. 

As discussed in this section, the proposed project would not have significant impacts 
related to dividing an existing community, conflicts with applicable land use plans, 
policies, or regulations with approval of the proposed GPAs or zone changes, or 
conflict with an approved habitat conservation plan. In addition, the proposed project 
would not represent a shift in land use designation for the project site. As the 
proposed project and any future development including the cumulative projects 
identified in Table 2.A would be consistent with all applicable land use designations 
and zoning, implementation of the proposed project and cumulative projects would 
not result in a significant cumulative land use impact under CEQA. For the same 
reasons, implementation of the proposed project and cumulative projects would not 
result in significant land use compatibility issues. Land use compatibility is a 
combination of other impacts, including potential aesthetic, air quality, noise, traffic, 
and aesthetic impacts discussed separately within this EIR. No mitigation is 
required. 
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4.11 MINERAL RESOURCES 

This chapter evaluates potential impacts related to known mineral resources that 
may result from the proposed project. This chapter is based in part on the following 
document, which is incorporated by reference: 

 City of Rialto General Plan, December 2010. 

4.11.1 Existing Setting 

According to the City’s General Plan, the City contains significant deposits of 
aggregate resources. The General Plan designates several areas within the City as 
containing Portland Cement Concrete (PCC)-Grade Aggregate. There are several 
aggregate mines within City limits.1 

Geologic data indicate that significant PCC-Grade Aggregate deposits are located 
within 0.5 mile east and west of the project site. The project site is located within an 
area of potential mineral resources; however, their significance is undetermined. 
According to the USGS, the project site is designated MRZ-3, which is defined in 
Section 4.11.2, below.2 

4.11.1.1 NOP/Scoping Comments 

No NOP/Scoping comments were received during the NOP public review period 
regarding mineral resources. 

4.11.2 Existing Policies and Regulations 

4.11.2.1 State Regulations 

Surface Mining and Reclamation Act. The Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 
1975 (SMARA) requires classification of land into mineral resource zones (MRZs) 
according to the known or inferred mineral potential of the area. Construction 
aggregate resources (sand and gravel) deposits were the first commodity selected 
for classification by the State Mining and Geology Board. Once mapped, the State 
Mining and Geology Board is required to designate for future use those areas that 
contain aggregate deposits that are of prime importance in meeting the region’s 

                                                      
1 Rialto, CA Mines, US-Mining, http://www.us-mining.com/california/rialto (accessed June 16, 

2015). 
2 Updated Mineral Land Classification Map for Portland Cement Concrete-Grade Aggregate in the 

San Bernardino Production-Consumption (P-C) Region, San Bernardino and Riverside Counties, 
California. By Russell V. Miller (PG #3331) and Lawrence L. Busch (PG #6440), 2008. 
>ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dmg/pubs/sr/SR_206/SR206_Plate1.pdf< (accessed November 30, 
2015). 
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future need for construction-quality aggregates. There are three key objectives of 
SMARA regulations: 

 Adverse environmental effects are prevented or minimized, and mined lands are 
reclaimed to a usable condition that is readily adaptable for alternative uses; 

 The production and conservation of minerals are encouraged, while 
consideration is given to values relating to recreation, watershed, wildlife, range 
and forage, and aesthetic enjoyment; and 

 Residual hazards to the public health and safety are eliminated. 

The primary objective of the SMARA is for each jurisdiction to develop policies that 
will conserve important mineral resources, where feasible, that might otherwise be 
unavailable when needed. The SMARA requires that once policies are adopted, 
local agency land use decisions must be in accordance with its mineral resource 
management policies. These decisions must also balance the mineral value of the 
resource to the market region as a whole, not just their importance to the local 
jurisdiction. Under SMARA, areas are categorized into MRZs as follows: 

MRZ-1 Areas where the available geologic information indicates no significant 
mineral deposits or a minimal likelihood of significant mineral deposits. 

MRZ-2a Areas where the available geologic information indicates that there are 
significant mineral deposits. 

MRZ-2b Areas where the available geologic information indicates that there is a 
likelihood of significant mineral deposits. 

MRZ-3a Areas where the available geologic information indicates that mineral 
deposits are likely to exist; however, the significance of the deposit is 
undetermined. 

MRZ-4 Areas where there is not enough information available to determine the 
presence or absence of mineral deposits. 

4.11.2.2 City General Plan Policies 

General Plan policies that relate to the proposed project include the following: 

Goal 2-32: Balance the provisions of the California Surface Mining and 
Reclamation Act with City objectives to minimize negative impacts of mining 
activities on the Rialto community. 

Policy 2-32.4 Establish buffer zones of compatible uses adjacent to mineral 
extraction areas. Such uses may include industry. Require planting 
or other visual buffers to screen mining machines, stock piles, 
vehicles, and other mining related facilities from visible residential 
areas. 
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Table 4.11.A analyzes the project’s consistency with applicable goals and policies of 
the City General Plan and shows the project is generally consistent with City 
General Plan policies. 

Table 4.11.A: General Plan Consistency Analysis 
General Plan Goals and Targets General Plan Consistency Analysis 

Goal 2-32: Balance the provisions of the California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act with 
City objectives to minimize negative impacts of mining activities on the Rialto community. 

Policy 2-32.4: Establish buffer zones of 
compatible uses adjacent to mineral 
extraction areas. Such uses may include 
industry. Require planting or other visual 
buffers to screen mining machines, stock 
piles, vehicles, and other mining related 
facilities from visible residential areas. 

Consistent: The proposed project is an industrial use, 
which is considered by the City General Plan to be a 
compatible land use in the vicinity of mineral extraction 
areas. The proposed project includes an extensive 
landscaping plan that clusters landscaping along the 
perimeter of the project site and at entrances to create 
a visual buffer between warehouse facilities and the 
public view. 

4.11.3 Methodology 

The California Geological Survey (CGS) provides geologic information about 
California’s non-fuel mineral resources. Maps, reports, and other data products 
developed by CGS were used to locate mineral extraction areas within the project 
area. In addition, the City’s General Plan was used to determine the location of 
possible mineral extraction areas in the project area. 

4.11.4 Thresholds of Significance 

Based on Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, potential impacts to mineral 
resources would be significant if the proposed project: 

 Resulted in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of 
value to the region and the residents of the State; and/or 

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

4.11.5 Less than Significant Impacts 

The following potential impacts were determined to be less than significant. In both 
of the following issues, either no impact would occur or adherence to established 
regulations, standards, and policies would reduce potential impacts to a less than 
significant level. In both instances, no mitigation is required. 
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4.11.5.1 Loss of Statewide, Regional, or Locally Important Mineral Resources 

Thresholds Would the proposed project result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents 
of the State? 

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

The project site is designated as MRZ-3 under SMARA. This designation means that 
the area may contain mineral deposits; however, the significance of these deposits 
cannot be evaluated from the available data. According to Exhibit 2.6 of the City 
General Plan, the project site is not considered a State-designated mineral resource 
extraction zone. Based on the City General Plan, the development of the project site 
would not result in the loss of a known mineral resource. 

Areas determined to contain regionally significant PCC-grade (MRZ-2) aggregated 
sources are located east of the project site. State Mining and Geology Board (1987) 
Sector A-29 is located just east of Riverside Avenue. MRZ-2 zones are located to 
the east, too, but they have lost their State designation due to mining being an 
incompatible land use in those areas. The proposed project is an industrial use, 
which is considered by the City General Plan to be a compatible land use in the 
vicinity of resource extraction sites. Based on the City General Plan, the proposed 
project would not impede the use of surrounding MRZ-2 areas for mineral resource 
extraction. The development of the project site would not result in a loss of 
statewide, regional, or locally important mineral resources. Therefore, the proposed 
project’s potential impacts to Statewide, regional, or local mineral resources are less 
than significant. No mitigation is required. 

4.11.6 Significant Impacts 

No significant mineral resource impact would result from the proposed project. 

4.11.7 Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative area for mineral resources is the City of Rialto, which is the 
geographical area covered by the City’s General Plan, including all goals and 
policies included therein. As shown in Table 2.A and illustrated in Figure 2.1, several 
cumulative projects are planned within the City. As population levels increase in the 
region, greater demand will be placed on mineral resources, including sand and 
gravel. Development in the City where these resources are known or expected to 
occur would result in the loss of availability of these mineral resources. However, 
similar to the proposed project site, none of the cumulative project sites is being 
used for mineral resource extraction. Because the project site and the cumulative 
project sites are not identified as significant mineral resources sites or the site of an 
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existing mining/mineral extraction operation, development of the proposed project 
and cumulative projects would not cumulatively decrease the local or regional 
availability of mineral resources. The proposed project and cumulative projects 
would not affect the extraction of surrounding regionally significant aggregate 
deposits. No cumulatively significant impact would occur; therefore, no mitigation is 
required. 
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4.12 NOISE 

This chapter analyzes the impact of the proposed project related to potential noise 
impacts associated with a substantial temporary and/or permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the vicinity of the project site; exposure of people to excessive noise 
levels, groundborne vibration, or groundborne noise levels. 

This section is based in part on the following reference documents: 

 City of Rialto General Plan, December 2010. 

 City of Rialto Municipal Code, November 2014. 

 Noise and Vibration Impact Study, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, City of 
Rialto, LSA Associates, Inc., June 2016 (Appendix H). 

 Traffic Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA Associates, Inc., 
May 29, 2015. (Appendix I). 

4.12.1 Existing Setting 

4.12.1.1 Background 

Characteristics of Noise. To the human ear, sound described in terms of its 
loudness (amplitude) and pitch (frequency). Pitch is generally an annoyance, while 
loudness can affect our ability to hear. Noise is usually defined as unwanted sound; 
it consists of any sound that may produce physiological or psychological damage 
and/or interfere with communication, work, rest, recreation, and sleep. 

Measurement of Noise. The standard unit of measurement of the loudness of 
sound is the decibel (dB). Decibels are based on a logarithmic scale. The logarithmic 
scale compresses the wide range in sound levels resulting in a more usable range of 
sound level values (similar to the Richter scale used to measure earthquakes). To 
humans, a sound 10 dB higher than another is considered to be twice as loud; a 
sound 20 dB higher than another is considered four times as loud; etc. Typical daily 
sounds in the environmental range from 30 dB (very quiet) to 100 dB (very loud). 
Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to sound at all frequencies, a special 
frequency-dependent rating scale is utilized to relate noise to human sensitivity. The 
A-weighted decibel (dBA) scale performs this compensation by discriminating 
against frequencies in a manner approximating the sensitivity of the human ear. 
Community noise levels are measured in terms of the dBA. 

Two categories of noise are measured to characterize noise conditions: single event 
noise and community, or cumulative, noise. Single event measurements describe 
the noise levels from an individual event such as a passing airplane or a heavy-duty 
truck. Cumulative measurements average the total noise in a community over a 
specific time period, which is typically 1 or 24 hours. The noise impact analysis 
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performed for this EIR includes assessments of both single event noise and 
community or cumulative, noise. 

Several rating scales have been developed for measurement of community noise to 
account for the effects, variety, variation, and time of noise in the community. They 
are designed to account for the known health effects of noise on people. The 
potential for a noise to affect people is dependent on the total acoustical energy 
content of the noise. A number of noise scales have been developed to account for 
this observation. Two of the predominant noise scales are the Equivalent Noise 
Level (Leq) and the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). 

 Leq is the sound level corresponding to a steady-state sound level containing the 
same total energy as a time-varying signal over a given sample period. Leq is the 
“energy” average noise level during the time period of the sample. Leq can be 
measured for any time period, but is typically measured for 1 hour. This 1-hour 
noise level can also be referred to as the Hourly Noise Level (HNL). It is the 
energy sum of all the events and background noise levels that occur during that 
time period.1 

 CNEL is the predominant rating scale now in use in California for land use noise 
compatibility assessment. The CNEL scale represents a time weighted 24-hour 
average noise level based on the dBA. Time weighted refers to the inclusion of 
penalties for noise that occurs during certain noise-sensitive time periods. The 
evening time period (7 p.m. to 10 p.m.) penalizes noises by 5 dBA, while 
nighttime (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) noises are penalized by 10 dBA, reflecting people’s 
increased sensitivity to noise during these time periods. A CNEL noise level may 
be reported as a CNEL of 60 dBA, 60 dBA CNEL, or simply 60 CNEL. 

The maximum noise level (Lmax) is the highest exponential time averaged sound 
level that occurs during a stated time period. The noise levels discussed in this 
analysis for short-term noise impacts are specified in terms of maximum levels 
denoted by Lmax, which reflects peak noise conditions and addresses the annoying 
aspects of intermittent noise. It is often used together with another noise scale, or 
noise standards in terms of percentile noise levels, in noise ordinances for 
enforcement purposes. For example, the L10 noise level represents the noise level 
exceeded 10 percent of the time during a stated period. The L50 noise level 
represents the median noise level. Half the time the noise level exceeds this level, 
and half the time it is less than this level. The L90 noise level represents the noise 
level exceeded 90 percent of the time and is considered the background noise level 

                                                      
1  L(%) is a statistical method of describing noise that accounts for variance in noise levels 

throughout a given measurement period. L(%) is a way of expressing the noise level exceeded 
for a percentage of time in a given measurement period. For example, since 5 minutes is 25 
percent of 20 minutes, L(25) is the noise level that is equal to or exceeded for five minutes in a 
20-minute measurement period. It is L(%) that is used for most Noise Ordinance standards. For 
example most daytime County, State and City noise ordinances use a standard of 55 dBA for 30 
minutes per hour, or an L(50) level of 55 dBA. In other words, the noise ordinance may state that 
no noise level should exceed 55 dBA for more than 50 percent of a given period. 
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during a monitoring period. For a relatively constant noise source, the Leq and L50 
are approximately the same. 

Fundamentals of Groundborne Vibration. Vibration refers to groundborne noise 
and perceptible motion of the earth. Similar to noise, vibration is transmitted in noise-
like waves through the earth and solid objects. There are several ways to categorize 
vibration sources. One way is to divide vibration into natural sources (e.g., 
earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, sea waves, and landslides) and human sources 
(e.g., explosions, machinery, traffic, trains, and construction equipment). Similar to 
noise sources, vibration sources can also be described as continuous (e.g., 
operating factory machinery) or transient (e.g., explosions). 

Ground vibrations can be described by amplitude and frequency. Vibration amplitude 
is characterized by its displacement, velocity, and acceleration. Displacement is the 
distance that soil particles travel from their original location as a result of vibration, 
as measured in inches or millimeters. Velocity is the speed of the soil particles 
measured in inches per second or millimeters per second. Acceleration of the soil 
particles is measured in inches per second per second or millimeters per second per 
second. Particle velocity is the most commonly used vibration attribute used to 
describe vibration. Table 4.12.A presents the human reaction to various levels of 
peak particle velocity. Vibrations also vary in frequency. Traffic vibrations generally 
range in frequencies from 10 to 30 hertz (Hz), and tend to average around 15 Hz. As 
a point of reference, city buses often generate frequencies around 3 Hz at high 
vehicle speeds, due to their suspension systems. 

Table 4.12.A: Human Reaction to Typical Vibration Levels 

Vibration 
Velocity 

Level 

Noise Level 

Human Response 
Low 

Frequency1 
Mid 

Frequency2 

65 VdB 25 dBA 40 dBA Approximate threshold of perception for many humans. 
Low-frequency sound usually inaudible; mid-frequency 
sound excessive for quiet sleeping areas. 

75 VdB 35 dBA 50 dBA Approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and 
distinctly perceptible. Many people find transit vibration at 
this level unacceptable. Low-frequency noise acceptable 
for sleeping areas; mid-frequency noise annoying in most 
quiet occupied areas. 

85 VdB 45 dBA 60 dBA Vibration acceptable only if there are an infrequent 
number of events per day. Low-frequency noise 
unacceptable for sleeping areas; mid-frequency noise 
unacceptable even for infrequent events with institutional 
land uses such as schools and churches. 

Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FTA 2006). 
1 Approximate noise level when vibration spectrum peak is near 30 Hz.  
2 Approximate noise level when vibration spectrum peak is near 60 Hz. 
dBA = A-weighted decibels Hz = Hertz VdB = vibration velocity decibels 
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Groundborne vibration is almost exclusively a concern inside buildings and is rarely 
perceived as a problem outdoors, where the motion may be discernable. However, 
without the effects associated with the shaking of a building, there is less adverse 
reaction. Building vibration may be perceived by the occupants as motion of building 
surfaces, rattling of items on shelves or hanging on walls, or as a low-frequency 
rumbling noise. Building damage is not a factor for normal projects, with the 
occasional exception of blasting and pile driving during construction or mining. 
Annoyance from vibration often occurs when the vibration exceeds the threshold of 
perception by up to 10 decibels. This is an order of magnitude below the damage 
threshold for normal buildings. 

Typical sources of groundborne vibration are construction activities (e.g., blasting, 
pile driving, and operating heavy-duty earthmoving equipment), steel-wheeled trains, 
and occasional traffic on rough roads. Problems with groundborne vibration and 
noise from these sources are usually localized to within about 100 feet of the 
vibration source, although there are examples of groundborne vibration causing 
interference out to distances greater than 200 feet.1 When roadways are smooth, 
vibration from traffic, even heavy trucks, is rarely perceptible. 

Factors that influence groundborne vibration and noise include the following: 

 Vibration Source: Vehicle suspension, wheel types and condition, track/roadway 
surface, track support system, speed, transit structure, and depth of vibration 
source. 

 Vibration Path: Soil type, rock layers, soil layering, depth to water table, and frost 
depth. 

 Vibration Receiver: Foundation type, building construction, and acoustical 
absorption. 

Among the factors listed above, there are significant differences in the vibration 
characteristics when the source is underground versus at ground surface. In 
addition, soil conditions are known to have a strong influence on the levels of 
groundborne vibration. Among the most important factors are the stiffness and 
internal damping of the soil and the depth to bedrock. Vibration propagation is more 
efficient in stiff clay soils than in loose sandy soils, and shallow rock seems to 
concentrate the vibration energy close to the surface and can result in groundborne 
vibration problems at a great distance from the track. Factors such as layering of the 
soil and depth to water table can have significant effects on the propagation of 
groundborne vibration. Soft, loose, sandy soils tend to attenuate more vibration 
energy than hard, rocky materials. Vibration propagation through groundwater is 
more efficient than through sandy soils. 

                                                      
1  “Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment” prepared by the Federal Transit Authority 

(FTA), May 2006. 
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4.12.1.2 Sensitive Land Uses in the Project Vicinity 

Certain land uses are considered more sensitive to noise impacts than others. 
Examples include residential areas, educational facilities, hospitals, childcare 
facilities, and senior housing. Two non-conforming single family homes are located 
approximately 75 and 100 feet south of the project site. The nearest school to the 
site is approximately 1.0 miles west of the project site. 

4.12.1.3 Existing Noise Levels 

Existing noise levels in the vicinity of the proposed project are used to establish 
baseline noise levels in key areas. As identified in the project-specific noise analysis, 
existing noise contours for 12 roadway segments in the project vicinity were 
generated. These traffic volumes were inputted in the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise Prediction Model, which calculated the distance 
to 70, 65, 60, and 55 CNEL contours. The model contour outputs are identified in 
Table 4.12.B. 

Table 4.12.B: Existing Noise Contours 

Roadway Segment ADT 

Centerline 
to 70 
CNEL 

(ft) 

Centerline 
to 65 
CNEL 

(ft) 

Centerline 
to 60 

CNEL ft) 

CNEL (dBA) 
50 ft from 

Centerline of 
Outermost 

Lane 
Willow Avenue north of Slover Avenue 290 < 50 < 50 < 50 48.8 
Willow Avenue between Slover Avenue 
and Santa Ana Avenue 

1,800 < 50 < 50 < 50 56.7 

Willow Avenue south of Santa Ana 
Avenue 

2,400 < 50 < 50 < 50 58.0 

Riverside Avenue north of Slover 
Avenue 

31,000 65 132 281 69.0 

Riverside Avenue between Slover 
Avenue and Santa Ana Avenue 

26,200 59 118 251 68.3 

Riverside Avenue south of Santa Ana 
Avenue 

24,000 56 112 237 67.9 

Slover Avenue west of Willow Avenue 6,800 < 50 < 50 104 62.4 
Slover Avenue between Willow Avenue 
and Riverside Avenue 

8,800 < 50 61 123 63.6 

Slover Avenue east of Riverside 
Avenue 

2,000 < 50 < 50 < 50 57.1 

Santa Ana Avenue west of Willow 
Avenue 

4,700 < 50 < 50 64 60.9 

Santa Ana Avenue between Willow 
Avenue and Riverside Avenue 

4,600 < 50 < 50 63 60.8 

Santa Ana Avenue east of Riverside 
Avenue 

1,500 < 50 < 50 < 50 56.0 

Source: Traffic Impact Study (LSA 2015). 
Note: Traffic noise within 50 ft of the roadway centerline should be evaluated with site-specific information. Noise modeling 
performed using “Soft” setting and Orange County default traffic percentages. 
ADT = average daily traffic  
CNEL = Community Noise Equivalent 
Level 

dBA = A-weighted decibels 
ft = feet 
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4.12.1.4 Existing Ground Vibration Levels 

Existing ground vibration at the project site is caused by traffic on adjacent 
roadways. Groundborne vibration levels from automobile traffic are generally 
overshadowed by vibration generated by heavy trucks that roll over the same 
uneven roadway surfaces. 

4.12.1.5 NOP/Scoping Comments 

No NOP/Scoping comments regarding noise were received during the NOP period. 

4.12.2 Existing Policies and Regulations 

4.12.2.1 Federal Policies and Regulations 

The Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 (OSHA) governs worker exposure 
to noise levels. This regulation applies to all phases of the proposed project and is 
designed to limit worker exposure to noise levels of 85 dBA or lower over an eight-
hour period. The U.S. Department of Transportation has also developed regulations 
that govern noise standards for designing highways. 

4.12.2.2 State Policies and Regulations 

Government Code Section 65302(g). California Government Code Section 
65302(g) requires the preparation of a Noise Element, which shall identify and 
appraise the noise problems in the community. The Noise Element shall recognize 
the guidelines adopted by the Office of Noise Control in the State Department of 
Health Services and shall quantify, to the extent practicable, current and projected 
noise levels for the following sources: 

 Highways and freeways; 

 Primary arterials and major local streets; 

 Passenger and freight on-line railroad operations and ground rapid transit 
systems; 

 Aviation and airport-related operations; 

 Local industrial plants; and 

 Other ground stationary noise sources contributing to the community noise 
environment. 

4.12.2.3 Local Policies and Regulations 

County of San Bernardino Applicable Noise and Vibration Regulations. As the 
City does not have quantitative vibration standards applicable to the proposed 
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project, the County of San Bernardino’s General Plan vibration policies were used in 
this analysis. 

Vibration Impact Criteria: The criteria for environmental impact from groundborne 
vibration and noise are based on the maximum levels for a single event. The County 
of San Bernardino General Plan establishes the following applicable policies and 
implementations related to vibration, shown below. 

Section 83.01.090: 

1. Vibration Standard. No ground vibration shall be allowed that can be 
felt without the aid of instruments at or beyond the lot line, nor shall 
any vibration be allowed which produces a particle velocity greater 
than or equal to two-tenths (0.2) in/sec measured at or beyond the lot 
line. 

2. Vibration Measurement. Vibration velocity shall be measured with a 
seismograph or other instrument capable of measuring and recording 
displacement and frequency, particle velocity, or acceleration. 
Readings shall be made at points of maximum vibration along any lot 
line next to a parcel within a residential, commercial, and industrial 
land use-zoning district. 

3. Exempt Vibrations. The following sources of vibration shall be exempt 
from the regulations of this Section. 

a. Motor vehicles not under the control of the subject use. 

b. Temporary construction, maintenance, repair, or demolition 
activities between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., except Sundays and 
federal holidays. 

City General Plan. The Noise Element of the City of Rialto General Plan defines 
goals and policies related to noise conditions in the City. The specific policies of the 
Noise Element that are relevant to the proposed project are as follows: 

Goal 5-10: Minimize the impact of point source and ambient noise levels 
throughout the community. 

Policy 5-10.2  Consider noise impacts as part of the development review process, 
particularly the location of parking, ingress/egress/loading, and 
refuse collection areas relative to surrounding residential 
development and other noise-sensitive land uses. 

Policy 5-10.3 Ensure that acceptable noise levels are maintained near schools, 
hospitals, and other noise-sensitive areas in accordance with the 
Municipal Code and noise standards contained in the Noise 
Element of the City General Plan (Figure 4.12-1). 
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Exhibit 5.5: Rialto Noise Guidelines for Land Use Planning   
Land Use Category Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), dB
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Policy 5-10.4  Limit the hours of operation at all noise generation sources that are 
adjacent to noise-sensitive areas. 

Policy 5-10.5  Require all exterior noise sources (construction operations, air 
compressors, pumps, fans and leaf blowers) to use available noise 
suppression devices and techniques to reduce exterior noise to 
acceptable levels that are compatible with adjacent land uses. 

Goal 5-11: Minimize the impacts of transportation-related noise. 

Policy 5-11.3  Require development of truck-intensive uses to minimize noise 
impacts on adjacent uses through appropriate site design. 

General Plan Consistency. Table 4.12.C evaluates the project’s consistency with 
General Plan policies relative to noise. 

Table 4.12.C: General Plan Consistency Analysis 
General Plan Goals and Targets General Plan Consistency Analysis 

Goal 5-10: Minimize the impact of point source and ambient noise levels throughout the 
community. 

5-10.2. Consider noise impacts as part of the 
development review process, particularly the location of 
parking, ingress/egress/loading, and refuse collection 
areas relative to surrounding residential development and 
other noise-sensitive land uses. 

Consistent: A project-specific noise 
impact study was completed for the 
proposed project and noise impacts are 
discussed and mitigated in Section 4.12. 

5-10.3 Ensure that acceptable noise levels are 
maintained near schools, hospitals, and other noise-
sensitive areas in accordance with the Municipal Code 
and noise standards contained in Exhibit 5-5. 

Consistent: A project-specific noise 
impact study was completed for the 
proposed project and noise impacts are 
discussed and mitigated in Sections 
4.12.5 and 4.12.6. 

5-10.4. Limit the hours of operation at all noise generation 
sources that are adjacent to noise-sensitive areas. 

Consistent: A project-specific noise 
impact study was completed for the 
proposed project and noise impacts are 
discussed and mitigated in Sections 
4.12.5 and 4.12.6.  

5-10.5. Require all exterior noise sources (construction 
operations, air compressors, pumps, fans and leaf 
blowers) to use available noise suppression devices and 
techniques to reduce exterior noise to acceptable levels 
that are compatible with adjacent land uses. 

Consistent with Mitigation: Mitigation 
Measure 4.12.6.1A requires the use of 
available noise suppression devices.  

Goal 5-11: Minimize the impacts of transportation-related noise. 

5-11.3. Require development of truck-intensive uses to 
minimize noise impacts on adjacent uses through 
appropriate site design. 

Consistent: The project design includes 
loading docks on the west and east 
sides of the project to limit truck noise 
impacts to sensitive receptors south of 
the site.  

Source: City of Rialto General Plan, 2010.
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City Municipal Code. The City’s Municipal Code has established noise standards 
relating to both interior and exterior noise to improve the quality of the environment 
in the City and limit and reduce the adverse effects of noise intrusion on sensitive 
land uses. 

Section 9.50.030, Prohibited Acts.  

1. It is unlawful for any person to engage in the following activities: 

a. Creating excessive noise adjacent to any school, church, court, or library 
while the same is in use, or adjacent to any hospital or care facility, which 
unreasonably interferes with the workings of such institution, or which 
disturbs or unduly annoys patients in the hospital, students in the school, 
users of the court or library, provided conspicuous signs are displayed in 
such streets indicating the presence of a school, institution of learning, 
church, court, or hospital. 

b. Making or knowingly and unreasonably permitting to be made any 
unreasonably loud, unnecessary, or unusual noise that disturbs the 
comfort, repose, health, peace and quiet or which causes discomfort or 
annoyance to any reasonable person of normal sensitivity. The 
characteristics and conditions that may be considered in determining 
whether this section has been violated, include, but are not limited to, the 
following: 

1) The level of noise; 

2) Whether the nature of the noise is usual or unusual; 

3) Whether the origin of the noise is natural or unnatural; 

4) The level of background noise; 

5) The proximity of the noise to sleeping facilities; 

6) The nature and zoning of the areas within which the noise emanates; 

7) The density of the inhabitation of the area within which the noise 
emanates; 

8) The time of day or night the noise occurs; 

9) The duration of the noise; 

10)  Whether the noise is recurrent, intermittent or constant; and 

11)  Whether the noise is produced by a commercial or noncommercial 
activity. (Ord. 1417 Section 1 (part), 2008) 

Section 9.50.050, Controlled Hours of Operation. It is unlawful for any person to 
engage in the following activities other than between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 
p.m. in all zones: 
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1. Load or unload any vehicle, or operate or permit the use of dollies, carts, 
forklifts, or other wheeled equipment that causes any impulsive sound, 
raucous, or unnecessary noise within 100 feet of a residence; 

2. Operate or permit the use of domestic power tools, or machinery or any other 
equipment or tool in any garage, workshop, house, or any other structure; 

3. Operate or permit the use of privately operated street/parking lot sweepers or 
vacuums, except that emergency work and/or work necessitated by unusual 
conditions may be performed with the written consent of the City Manager; 

4. Operate or permit the use of pile driver, steam or gasoline shovel, pneumatic 
hammer, steam or electric hoist, or other similar devices; 

5. Operate or permit the use of electrically operated compressor, fan, and other 
similar devices; 

6. Operate or permit the use of any motor vehicle with a gross vehicle weight 
rating in excess of 10,000 pounds, or of any auxiliary equipment attached to 
such a vehicle, including but not limited to, refrigerated truck compressors, for 
a period longer than 15 minutes in any hour while the vehicle is stationary and 
on a public right-of-way or public space except when movement of the vehicle 
is restricted by other traffic. (Ord. 1417 Section 1 (part), 2008) 

Section 9.50.060, Exemptions. The following activities and noise sources shall be 
exempt from the provisions of this chapter: 

1. Those noise events in the community (e.g., airport noise, arterial traffic noise, 
railroad noise) that are more accurately measured by application of the 
General Plan Noise Element policy, utilizing the CNEL method; 

2. Construction, repair, or excavation necessary for the immediate preservation 
of life or property; 

3. Construction, repair, or excavation work performed pursuant to a valid written 
agreement with the City or any of its political subdivisions which agreement 
provides for noise mitigation measures; 

4. Any activity to the extent regulation thereof has been preempted by State or 
federal law; 

5. Sounds generated in commercial and industrial zones that are necessary and 
incidental to the uses permitted therein. (Ord. 1417 Section 1 (part), 2008) 

Section 9.50.070, Disturbances from Construction Activity. 

1. No person shall be engaged or employed, or cause any other person to be 
engaged or employed, in any work of construction, erection, alteration, repair, 
addition, movement, demolition, or improvement to any building or structure 
except within the hours provided for by subsection B of this section. 

2. For purposes of this section, the following definitions shall apply: 
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a. “Building” means any structure used or intended for supporting or 
sheltering any use or occupancy. 

b. “Structure” means that which is built or constructed, an edifice or 
building of any kind, or any piece of work artificially built up or 
composed of parts joined together in some definite manner. 

3. The permitted hours for such construction work are shown in Table 4.12.D. 

The Safety and Noise Chapter of the City General Plan does not identify sound level 
limits for construction activity. As such, the requirements contained in the City Noise 
Ordinance (Chapter 9.50 of the Rialto Municipal Code) regulate construction activity. 
City Municipal Code Section 9.50.070 specifies time-of-day constraints on 
construction activity; however, the City Municipal Code does not contain noise level 
limits pertaining to construction activity. Therefore, for the purposes of this analysis, 
compliance with City Municipal Code Section 9.50.070 is considered to have a less 
than significant construction noise impact. 

Table 4.12.D: City of Rialto Permitted Hours of Construction Work 
Days of Week Time 

October 1 through April 30 

Monday–Friday 7:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. 

Saturday 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 

Sunday No permissible hours 

State Holidays No permissible hours 

May 1 through September 30 

Monday–Friday 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. 

Saturday 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 

Sunday No permissible hours 

State Holidays No permissible hours 

Source: City of Rialto Municipal Code, Section 9.50.070 (2008). 

Section 18.52.030(I), Noise Levels. Noise levels generated by vehicles and loading 
or unloading activities in a parking facility, as measured on the facility and at 
adjoining properties, shall not exceed acceptable standards as defined in the City’s 
noise ordinance. 

Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan, Section D, Performance 
Standards. The maximum sound level generated by any industrial use, when 
measured at the boundary line of the property on which the sound is generated, 
shall not be obnoxious by reason of its intensity, pitch or dynamic characteristics as 
determined by the subject jurisdiction. In addition, the noise regulations and 
standards of the subject jurisdiction shall be complied with. 
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4.12.3 Methodology 

The evaluation of noise impacts associated with the proposed project includes the 
following: 

 Determination of the short-term construction noise impacts on off-site noise-
sensitive uses; 

 Determination of the long-term noise impacts, including vehicular traffic and 
stationary noise sources, on on-site and off-site noise-sensitive uses; and 

 Determination of the required mitigation measures to reduce long-term noise 
impacts from all sources. 

The noise study for the proposed project focused on on-site and off-site noise 
impacts from roadway traffic and construction-related and operational noise impacts. 
The traffic noise levels provided in this analysis are based on the traffic forecasts 
found in project-specific Traffic Impact Analysis. To assess the off-site noise level 
impacts associated with the proposed project, noise contour boundaries were 
developed for Existing and Opening Year Cumulative traffic conditions. Construction 
noise was estimated using the FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM). 

4.12.4 Thresholds of Significance 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.) provides guidance for 
evaluating whether a proposed project may result in significant impacts. Based on 
Appendix G, a proposed project could have a significant impact related to noise if 
the proposed project would: 

 Expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in 
the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies; 

 Expose persons to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels; 

 Create a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above existing levels without the proposed project; 

 Create a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above noise levels existing without the proposed project; and/or 

 Expose persons to excessive noise levels from a public, public use, or private 
airport. 

The standards within the City General Plan and Municipal Code determine the 
acceptable noise environment for proposed project and its vicinity. The standards 
are as follows: 
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 Rialto Noise Guidelines for Land Use Planning (previously referenced Figure 
4.12.1) outline flexible exterior noise standards adopted from the California 
Department of Health Services for various land uses. Normally acceptable CNEL 
assumes buildings are of conventional construction, while conditionally 
acceptable CNEL is permitted only after detailed analysis of noise reduction 
requirements are made. For residential uses, the exterior acceptable and 
conditionally acceptable exterior noise standards are 60 and 65 dBA CNEL, 
respectively. For commercial retail and banks and restaurants, the acceptable 
and conditionally acceptable exterior noise standards are 65 and 75 dBA CNEL, 
respectively. For general industrial uses such as manufacturing, warehousing, 
wholesale, and utilities, the acceptable and conditionally acceptable exterior 
noise standard is 75 and 85 dBA CNEL, respectively. Although there is no 
exterior maximum noise standard for industrial uses in the City General Plan and 
Municipal Code, Title 24 of the California Health and Safety Code establishes a 
maximum interior noise standard for residential uses at 45 dBA CNEL. 

 Construction noise is permitted between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 5:30 p.m. 
Monday through Friday and between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays 
during the months of October through April, and between the hours of 6:00 a.m. 
and 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, and 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays 
during the months of May through September. 

 For short-term project-generated construction source vibration levels at the 
nearby home, the County of San Bernardino vibration threshold of 0.2 inch per 
second PPV has been utilized, which is the same threshold utilized by the 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) for the construction vibration damage 
criteria for non-engineered timber and masonry buildings. For modern 
industrial/commercial buildings, the FTA (2006) vibration threshold of 0.5 inch per 
second PPV has been utilized. 

4.12.5 Less than Significant Impacts 

The following impacts were identified as having a less than significant impact or no 
impact on the environment with implementation of the proposed project. 

4.12.5.1 Airport Noise Impacts 

Threshold For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a 
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public 
use airport, results in exposure of people residing or working in the 
project area to excessive noise levels. 

 For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels. 

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan and is not within 2 miles 
of a public or private airport. The closest airport, Flabob Airport, is located 
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approximately 5.0 miles to the southwest. The project site is not located within any 
airport noise contour established for this facility. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not have the potential to expose people to excessive noise levels from airport 
operations and no airport-related noise impact would occur. No mitigation is 
required. 

4.12.5.2 Groundborne Vibration Impacts 

Threshold Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

Construction activity can result in varying degrees of ground vibration, depending on 
the equipment and methods used, distance to the affected structures and soil type. It 
is expected that groundborne vibration from project construction activities would 
cause only intermittent, localized intrusion. The proposed project’s construction 
activities most likely to cause vibration impacts are: 

 Heavy Construction Equipment: Although all heavy mobile construction 
equipment has the potential of causing at least some perceptible vibration while 
operating close to building, the vibration is usually short-term and is not of 
sufficient magnitude to cause building damage. It is not expected that heavy 
equipment such as large bulldozers would operate close enough to any 
residences to cause a vibration impact. 

 Trucks: Trucks hauling building materials to construction sites can be sources of 
vibration intrusion if the haul routes pass through residential neighborhoods on 
streets with bumps or potholes. Repairing the bumps and potholes generally 
eliminates the problem. 

Groundborne vibration levels resulting from construction activities occurring within 
the project site were estimated using data published by the FTA. Construction 
activities that would occur within the project site are expected to include excavation 
and grading, which would have the potential to generate low levels of groundborne 
vibration (Table 4.12.E). Table 4.12.F details the anticipated project-related vibration 
level at each receptor. 

Table 4.12.E: Vibration Source Amplitudes for Construction Equipment 

Equipment 

Reference PPV/LV at 25 ft 

PPV (in/sec) LV (VdB) 

Vibratory Roller 0.210 94 

Large Bulldozer/Grader 0.089 87 

Loaded Trucks 0.076 86 

Jackhammer 0.035 79 

Sources: Federal Transit Administration (2006) (except Hanson 2001 for vibratory rollers). 
ft = feet  in/sec = inches per second LV = velocity in decibels 
PPV = peak particle velocity VdB = vibration velocity decibels 
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Table 4.12.F: Vibration Source Amplitudes for Construction Equipment 

Equipment/Activity 

Vibration Level (VdB) 

At 25 
ft 

Distance 
Attenuation 

Maximum Vibration 
Level 

Residences to the South/Southeast, 75 to 100 feet 

Vibratory roller, scrapers, excavators1 94 14 to 18 80 

Large dozers, front end loaders, grader, 
backhoe 

87 14 to 18 73 

Loaded trucks 86 14 to 18 72 

Jackhammers, forklift 79 14 to 18 65 

Industrial Buildings to the North and South, 15 feet 

Vibratory roller, scrapers, excavators1 94 -7 101 

Large dozers, front end loaders, grader, 
backhoe 

87 -7 94 

Loaded trucks 86 -7 93 

Jackhammers, forklift 79 -7 86 

Source: LSA Associates, Inc. (June 2016). 
Note: The City of Rialto’s threshold for vibration, which is based on the County of San Bernardino’s threshold, is 
0.2 in/sec or approximately 94 VdB at the receiving property structure/building. 
1 Roller represents the construction equipment with the highest vibration potential that would be used on site. 

Other equipment would result in at least 7 VdB lower in vibration compared to that of rollers.  

ft = feet  in/sec = inches per second VdB = vibration velocity decibels 

As detailed in Table 4.12.F, construction activity is not expected to generate 
vibration levels that exceed either the County of San Bernardino or the FTA 
maximum acceptable vibration standard of 94 VdB (0.2 in/sec PPV) at the nearby 
homes. For industrial buildings adjacent to the project site, it would take a vibration 
level of 102 VdB (0.5 in/sec PPV) to potentially result in any building damages 
(Table 4.12.G). However, Table 4.12.F reveals none of the construction activities 
anticipated on the project site would result in a vibration level that would reach 102 
VdB (0.5 in/sec PPV). Therefore, damages to the industrial building adjacent to the 
project site would not occur as a result of the project construction. 

Table 4.12.G: Construction Vibration Damage Criteria 
Building Category PPV (in/sec) Approximate LV

1 

Reinforced-concrete, steel or timber (no plaster) 0.50 102 

Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.30 98 

Non-engineered timber and masonry buildings 0.20 94 

Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12 90 

Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FTA 2006). 
1 RMS VdB re 1 micro-inch/second.  

in/sec = inches per second LV = velocity in decibels PPV = peak particle velocity 
RMS = root-mean-square VdB = vibration velocity decibels 



CapRock Distribution Center III Warehouse Project – City of Rialto 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

Section 4.12  Noise 4.12-19 

Further, activity at the receiver closest to the project site is unlikely to be sustained 
during the entire construction period, but will occur rather only during the times that 
heavy construction equipment is operating near the project site boundary. Moreover, 
construction at the project site will be restricted to daytime hours consistent with City 
requirements thereby eliminating potential vibration impacts during the sensitive 
nighttime hours. Therefore, the proposed project would not create significant 
groundborne vibration. No mitigation is required. 

4.12.5.3 Traffic Noise Impacts 

Threshold Would the project result in a substantial temporary, periodic, and/or 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project? 

Offsite Mobile-Source Noise Levels. To assess the off-site transportation CNEL 
noise level impacts associated with development of the proposed project, noise 
contours were developed based on the traffic volumes modeled in the Traffic Impact 
Analysis prepared for the project. The noise contours developed represent the equal 
levels of noise exposure and are measured in CNEL from the center of the roadway. 
Noise contours were developed for the following traffic scenarios: 

 Existing Without/With Project: This scenario refers to the existing present-day 
noise conditions, without the project and with the construction of the proposed 
project. 

 Opening Year Cumulative Without/With Project: This scenario refers to the future 
noise conditions including cumulative projects and with the construction of the 
proposed project. 

The noise study (Appendix H) examined potential long-term noise impacts of the 
project by modeling the increase in traffic noise on 12 study area roadway 
segments. Both off-site and on-site noise impacts were considered. For mobile 
sources, the significance of noise impacts is based on the perceptibility of project-
induced noise. A significant off-site traffic noise impact occurs when: 

 The “Without Project” noise levels are less than 60 dBA and the project creates a 
“readily perceptible” 5 dBA or greater project-related noise level increase; or 

 The “Without Project” noise levels range from 60 to 65 dBA and the project 
creates a “barely perceptible” 3 dBA or greater project noise level increase; or 

 The “Without Project” noise levels already exceed 65 dBA, and the project 
creates a community noise level impact of greater than 1.5 dBA. 

Tables 4.12.H and 4.12.I present the results on the roadway traffic noise analysis. 
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Table 4.12.H: Existing Traffic Noise Levels Without and With Project 

Roadway Segment 

Existing Without Project Existing With Project 
Distance to Contour (Feet) Increase over 

Existing CNEL 
(dBA) 50 ft from 

Centerline of 
Outermost Lane

70 CNEL
(ft) 

65 CNEL
(ft) 

60 CNEL
(ft) 

CNEL (dBA) 
50 ft from 
Centerline 

70 CNEL 
(ft) 

65 CNEL 
(ft) 

60 
CNEL 

(ft) 

CNEL (dBA) 
50 ft from 
Centerline 

Willow Avenue north of Slover 
Avenue 

< 50 < 50 < 50 48.8 < 50 < 50 < 50 48.8 0.0 

Willow Avenue between Slover 
Avenue and Santa Ana 
Avenue 

< 50 < 50 < 50 56.7 < 50 < 50 < 50 58.7 2.0 

Willow Avenue south of Santa 
Ana Avenue 

< 50 < 50 < 50 58.0 < 50 < 50 < 50 58.0 0.0 

Riverside Avenue north of 
Slover Avenue 

65 132 281 69.0 68 139 296 69.4 0.4 

Riverside Avenue between 
Slover Avenue and Santa Ana 
Avenue 

59 118 251 68.3 61 123 260 68.5 0.2 

Riverside Avenue south of 
Santa Ana Avenue 

56 112 237 67.9 56 112 237 67.9 0.0 

Slover Avenue west of Willow 
Avenue 

< 50 < 50 104 62.4 < 50 < 50 105 62.5 0.1 

Slover Avenue between Willow 
Avenue and Riverside Avenue 

< 50 61 123 63.6 < 50 65 132 64.0 0.4 

Slover Avenue east of 
Riverside Avenue 

< 50 < 50 < 50 57.1 < 50 < 50 < 50 57.1 0.0 

Santa Ana Avenue west of 
Willow Avenue 

< 50 < 50 64 60.9 < 50 < 50 65 61.0 0.1 

Santa Ana Avenue between 
Willow Avenue and Riverside 
Avenue 

< 50 < 50 63 60.8 < 50 < 50 74 61.8 1.0 

Santa Ana Avenue east of 
Riverside Avenue 

< 50 < 50 < 50 56.0 < 50 < 50 < 50 56.0 0.0 

Source: Traffic Impact Study (LSA 2015). 
Note: Traffic noise within 50 ft of the roadway centerline should be evaluated with site-specific information. Noise modeling performed using “Soft” setting and Orange County default 
traffic percentages. 
ADT = average daily traffic  CNEL = Community Noise Equivalent Level dBA = A-weighted decibels ft = feet 
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Table 4.12.I: Opening Year Cumulative Traffic Noise Levels Without and With Project 

Roadway Segment 

Opening Year Without Project Opening Year With Project Increase over 
Existing CNEL 

(dBA) 50 ft 
from 

Centerline 

Distance to Contour (Feet) 

70 CNEL
(ft) 

65 CNEL
(ft) 

60 CNEL
(ft) 

CNEL (dBA) 
50 ft from 
Centerline 

70 CNEL 
(ft) 

65 CNEL 
(ft) 

60 
CNEL

(ft) 

CNEL (dBA) 
50 ft from 
Centerline 

Willow Avenue north of Slover 
Avenue 

< 50 < 50 < 50 48.8 < 50 < 50 < 50 48.8 0.0 

Willow Avenue between Slover 
Avenue and Santa Ana 
Avenue 

< 50 < 50 < 50 56.7 < 50 < 50 < 50 58.7 2.0 

Willow Avenue south of Santa 
Ana Avenue 

< 50 < 50 < 50 59.1 < 50 < 50 < 50 59.1 0.0 

Riverside Avenue north of 
Slover Avenue 

74 153 325 70.0 77 159 340 70.3 0.3 

Riverside Avenue between 
Slover Avenue and Santa Ana 
Avenue 

66 135 286 69.2 68 139 295 69.4 0.2 

Riverside Avenue south of 
Santa Ana Avenue 

62 125 266 68.7 62 125 266 68.7 0.0 

Slover Avenue west of Willow 
Avenue 

< 50 62 126 63.7 < 50 63 127 63.7 0.0 

Slover Avenue between Willow 
Avenue and Riverside Avenue 

< 50 70 143 64.6 < 50 74 152 65.0 0.4 

Slover Avenue east of 
Riverside Avenue 

< 50 < 50 < 50 57.7 < 50 < 50 < 50 57.7 0.0 

Santa Ana Avenue west of 
Willow Avenue 

< 50 < 50 73 61.8 < 50 < 50 74 61.8 0.0 

Santa Ana Avenue between 
Willow Avenue and Riverside 
Avenue 

< 50 < 50 78 62.2 < 50 < 50 88 62.9 0.7 

Santa Ana Avenue east of 
Riverside Avenue 

< 50 < 50 < 50 57.0 < 50 < 50 < 50 57.0 0.0 

Source: Traffic Impact Study (LSA 2015. 
Note: Traffic noise within 50 ft of the roadway centerline should be evaluated with site-specific information. Noise modeling performed using “Soft” setting and Orange County default 
traffic percentages. 
ADT = average daily traffic  CNEL = Community Noise Equivalent Level dBA = A-weighted decibels ft = feet 
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Under “Existing with Project” conditions (Table 4.12.H), the increase over existing 
CNEL (dBA) noise levels will increase up to 2 dBA CNEL at Willow Avenue between 
Slover Avenue and Santa Ana Avenue and 1.0 dBA CNEL on Santa Ana Avenue 
between Willow Avenue and Riverside Avenue. All other road segments would have 
a less than 1.0 dBA CNEL increase. This increase is not considered a significant 
impact, as noise levels at these locations are currently below 65 dBA. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not result in a noise level impact. No mitigation is required. 

4.12.6 Significant Impacts 

4.12.6.1 Construction Noise Impacts 

Impact 4.12.6.1: The proposed project may result in significant noise impacts during 
construction. 

Threshold Would the project result in a substantial temporary, periodic, and/or 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project? 

Construction noise represents a short-term impact on the ambient noise levels. 
Noise generated by construction equipment, including trucks, power tools, concrete 
mixers, and portable generators, can reach high levels. 

Based on FHWA published RCNM1 and the projected mix of equipment used during 
typical construction activities, noise levels generated by heavy construction 
equipment can range from approximately 70 dBA to over 100 dBA when measured 
at 50 feet. However, these noise levels diminish with distance from the construction 
site at a rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance. For example, a noise level of 78 dBA 
measured at 50 feet from the noise source to the receiver would be reduced to 72 
dBA at 100 feet from the source to the receiver, and would be further reduced to 66 
dBA at 200 feet from the source to the receiver. 

Using the stationary-source RCNM noise prediction model, calculations of the 
project construction noise level impacts based on a distance of 50 feet between the 
equipment and a noise receptor were completed. The typical construction equipment 
noise levels recommended for noise impact assessments are identified in Table 
4.12.J. Construction of the proposed project is expected to require the use of 
earthmovers, bulldozers, water trucks, and pickup trucks. As shown in Table 4.12.J, 
the maximum noise level generated by each scraper on the proposed project site is 
assumed to be 87 dBA Lmax at 50 feet from the earthmover. Each bulldozer would 
also generate 85 dBA Lmax at 50 feet. The maximum noise level generated by water 
trucks and pickup trucks is approximately 86 dBA Lmax at 50 feet from these vehicles. 
Each doubling of the sound sources with equal strength would increase the noise 
level by 3 dBA. Assuming that each piece of construction equipment operates at 
                                                      
1  The FHWA RCNM database of referenced construction noise emission levels is included as 

Appendix 9-1 of the Noise Impact Analysis (Appendix H) prepared for the project. 
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some distance from the other equipment, the worst-case combined noise level 
during this phase of construction would be 90 dBA Lmax at a distance of 50 feet from 
the active construction area. 

Table 4.12.J: Construction Equipment Noise Levels 

Equipment Description dBA Lmax at 50 ft  

Bulldozer 85 

Earthmover Scraper 87 

Water/Pickup truck 86 
Source: FHWA Highway Construction Noise Handbook (FHWA 2006). 

dBA = A-weighted decibels 
FHWA = Federal Highway Administration 
ft = feet 

Lmax = maximum instantaneous noise level  
RCNM = Roadway Construction Noise Model 
VMS = variable message sign 

The closest existing residences in the immediate vicinity of the project site are 
approximately 75 feet to the east-southeast from the project construction area. With 
the noise attenuation effect from the distance divergence (4 dBA noise attenuation), 
the construction noise generated by construction activities near the project boundary 
would be attenuated to short-term noise reaching 86 dBA Lmax. 

Although construction of the proposed project may result in elevated noise levels, 
construction would be temporary and implementation of the mitigation measure 
below would ensure compliance with City construction noise exemption and would 
reduce construction noise impacts to less than significant levels. 

Mitigation Measures. The following measures will reduce the short-term 
construction-related noise impacts associated with the proposed project: 

4.12.6.1A Prior to issuance of any demolition and/or grading plans and/or 
issuance of building permits, the plans shall include the following 
notes: 

1. During all project site excavation and grading on the project site, 
the project contractors shall equip all construction equipment, fixed 
or mobile, with properly operating and maintained mufflers 
consistent with manufacturers’ standards. 

2. The project contractor shall place all stationary construction 
equipment so that emitted noise is directed away from the sensitive 
receptors located to the south and southeast of the project site. 

3. The construction contractor shall locate equipment staging in areas 
that will create the greatest distance between construction-related 
noise sources and noise-sensitive receptors located to the south 
and southeast of the project site during all project construction. 

4. During all project site construction, the construction contractor shall 
limit all construction-related activities that would result in high noise 
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levels to the City permitted hours of construction work detailed in 
Section 9.50.070 of the Municipal Code. 

Level of Significance after Mitigation. Adherence to the requirements detailed in 
Mitigation Measure 4.12.6.1A would limit the effect of construction noise on nearby 
uses. Compliance with applicable provisions of the City’s construction noise 
exemption and the stated mitigation will reduce potential construction-related noise 
impacts to a less than significant level. 

4.12.6.2 Operational Noise Impacts 

Impact 4.12.6.2A: Movement of trucks on the project site would result in a 
significant noise impact to existing off-site residential uses. 

Threshold Would the project result in a substantial temporary, periodic, and/or 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project? 

The potential long-term stationary noise impacts would be associated primarily with 
stationary sources from the 24-hour operation of the proposed project. The proposed 
project would generate noise from on-site truck movement and loading and 
unloading activities. These activities are potential point sources of noise that could 
affect noise-sensitive receptors adjacent to the project site. 

Loading and Unloading Activities. The proposed project would have loading/
unloading areas on the east and west sides of the building. Other on-site, noise-
producing activities may include parking, traffic, and pedestrian activity within the 
parking lot. Most of the events are intermittent in nature, and usually of a very short 
duration lasting a few seconds. 

Noise associated with loading/unloading activities would potentially affect residential 
uses to the south/southeast of the project site. The shortest distance from the 
residences south of Santa Ana Avenue to the nearest loading/unloading areas on 
the southern portion of the project site is 265 feet and would create 14 dBA of noise 
attenuation. In addition, all loading docks on the east side of the building would be 
blocked by the office located at the southeast corner of the building. Therefore, noise 
associated with loading/unloading operations would receive at least 5 dBA reduction 
for residences to the south/southeast of the project site. Total noise reduction would 
be 19 dBA for residences south of Santa Ana Avenue from on-site loading/unloading 
areas. 

However, truck movement in the area east of the loading docks would be as close 
as 265 feet to these residences to the south/southeast without much shielding from 
the on-site building. This distance would provide 14 dBA in noise attenuation. 
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Based on the Traffic Impact Analysis prepared for the proposed project, Willow 
Avenue Warehouse Project, City of Rialto, San Bernardino County, California (LSA 
2015), the proposed project would generate, on a daily basis, 15 2-axle, 211 3-axle, 
and 526 4-axle trucks or a total of 752 daily truck trips. Assuming a 24-hour 
operation on the project site, evenly distributed these truck trips would represent 
that, on average at 10 minutes per trip, there be approximately 5.2 trucks operating 
simultaneously on the project site at any given time. As a rule of thumb, every 
doubling of the noise sources with equal strength would increase the noise level by 3 
dBA for the composite noise level from both noise sources. Therefore, at 5.2 trucks, 
noise would be approximately 7 dBA higher than the noise from one truck operating. 

Truck/Forklift Movement and Loading/Unloading. Delivery trucks for the 
proposed on-site uses would result in a maximum noise similar to noise readings 
from loading and unloading activities for other similar projects, which generate a 
noise level of 75 dBA Lmax at 50 feet and is used in this analysis. Based on the above 
discussion, with the noise reduction provided by the distance attenuation (14 dBA) 
and intervening building shielding effect (5 dBA), loading/unloading noise from one 
truck would be reduced to 56 dBA Lmax (i.e., 75 dBA – 19 dBA) or lower at ground 
level of the nearest residences to the south. With 5.2 trucks operating 
simultaneously on the project site, the composite noise level would be 63 dBA Lmax. 
This range of maximum noise levels is lower than the typical exterior noise 
standards of 75 dBA Lmax during the day (7:00 a.m.–10:00 p.m.) and the 65 dBA Lmax 
exterior noise standard during the night (10:00 p.m.–7:00 a.m.). Although typical 
truck unloading processes take an average of 10 minutes, this maximum noise level 
occurs in a much shorter period of time, less than a few minutes. Even if this 
maximum noise level from loading/unloading activity would occur and last more than 
1 minute but less than 5 minutes (all trucks should turn off their engines within 5 
minutes of idling), this range of noise levels is lower than the exterior noise 
standards of 65 dBA L8 during the day (7:00 a.m.–10:00 p.m.) but would be 
potentially higher than the 55 dBA L8 exterior noise standard during the night (10:00 
p.m.–7:00 a.m.), which should not be exceeded for more than 5 minutes in any hour. 
Therefore, noise associated with loading and unloading activities (from 5.2 trucks 
operating simultaneously) at the loading areas would not result in noise levels 
exceeding the daytime noise standards at the nearest residences approximately 75 
to 100 feet to the south/southeast. However, it would potentially exceed the 55 dBA 
L8 exterior noise standard for events lasting more than one minute but less than 5 
minutes. If nighttime operations would occur at the loading areas on the project site, 
noise reduction measures that would reduce on-site operational noise by 8 dBA or 
more would need to be implemented. 

Slow-moving trucks and forklifts would result in approximately 75 to 80 dBA Lmax at 
50 feet. For residences approximately 265 feet to the south/southeast of the nearest 
truck maneuvering area, the noise attenuation from distance divergence is a 
minimum of 14 dBA. Noise associated with slow-moving trucks and forklifts in the 
area east of the loading docks would be reduced to a range of 61 to 66 dBA Lmax. If 
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5.2 trucks are operating at the same time, the noise level would increase by 7 dBA 
to 68 to 73 dBA Lmax. This range of maximum noise levels is lower than the typical 
exterior noise standards of 75 dBA Lmax during the day (7:00 a.m.–10:00 p.m.) but 
would be higher than the exterior noise standard of 65 dBA Lmax during the night 
(10:00 p.m.–7:00 a.m.). Each maneuvering of trucks and/or forklifts would be 
intermittent and would last less than 1 minute for each occurrence, but with up to 5.2 
trucks operating at the same time, the range of truck/forklift noise would go up to 68 
to 73 dBA Lmax. This range of noise levels would be higher than the exterior noise 
standards of 65 dBA Lmax during the day (7:00 a.m.–10:00 p.m.) and also exceed the 
60 dBA Lmax exterior noise standard during the night (10:00 p.m.–7:00 a.m.), which 
should not be exceeded for more than 5 minutes in any hour. Therefore, noise 
associated with slow-moving trucks and forklift activities in the parking areas would 
result in noise levels exceeding the daytime noise standards at the nearest 
residences (which are located approximately 75 to 100 feet to the south of the 
project property line). During the nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.), residents 
to the south of the project site who are outdoors and engaging in any recreational 
activity would be potentially affected by truck movement noise on the eastern portion 
of the project site. This is a significant impact and mitigation is required. 

Parking Lot Activity. Representative parking activities, such as employees 
conversing and doors slamming, would generate approximately 60 dBA Lmax at 50 
feet. This level of noise is much lower than that of the truck delivery and loading/
unloading activities. The nearest residences are located more than 800 feet from the 
parking lot on the east. With the noise attenuation effect from the distance 
divergence (-24 dBA), noise in the parking lot would be attenuated to below 36 dBA 
Lmax and would therefore result in a less than significant noise impact with respect to 
residences to the south/southeast of the project site. 

Mitigation Measures. The following measures will reduce the operational noise 
impacts associated with the proposed project: 

4.12.6.2A Prior to approval of grading plans and/or issuance of building permits, 
the proposed project plans shall be modified to include a sound 
attenuation gate on the eastern project driveway on Santa Ana 
Avenue. In addition, a noise barrier with a minimum height of 8 feet 
above ground level shall be implemented along the project’s eastern 
boundary from the attenuation gate at the project entry extending north 
approximately 180 feet so that the direct line-of-sight from any loading 
dock on the east side of the building is completely blocked by the noise 
barrier wall. 

Level of Significance after Mitigation. Adherence to the requirements detailed in 
Mitigation Measure 4.12.6.2A would reduce the noise from on-site trucks accessing 
the site via the eastern project driveway on Santa Ana Avenue at the nearby 
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residential uses to the south of the project site. On-site operational noise impacts to 
the off-site sensitive receptors located south of the project site would be reduced to 
the exterior noise standard of 65 dBA L8 during the day (7:00 a.m.–10:00 p.m.) and 
below the 55 dBA L8 exterior noise standard during the night (10:00 p.m.–7:00 a.m.) 
as a result of the house structures attenuating the rear yards from operational noise. 
Therefore, on-site operational noise impacts would be less than significant with 
mitigation. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12.6.2A will not result in 
significant impacts related to other environmental factors since the attenuation gate 
and noise barrier wall proposed as mitigation will be constructed within the project 
site footprint analyzed in this EIR and therefore be subject to all applicable mitigation 
measures, as well as local, State, and federal regulations, as part of the proposed 
project. 

4.12.7 Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative area for noise impacts is consistent with the cumulative study area 
for traffic. Refer to Table 2.A and Figure 2.1 for the study area and the location of the 
cumulative projects. Given the separation between the proposed project site and 
cumulative project sites, construction and on-site operations would be considered 
point sources of noise and would not contribute to off-site cumulative noise impacts 
from other planned and future cumulative projects. Implementation of the proposed 
project and cumulative projects would result in the introduction of new noise sources 
and levels from on-site activities and from increased traffic volumes on local 
roadways. 

Construction crew commutes and the transport of construction equipment, and 
materials to the project site would incrementally increase noise levels on access 
roads leading to the site. Secondary sources of noise would include noise generated 
during excavation, grading, and building erection on the project site. The net 
increase in project site noise levels generated by these activities and other sources 
has been quantitatively estimated and compared to the applicable noise standards 
and thresholds of significance. Although it is not possible to predict if contiguous 
properties may be constructed at the same time, each project’s adherence to 
applicable provisions of the City’s Municipal Code regulating cumulative construction 
activities would render cumulative construction-related noise impacts from the 
proposed project and cumulative projects less than significant. No mitigation is 
required. 

The noise study looked the effect of the project on both existing and opening year 
cumulative traffic noise levels. The cumulative traffic noise analysis indicates that the 
project’s contributions to roadway noise levels would not be perceptible (less than a 
3 dBA increase). As detailed in Table 4.12.I, Cumulative with Project, exterior noise 
levels will increase up to 2.0 dBA CNEL at Willow Avenue between Slover Avenue 
and Santa Ana Avenue. All other roadway segments would have an increase of less 
than 1.0 dBA CNEL. As discussed above, because noise levels at these locations 
are currently below 65 dBA, this increase is not considered a significant impact. 
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Therefore, the proposed project and cumulative projects would not create a 
substantial permanent increase in traffic-related noise levels or expose persons to 
noise levels in excess of the exterior noise level standards. No mitigation is required. 

On-site operational noises are individual occurrences and are not typically additive in 
nature. Noise sources would have to be adjacent to or in close proximity to one 
another in order for individual noise sources to intermingle. Similarly, noise receivers 
would also have to be adjacent to or in close proximity to the noise generators. None 
of the cumulative projects listed in Table 2.A are in close enough proximity for their 
operational noise generation to comingle with the proposed project’s operational 
noise generation. In addition, it is reasonable to conclude the owner/operator/
occupant of adjacent properties would adhere to applicable provisions of the City’s 
Municipal Code and General Plan related to operational and nuisance noise from 
their respective properties; therefore, the cumulative nature of operational noise from 
the project and other cumulative development would be less than significant. In the 
absence of a cumulatively significant noise impact, no mitigation is required. 
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4.13 POPULATION, HOUSING, AND EMPLOYMENT 

This section identifies population and housing conditions within the City and 
addresses potential impacts that may result from the construction and operation of 
the proposed project. The analysis contained in this section is based on the following 
reference documents: 

 California Department of Finance (DOF) 

 City’s General Plan and Housing Element 

 Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). 

4.13.1 Existing Setting 

4.13.1.1 Population 

The project site is 24.37 acres and developed with two single-family residences, 
each consisting of multiple structures and a primary and secondary residence. The 
secondary residence on each property consists of a garage converted to a 
residence. The four homes located on the project site would have an estimated 
population of 16 persons based on a 2014 City average of 4.0 people per household 
(Southern California Association of Governments 2015:3). The DOF estimates the 
City’s current (2015) population to be 102,092 persons.1 SCAG projects City 
population will continue to grow, reaching 110,000 persons by the year 2020 and 
125,200 persons by the year 2035.2 

4.13.1.2 Housing 

There are four homes on the project site. Table 4.13.A provides the population and 
housing forecasts for the City, San Bernardino County (County), and SCAG. 
Currently, the DOF identifies that approximately 71.5 percent of the existing housing 
units in the City are single-family detached units. Multiple-unit dwellings comprise 
approximately 19.5 percent of the City’s current housing stock, mobile homes 
represent 6.4 percent. The City has a vacancy rate of approximately 7.3 percent. 

Table 4.13.A: SCAG Population and Housing Forecasts
 2008 2020 2035 

Population 
City of Rialto 98,900 110,000 125,200 
San Bernardino County 2,016,000 2,268,000 2,750,000 

                                                      
1  E-5 Population and Housing Estimates, for Cities, Counties, and the State, January 2011-2015, 

with 2010 Benchmark, State of California Department of Finance, http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/
demographic/reports/estimates/e-5/2011-20/view.php, (Accessed March 17, 2014). 

2  Regional Transportation Plan, Growth Forecast Appendix, SCAG, http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/
Documents/2012/pfinal/SR/2012pfRTP_GrowthForecast.pdf (Accessed November 13. 2014). 
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Table 4.13.A: SCAG Population and Housing Forecasts
 2008 2020 2035 

SCAG 17,895,000 19,663,000 22,091,000 
Households  
City of Rialto 25,100 29,400 34,700 
San Bernardino County 606,000 698,000 847,000 
SCAG 5,814,000 6,458,000 7,325,000 
Employment  
City of Rialto 22,900 26,400 32,800 
San Bernardino County 701,000 810,000 1,059,000 
SCAG 7,738,000 8,414,000 9,441,000 
Source: Regional Transportation Plan, Growth Forecast Appendix, SCAG, http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/
2012/final/SR/2012fRTP_GrowthForecast.pdf (accessed June 16, 2015). 

4.13.1.3 Jobs/Housing Ratio 

The jobs-to-housing ratio measures the extent to which job opportunities in a given 
geographic area are sufficient to meet the employment needs of area residents. This 
ratio identifies the number of jobs available in a given region compared to the 
number of housing units in the same region. For example, a region with a jobs-to-
housing factor of 1.5 would indicate that 1.5 jobs exist for every housing unit within 
that region. The standard used for comparison in the City is the jobs-to-housing ratio 
of the SCAG region, which is currently 1.33 jobs for every household. This standard 
is used because most residents of the City are employed somewhere in the SCAG 
region. A City or sub-region with a jobs-to-housing ratio lower than the overall 
standard of 1.33 jobs per household would be considered a “jobs poor” area, 
indicating that many of the residents must commute to places of employment outside 
the City or sub-area. Table 4.13.B details the current and estimated future potential 
jobs/housing ratios for the City, Riverside County, and SCAG. 

Table 4.13.B: Existing and Future Jobs/Housing Ratios 
 2008 Jobs/Housing Ratio 2035 Jobs/Housing Ratio

City of Rialto 0.91 0.95 

San Bernardino County 1.16 1.25 

SCAG 1.33 1.29 

Source: Regional Transportation Plan, Growth Forecast Appendix, SCAG, http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/
2012/final/SR/2012fRTP_GrowthForecast.pdf (accessed June 16, 2015). 

The City has a lower jobs/housing ratio than both the County and SCAG. These 
jobs/housing ratios indicate that both the City and the County are currently “jobs 
poor” because their jobs-to-housing ratios are below the Southern California regional 
values as defined by SCAG. A low jobs/housing ratio results in longer distances that 
City residents must commute to and from work. Based on existing projections 
provided above, the City’s projected 2035 jobs/housing ratio will continue to be less 
than that for County and region. 
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4.13.1.4 NOP/Scoping Comments 

No NOP/Scoping comments regarding housing and population were received during 
the NOP period. 

4.13.2 Existing Policies and Regulations 

4.13.2.1 Federal Regulations 

There are no federal regulations that apply to the proposed project with regard to 
population and housing. 

4.13.2.2 State Regulations 

The Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) is mandated by State Housing 
Law (Government Code Section 65584) as part of the periodic process of updating 
local housing elements of the General Plan. The RHNA quantifies the need for 
housing within each jurisdiction during specified planning periods. The RHNA for 
San Bernardino County is developed by SCAG and allocates to cities and the 
unincorporated county their “fair share” of the region’s projected housing needs. The 
most recently completed RHNA planning period is January 1, 2006, to June 30, 
2014. For this period, the City’s fair share allocation is 4,323 new housing units. 

4.13.2.3 Local Regulations 

The City’s General Plan does not include goals and policies related to population 
and housing in planned industrial uses. 

4.13.3 Methodology 

To determine the proposed project’s potential population- and housing-related 
impacts, the project site’s current use and condition and existing and estimated 
population and housing information were identified and compared against estimates 
for the County and the SCAG region. 

4.13.4 Thresholds of Significance 

Based on Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, population and housing 
impacts would be significant if the proposed project would: 

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

 Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
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extension of roads or other infrastructure) that may lead to fiscal or economic 
impacts; 

 Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction 
of replacement housing elsewhere; and/or 

 Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere. 

4.13.5 Less than Significant Impacts 

The following potential impacts were determined to be less than significant. In each 
of the following issues, either no impact would occur or adherence to established 
regulations, standards, and policies would reduce potential impacts to a less than 
significant level. In either instance, no mitigation would be required. 

4.13.5.1 Population Growth 

Threshold Would the proposed project induce substantial population growth in an 
area, either directly (e.g., new homes and businesses) or indirectly 
(e.g., extension of roads and infrastructure)? 

CEQA requires a discussion of ways in which the proposed project could be growth 
inducing (see also Section 5.0, Other CEQA Topics). The CEQA Guidelines identify 
a project as growth inducing if it fosters economic or population growth, or the 
construction of additional housing either directly or indirectly in the surrounding 
environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2[d]). New employees from 
commercial or industrial development and new population from residential 
development represent direct forms of growth. These direct forms of growth have a 
secondary effect of expanding the size of local markets and inducing additional 
economic activity in the area. 

A project could indirectly induce growth by reducing or removing barriers to growth, 
or by creating a condition that attracts additional population or new economic 
activity. However, a project’s potential to induce growth does not automatically result 
in growth. Growth can only happen through capital investment in new economic 
opportunities by the private or public sectors. Under CEQA, growth inducement is 
not considered necessarily detrimental, beneficial, or of little significance to the 
environment. Typically, the growth-inducing potential of a project would be 
considered substantial if it fosters growth or a concentration of population in excess 
of what is assumed in pertinent master plans, land use plans, or in projections made 
by regional planning agencies (e.g., SCAG). Substantial growth impacts could also 
occur if a project provides infrastructure or service capacity to accommodate growth 
beyond the levels currently permitted by local or regional plans and policies. In 
general, growth induced by a project is considered a significant impact if it directly or 
indirectly affects the ability of agencies to provide needed public services, or if it can 
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be demonstrated that the potential growth significantly affects the environment in 
some other way. 

A project could indirectly induce growth at the local level by increasing the demand 
for additional goods and services associated with the increase in project population 
and thus reducing or removing the barriers to growth. This occurs in suburban or 
rural areas where population growth results in increased demand for service and 
commodity markets responding to the new population such as a shopping center or 
grocery store. This type of growth is, however, a regional phenomenon resulting 
from introduction of a major employment center or regionally significant housing 
project. Additional commercial uses may be drawn to the area by the increased 
number of residents in the area as a result of a project; however, it is expected that 
any such development would occur consistent with planned growth identified in the 
General Plan or applicable specific plans. 

The City’s population has grown steadily over the past decades. Population 
projections developed by SCAG estimate the City’s population will reach 
approximately 110,000 persons by the year 2020 and approximately 125,200 
persons by the year 2035. The City and the SCAG region are expected to continue 
to grow in population, albeit at a slower rate than in previous decades. Between 
2010 and 2035, the SCAG predicts a 0.9 percent annual rate of population growth 
for the region. Based on the projected population for the City of Rialto between 2020 
and 2035, the City will experience a 13.81 percent increase in population over these 
years, or approximately 0.92 percent annually.1 

The proposed project is consistent with the City General Plan and Zoning 
Ordinance. The project site is located within the Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor 
Specific Plan, which designates the project site for heavy industrial uses. The 
proposed project would construct a single 525,110-square foot warehouse. Based 
on the Traffic Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project (LSA 2015: Table 
L) and Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation (9th Edition: Page 
193) rates for Land Use 150 – “Warehousing,” the proposed project would create 
approximately 483 jobs.2 

Since the proposed project would generate employment in an area considered to be 
“jobs poor,” jobs created would likely be filled by residents of the City. Additionally, 
while the potential exists for the proposed project to result in population growth, the 
proposed uses are consistent with the General Plan and, therefore, population 
increase as a result of the proposed project is not considered substantial. As a 
result, the proposed project will not induce a population increase above that which 
has been planned for by the City. 

                                                      
1  (125,200-110,000)/110,000 × 100=13.81%; 13.81%/15 years = 0.92% per year. 
2  1,880 total daily vehicle trip generation (LSA 2015:Table L) ÷ 3.89 average trip generation per 

employee (ITE 9th Edition: Page 193) = 483 employees. 
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Therefore, the potential impacts on the proposed project related to population growth 
are less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

4.13.5.2 Displace Substantial Housing/People 

Threshold Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

 Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

The project site currently contains two occupied single-family residences. These 
residences would be demolished in order to develop the proposed project. The on-
site homes are a legal, non-conforming land use. 

According to the General Plan, the City currently has a vacancy rate of 5.3 percent. 
In its Housing Element, the City identified potential for the development of 4,590 new 
single-family and multifamily housing units. The City would develop housing to 
satisfy its fair share of the RHNA. The loss of two single-family residences is not 
substantial when compared to existing vacant housing and planned future 
development. No construction of replacement housing would be needed. 

Therefore, potential impacts related to the displacement of existing housing units or 
people are less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

4.13.6 Significant Impacts 

The proposed project would not have any significant impacts related to population 
and housing. 

4.13.7 Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative area for the discussion of population and housing impacts is the City 
of Rialto. Refer to Table 2.A and Figure 2.1 for the locations of the cumulative 
projects considered in this EIR. The proposed project is consistent with the General 
Plan land use and zoning of the project site. While the proposed project would 
generate approximately 483 jobs, this growth and growth from the cumulative 
projects has been anticipated by the General Plan and is therefore not considered 
cumulatively significant. The proposed project and cumulative projects would 
generate employment in an area considered to be “jobs poor,” improving the jobs to 
housing ratio of the City. Therefore, the proposed project and cumulative projects 
would not significantly contribute to a City or regional cumulative housing or 
population impact. No mitigation is required. 
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4.14 PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES 

The following discussion includes an evaluation of the proposed project’s impacts on 
law enforcement, fire protection, and schools. Impacts to parks are analyzed in 
Section 4.15, Recreation and Parks, in this EIR. The analysis considers the existing 
public services provided in the project area and evaluates the impacts to service 
providers that would result from the construction and occupancy of the proposed 
project. The analysis contained in this section is based on the following reference 
document: 

 City of Rialto General Plan, December 2010. 

4.14.1 Existing Setting 

4.14.1.1 Police Protection 

Law enforcement services for the City are provided by the Rialto Police Department 
(RPD).1 The RPD Station is located on 128 North Willow Avenue in Rialto, 3.3 miles 
north from the project site. The station has 142.5 employees, 103 sworn and 39.5 
non-sworn employees. The RPD serves 28.5 square miles with a population of over 
100,000 people and offers a variety of services and assignments including field 
patrol, K-9, School Resource Officer (SRO), Drug Abuse Resistance Education 
(DARE), Street Crime Attack Team, investigations, traffic, narcotics, training/
backgrounds, Strategic Weapons and Tactics, and crisis negotiations. 

4.14.1.2 Fire Protection 

The City is served by the Rialto Fire Department (RFD), which is an all-risk fire 
agency providing fire suppression, emergency medical, technical rescue, hazardous 
material, and other related emergency services. The RFD also conducts public 
education programs and investigates and mitigates hazardous situations. The RFD 
actively practices hazards mitigation and fire prevention. Firefighting resources in 
Rialto include four fire stations, emergency response personnel, firefighters/
paramedics, and a Hazardous Materials Response Team. The RFD is staffed with 
approximately 100 full-time personnel.2 The service boundary for the RFD includes 
the City’s corporate limits and the City’s Sphere of Influence. 

The nearest fire station to the project site is Fire Station 101 at 131 South Willow 
Avenue in Rialto, approximately 3.3 miles from the project site. Engine 201, Medic 
Engine 202, Medic Ambulance 201, Medic Ambulance 202, Foam 201, and the 
Investigations Unit are housed at this station, and provide paramedic and fire 
services to Rialto residents and business owners. 
                                                      
1  Rialto Police Department, http://www.rialtopd.com/index.php/more/department-history (accessed 

August 27, 2015). 
2  Rialto Fire Department, http://www.rialtoca.gov/fire_main.php (accessed August 27, 2015). 
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4.14.1.3 School Facilities 

The City is served by three school districts: the Rialto Unified School District 
(RUSD), Fontana Unified School District (FUSD), and Colton Joint Unified School 
District (CJUSD). The project site is within the Colton Joint Unified School District, 
which serves over 21,000 students with 17 elementary schools, four middle schools, 
two comprehensive high schools, one alternative high school, an adult education 
program, and a child development center.1 

4.14.1.4 NOP/Scoping Comments 

No NOP/scoping comments regarding public facilities and services were received 
during the NOP period. 

4.14.2 Existing Policies and Regulations 

City General Plan goals and policies2 that apply to the proposed project include the 
following: 

Goal 2-9: Protect residential, schools, parks, and other sensitive land uses 
from the impacts associated with industrial and trucking-related land uses, as 
well as commercial and retail areas. 

Policy 2-9.1: Require mitigation and utilize other techniques to protect residential 
development and other sensitive land uses near industrial land 
uses or within identified health risk areas from excessive noise, 
hazardous materials and waste releases, toxic air pollutant 
concentrations, and other impacts. 

Policy 2-9.2: Require all industrial development to front on an improved street 
with appropriate front yard setbacks, landscaping, and façade and 
entrance treatments. 

Goal 5-3: Increase the City’s fire protection capabilities, and implement fire 
prevention regulations and standards that minimize potential fire hazards and 
fire losses. 

Policy 5-3.3: Require that development be phased in relation to the City’s ability 
to provide an adequate level of fire protection, as per the City’s 
standards. 

Policy 5-3.4: Require that all site plans, subdivision maps, and building plans be 
reviewed by the Fire Department to ensure compliance with 
appropriate fire regulations. 

                                                      
1  City of Rialto General Plan, Chapter 3: Investing in our Future. Pages 3-13, 3-15, Exhibit 3.4. 

December 2010. 
2  City of Rialto General Plan, Chapter 2: Managing Our Land Supply. Pages 2-50, 5-24, and 5-26. 

December 2010. 
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Policy 5-3.7: Add service level capability and infrastructure to meet increasing 
demand of new development. 

Goal 5-8: Provide effective and comprehensive policing services that meet the 
safety needs of Rialto. 

Policy 5-8.3: Continue to encourage design concepts that inhibit and discourage 
criminal behavior, such as Crime Prevention Through 
Environmental Design (CPTED) techniques. 

Table 4.14.A analyzes the project’s consistency with applicable goals and policies of 
the City General Plan and demonstrates the project is generally consistent with City 
General Plan policies. 

Table 4.14.A: General Plan Consistency Analysis 
General Plan Goals and Targets General Plan Consistency Analysis 

Goal 2-9: Protect residential, schools, parks, and other sensitive land uses from the impacts 
associated with industrial and trucking-related land uses, as well as commercial and retail 
areas. 

Policy 2-9.1: Require mitigation and utilize 
other techniques to protect residential 
development and other sensitive land uses 
near industrial land uses or within identified 
health risk areas from excessive noise, 
hazardous materials and waste releases, 
toxic air pollutant concentrations, and other 
impacts. 

Consistent: The proposed project is an industrial 
use consistent with City General Plan land use and 
Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan zoning 
designations. 

Sections 4.12.6.1 (Construction Noise Impacts) and 
4.12.6.2 (Operational Noise Impacts) of this EIR 
detail feasible mitigation measures designed to 
protect nearby sensitive land uses from significant 
noise impacts. 

Sections 4.8.6.1 (List of Hazardous Materials Sites) 
and 4.8.6.2 (Routine Transport, Use, or Disposal of 
Hazardous materials and/or Reasonable 
Foreseeable Upset and Accident Conditions) of this 
EIR detail feasible mitigation measures designed to 
protect nearby sensitive land uses from significant 
hazardous materials and waste releases impacts. 

Section 4.3.5.2 (Operational Localized Emissions) of 
this EIR reveals Local Significance Threshold (LST) 
analysis and a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) were 
conducted for the proposed project and determined 
the project’s operational-source emissions would be 
below applicable LST thresholds and all health risk 
levels to nearby residents would be below HAS 
thresholds. 

Policy 2-9.2: Require all industrial 
development to front on an improved street 
with appropriate front yard setbacks, 
landscaping, and façade and entrance 
treatments. 

Consistent: The proposed project would front along 
the improved Willow Avenue Riverside Avenue, and 
Santa Ana Avenue. Setbacks along these streets 
would be approximately 153 feet from Willow 
Avenue, 355 feet from Riverside Avenue, and 54½ 
feet from Santa Ana Avenue. 

Except for the four proposed driveways entering the 
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Table 4.14.A: General Plan Consistency Analysis 
General Plan Goals and Targets General Plan Consistency Analysis 

project site, the entire perimeter of the project site 
would be landscaped with a combination of street 
trees, decorative hedges, and ornamental 
landscaping. 

The proposed landscape design would screen 
parking areas with trees, and trailer parking would be 
screened by an 8-foot concrete screen wall. A 54-foot 
landscaped drainage detention basin, as well as 
5,000 square feet of office space, would screen 
loading areas from nearby residential uses. 

Architectural elements would be incorporated into the 
building design in accordance with City design 
regulations and the General Plan. The façade and 
entrances would feature a maximum building height 
of 42 feet, well below the maximum allowable height 
of 75 feet. The façade would be painted a muted 
natural color, and wall and ground sign design, 
material, and color would be compatible with the 
building design on site. Any roof-mounted equipment 
would be hidden from view via tilt-up concrete walls 
and recessed rooflines painted a primary field color 
to match the rest of the building. Additional 
architectural features such as height variations, 
canopies, and entrance features would add subtle 
variation to the overall structure. 

Entryways would feature canopies composed of clear 
aluminum cladding to be incorporated into the overall 
design of the development in an architecturally 
pleasing fashion to reflect the overall appearance of 
a high-quality development. Rooflines at the 
entryway would vary in height and the tilt-up concrete 
walls would feature 1½-inch horizontal “V” grooves to 
add interest and reduce the massive scale of the 
large building. 

Goal 5-3: Increase the City’s fire protection capabilities, and implement fire prevention 
regulations and standards that minimize potential fire hazards and fire losses. 

Policy 5-3.3: Require that development be 
phased in relation to the City’s ability to 
provide an adequate level of fire protection, 
as per the City’s standards. 

Consistent: As detailed in Section 4.14.5.2 of this 
EIR, the proposed project would incrementally 
increase the demand for fire protection, prevention, 
and emergency medical services in the City. 

Rialto Fire Department Station 201 is located 3.3 
miles from the project site. The proposed project 
would incrementally increase the amount of fire 
protection-requiring responses within the City, and 
would not cause the Station 201 to have 
unacceptable response times pursuant to the City 
General Plan. 

The proposed project would be required to pay 
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Table 4.14.A: General Plan Consistency Analysis 
General Plan Goals and Targets General Plan Consistency Analysis 

Development Impact Fees (DIFs) to fund [fire 
protection] capital costs associated with land 
acquisition, construction, purchasing equipment, and 
providing for additional staff. 

The design, construction, and operation of the 
proposed project in accordance with City Standards, 
and payment of DIFs, would offset any increase in 
demand for fire services and facilities. Applicable fire 
prevention/protection standards established by the 
City, such as smoke alarms, sprinklers, building and 
emergency access, adequate emergency notification, 
and hydrant sizing, pressure, and siting, would be 
incorporated in project design. With these provisions, 
the proposed project would not require the 
construction of new firefighting facilities. 

Policy 5-3.4: Require that all site plans, 
subdivision maps, and building plans be 
reviewed by the fire department to ensure 
compliance with appropriate fire regulations. 

Consistent: The proposed project, including all site 
plans, subdivision maps, and building plans, will be 
submitted to the Rialto Fire Department for review 
and approval. Any recommendations provided by the 
Rialto Fire Department will be implemented in the 
design, construction, and operation of the proposed 
project where feasible in accordance with applicable 
local, State, and federal regulations. 

Policy 5-3.7: Add service level capability and 
infrastructure to meet increasing demand of 
new development. 

Consistent: The proposed project would be required 
to pay DIFs to fund [infrastructure] capital costs 
associated with land acquisition, construction, 
purchasing equipment, and providing for additional 
staff. 

The design, construction, and operation of the 
proposed project in accordance with City Standards, 
and payment of DIFs, would offset any increase in 
demand for infrastructure services and facilities. 

Goal 5-8: Provide effective and comprehensive policing services that meet the safety needs of 
Rialto. 

Policy 5-8.3: Continue to encourage design 
concepts that inhibit and discourage criminal 
behavior, such as Crime Prevention Through 
Environmental Design (CPTED) techniques. 

Consistent: The proposed project entails a 
distribution warehouse with 24-hour operation, thus 
providing a constant, alert, and active presence 
occupying the project site. 

The proposed project landscape plan includes street 
trees and landscaping, which delineate four clearly 
identifiable ingress/egress points at the project site. 
Decorative hedges along structure façades will be 
maintained to a height that would not provide 
opportunities to intruders to hide. All landscaping 
improvements shall comply with City design 
regulations. 

The proposed project entails a distribution 
warehouse with a building height ranging between 36 
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Table 4.14.A: General Plan Consistency Analysis 
General Plan Goals and Targets General Plan Consistency Analysis 

feet and 42 feet and will not include design features 
facilitating easy access to roofs or upper levels. All 
loading docks and structure entryways will be 
monitored by closed-circuit television surveillance. 

The project site will be developed to include lighting 
designed to be architecturally integrated and 
compatible with the on-site building. All exterior 
lighting fixtures will be designed to avoid spillover 
onto neighboring parcels and to provide security, 
safety, and effective operations during all hours of 
business. 

4.14.3 Methodology 

Police and fire services impacts were determined by taking into account information 
on current police and fire service levels, and whether the proposed project would 
require new or physically altered law enforcement or fire facilities in order to main 
satisfactory service levels. 

School service impacts were determined by calculating how many schoolchildren 
would be generated by the proposed project, and then determining whether this 
increase would cause negative impacts to existing or future school facilities or 
programs. 

4.14.4 Thresholds of Significance 

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, police, fire, and school impacts 
would be significant if the following condition resulted from the construction or 
operation of the proposed project: 

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

4.14.5 Less than Significant Impacts 

The following potential impacts were determined to be less than significant. Either no 
impact would occur or adherence to established regulations, standards, and policies 
would reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level; therefore, no 
mitigation is required. 
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4.14.5.1 Police Protection 

Threshold Would the proposed project result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered law 
enforcement facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, 
response times, or other performance objectives for police services? 

The development and operation of the proposed project would increase demand for 
police protection services. It would take approximately 6.6 minutes for a police 
officer driving at 30 mph to arrive at the project site from the police station.1 
According to the City’s General Plan, police response time is estimated between 3 
and 4 minutes. Initially, crimes of grand theft and malicious mischief during 
construction would be the potential major crime issue. Similar to other construction 
projects in the City, it is anticipated that private security would be utilized during the 
construction process. Law enforcement services required during this period may 
include responses to trespass, vandalism, or theft of construction materials. 

The proposed project would construct an industrial warehouse on the site. During 
operation of the proposed project, potential impacts would be an increased need for 
police protection services associated with industrial growth, including routine patrols, 
responding to calls for service such as graffiti, vandalism, and robbery. 

The City collects fees to offset police-related service impacts associated with new 
development, per City Municipal Code Chapter 3.33. These development impact 
fees (DIFs) are one-time charges applied to new development and are imposed to 
raise revenue for the construction or expansion of capital facilities. DIFs enable the 
City to collect fair-share fees from new development projects to fund new 
infrastructure and services. The DIFs would be used to fund capital costs associated 
with constructing new public safety structures and purchasing equipment for new 
public safety structures. 

The proposed project would be designed, constructed, and operated per applicable 
standards required by the City for new development in regard to public safety. 

While the jobs created by the proposed project may incrementally increase 
population in the service area, no new or physically altered law enforcement facilities 
are required. The design, construction, and operation of the proposed project in 
accordance with City Standards and payment of DIFs would offset any increase in 
demand for police services. Therefore, the proposed project’s potential impacts to 
law enforcement facilities are less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

                                                      
1  3.3 miles ÷ 30 mph = 0.11 hours × 60 minutes/hour = 6.6 minutes. 
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4.14.5.2 Fire Protection 

Threshold Would the proposed project result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered 
firefighting facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, 
response times, or other performance objectives for fire services? 

The project site is currently partially developed. The construction and occupation of 
the proposed uses would incrementally increase the demand for fire protection, 
prevention, and emergency medical services in the City. Efficient response times are 
critical in addressing fire and medical emergencies. Reductions in the emergency 
response time or the distance between fire/medical facilities and the site of an 
emergency would result in improved service and saved lives and property. 

According to the Rialto General Plan, the RFD has a response time goal of one 
minute alarm time, one minute turnout time (time it takes personnel to put on their 
turnout gear), and first units to respond to a fire or medical emergency within four (4) 
minutes; the remaining equipment must respond within eight (8) minutes. As 
discussed previously, RFD Station 201 is located 3.3 miles from the project site. 

The proposed project would incrementally increase the amount of fire protection-
requiring responses within the City, and would not cause the Station 201 to have 
unacceptable response times. As with all new development within the City, the 
proposed project would be required to pay DIFs to the City. Such fees would be 
used to fund capital costs associated with land acquisition, construction, purchasing 
equipment, and providing for additional staff. 

The proposed project would be designed, constructed, and operated per applicable 
fire prevention/protection standards established by the City. Such requirements 
include, but are not limited to, provisions for smoke alarms; sprinklers; building and 
emergency access; adequate emergency notification; and hydrant sizing, pressure, 
and siting. With these provisions, the proposed project would not require the 
construction of new firefighting facilities. The design, construction and operation of 
the proposed project in accordance with City Standards and payment of DIFs would 
offset any increase in demand for fire services and facilities. Therefore, the proposed 
project’s potential impacts to fire services and facilities are less than significant. No 
mitigation is required. 

4.14.5.3 School Facilities 

Threshold Would the proposed project result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered 
school facilities, need for new or physically altered school facilities, the 
construction of which would cause significant environmental impacts, 
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in order to maintain acceptable service ratios or other performance 
objectives? 

As discussed in Section 4.13, Population and Housing, the proposed project could 
result in the generation of approximately 483 jobs. While this increase in jobs could 
result in growth and therefore an increase in school-age children, it is not possible to 
predict how this would affect the school facilities in the City, because employees at 
the project site could reside in school districts outside of the City. 

California Government Code (Section 65995[b]) establishes the base amount of 
allowable developer fees imposed by school districts. These base amounts are 
commonly referred to as “Level 1 fees” and are subject to inflation adjustment every 
two years. School districts are placed into a specific “level” based on school impact 
fee amounts that are imposed on the development. With the adoption of Senate Bill 
50 and Proposition 1A in 1998, schools meeting certain criteria can now adopt Level 
2 and 3 developer fees. The amount of fees that can be charged over the Level 1 
amount is determined by the district’s total facilities needs and the availability of 
State matching funds. If there is State facility funding available, districts are able to 
charge fees equal to 50 percent of their total facility costs, termed “Level 2” fees. If, 
however, there are no State funds available, “Level 3” fees may be imposed for the 
full cost of their facility needs.1 

The CJUSD currently imposes development fees of $0.54 per square foot for 
industrial development.2 Per California Government Code, “The payment or 
satisfaction of a fee, charge, or other requirement levied or imposed … are hereby 
deemed to be full and complete mitigation of the impacts … on the provision of 
adequate school facilities.” The proposed project would be required to pay these 
development fees in accordance with Government Code 65995 and Education Code 
17620. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact on 
school facilities. No mitigation is required. 

4.14.6 Significant Impacts 

The proposed project would not have any significant impacts related to public 
services. 

                                                      
1  An Evaluation of the School Facility Fee Affordable Housing Assistance Programs, Legislative 

Analyst’s Office, January 2001. http://www.lao.ca.gov/2001/011701_school_facility_fee.html 
(accessed May 27, 2015). 

2   Colton Joint Unified School District, Developer Fees, http://coltonjoint.ca.schoolwebpages.com/
education/page/download.php?fileinfo=RGV2ZWxvcGVyX0ZlZV8yMDE1X0NhbGN1bGF0aW9uX
1NoZWV0LnBkZjo6Oi93d3c2L3NjaG9vbHMvY2EvY29sdG9uam9pbnQvaW1hZ2VzL2RvY21nci8
0MzFfZmlsZV8zMjMzX21vZF8xNDM5OTI0MjUwLnBkZg==&sectiondetailid=3339 (accessed 
August 27, 2015). 
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4.14.7 Cumulative Impacts 

For the purposes of this document, the cumulative areas for police and fire 
protection services are the service areas for the City. Refer to Table 2.A and Figure 
2.1 for the locations of the cumulative projects considered in this EIR. The need for 
new and/or maintenance of existing public services and associated facilities is 
measured by service area population, or the number of residents and workers within 
the City’s service area, as well as the type and intensity of development. 

The proposed project and cumulative projects would increase the demand for police 
and fire protection services, including personnel, equipment, and/or facilities. This 
increase is considered a potentially cumulatively considerable impact related to the 
expansion of existing facilities or construction of new facilities to accommodate this 
increase in demand for police and fire services. Increases in demand are assessed 
by the City related to police and fire services as part of the annual monitoring and 
budgeting process. All new development including the proposed project and the 
cumulative projects within the service areas of the City’s Police and Fire 
Departments would be subject to applicable fees (DIFs) that would contribute to the 
maintenance of their facilities. 

Additionally, the proposed project and cumulative projects would result in the 
development of uses that are typical of those currently present in the police and fire 
service area. All new development including the proposed project and the 
cumulative projects within the service areas of the City’s Police and Fire 
Departments will be required to comply with development standards established by 
the City. 

Therefore, with adherence to City development standards and payment of required 
fees, no cumulatively considerable impact on the environment resulting from the 
expansion of existing facilities or construction of new facilities to accommodate 
increases in demand for law enforcement and fire services would occur. No 
mitigation is required. 

For the purposes of this document, the cumulative area for school-related services is 
the service area for the CJUSD. The proposed project and cumulative projects 
would increase the demand for the maintenance of existing and the expansion or 
construction of new school facilities. This increase is considered a potentially 
cumulatively considerable impact related to school services. 

The CJUSD requires the payment of development fees to provide for maintenance 
of existing and the expansion or construction of new facilities. The proposed project 
and cumulative projects would be required to provide school impact fees at the level 
identified by the CJUSD. Therefore, with payment of required fees, no cumulative 
considerable impact on school facilities would occur. No mitigation is required. 
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4.15 RECREATION AND PARKS 

This chapter analyzes the impact of the proposed project on existing local and 
regional recreational services and the need to construct or expand additional 
recreational facilities due to the implementation of the proposed project. This section 
is based in part on the following reference documents: 

 City of Rialto General Plan, adopted December 2010. 

4.15.1 Existing Setting 

The public parks and recreational facilities in the City of Rialto are administered by 
the City Recreation and Community Services Department. According to the General 
Plan, the City’s park areas consist of neighborhood parks, community parks, and 
mini-parks. The City manages a total of 10 parks and an additional two are located 
within its Sphere of Influence in the community of Bloomington. While there are no 
regional parks in the City, Glen Helen Regional Park is located just north of the 
City’s Sphere of Influence within the County of San Bernardino. The City contains 28 
schools, which have open space recreational facilities that are open to the public 
outside of school hours. 

The two nearest parks to the project site are both within the community of 
Bloomington: Ayala Park and Kessler Park. Ayala Park is located 2.1 miles 
northwest from the project site, and Kessler Park is located 1.9 miles southwest from 
the project site. 

4.15.1.1 NOP/Scoping Comments 

No NOP/Scoping comments regarding recreation and parks were received during 
the NOP period. 

4.15.2 Existing Policies and Regulations 

4.15.2.1 State Regulations 

Quimby Act (California Government Code 66477). This State policy requires the 
dedication of land and/or imposes a requirement of fees for park and recreational 
purposes as a condition of approval of tentative map or parcel map. The Quimby Act 
provides that park land dedication requirements may be based on a ratio of at least 
3.0 acres per thousand residents, and may increase to a maximum of 5.0 acres per 
thousand to match the existing ratio if the existing ratio (as of the last Census) 
exceeds 3.0 acres per thousand. 
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4.15.2.2 Local Policies 

There are no local policies regarding parks and recreation that apply to the proposed 
project. The City requires the dedication of land or payment of development fees for 
park development and improvement on new residential projects. The City has 
adopted a standard of 3.0 acres of park space per 1,000 residents in accordance 
with the Quimby Act. Currently, the City has approximately 2.78 acres of park space 
per 1,000 residents. The City does not require the dedication of land or payment of 
development fees for industrial and office uses. 

4.15.3 Methodology 

The assessment of potential impacts to recreation and park resources evaluated 
whether the proposed project would result in increased use of existing recreation 
and park resources or necessitates the construction or expansion of recreation and 
park facilities. 

4.15.4 Thresholds of Significance 

The following thresholds of significance regarding potential impacts to recreational 
facilities and resources are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. The 
proposed project would result in a significant impact on recreational resources if 
either of the following occurs: 

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

 The project would include recreational facilities or requires the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities that have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment. 

4.15.5 Less than Significant Impacts 

The following impacts were determined to be less than significant. For each of the 
following issues, either no impact would occur (therefore, no mitigation would be 
required) or adherence to established regulations, standards, and policies would 
reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level. 

4.15.5.1 Existing Recreational Facilities 

Threshold Would the project result in increased use of existing neighborhood and 
regional parks or other recreational facilities where substantial physical 
deterioration would occur or be accelerated? 
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The current park standard established by the City is to provide 3.0 acres of parkland 
for every 1,000 residents. The proposed project does not include the construction of 
any residential homes, which would directly result in increased use of parks. 

The proposed project’s development of industrial and office uses would create 
approximately 483 jobs.1 During construction and operation of the proposed project, 
employees may reside in in the City or commute from outside areas. While the 
proposed project may incrementally increase the use of local parks and recreational 
areas, it will not result in a substantial acceleration of physical deterioration of 
nearby parks and other recreational facilities. 

Additionally, as noted above, there are no local policies regarding recreation and 
parks that apply to the proposed project. The City does not require the dedication of 
land or payment of development fees for new industrial and office uses. Therefore, 
the proposed project would not result in any impact to existing neighborhood and 
regional parks or other recreational facilities where substantial physical deterioration 
would occur or be accelerated. No mitigation is required. 

4.15.5.2 New or Physically Altered Recreation and Park Facilities 

Threshold Would the project result in construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities that would have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

The proposed project does not include plans for construction of recreational 
facilities. Implementation of the proposed project would not generate a significant 
increase in population (please refer to Section 4.13: Population, Housing and 
Employment) that would result in an increased demand for parks facilities. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities that would have an adverse physical effect on the environment 
and no significant impact would occur. No mitigation is required. 

4.15.6 Significant Impacts 

No significant park and recreation impacts would result from development of the 
proposed project. 

                                                      
1  Warehouse employment density based on the Traffic Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse 

Project (LSA 2015: Table L) and Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation (9th 
Edition: Page 193) rates for Land Use 150 – “Warehousing.” (1,880 total daily vehicle trip 
generation ÷ 3.89 average trip generation per employee = 483 Employees/Jobs.) 



CapRock Distribution Center III Warehouse Project – City of Rialto 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

4.15-4 Recreation and Parks Chapter 4.15 

4.15.7 Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative study area for potential recreation and parks impacts is the City of 
Rialto, which is the geographical area covered by the City’s General Plan, including 
all goals and policies included therein. As shown in Table 2.A and illustrated in 
Figure 2.1, several cumulative projects are planned within the City. Implementation 
of the proposed project itself would not substantially increase the use of existing 
parks and recreation facilities. However, in combination with cumulative projects in 
the area (which could include residential uses), the proposed project may create an 
incremental increase in use of existing parks and recreation facilities. The proposed 
project and cumulative projects do not include the construction of any residential 
homes that would directly result in increased use of parks. There are no local 
policies regarding parks and recreation that apply to the proposed project and 
cumulative projects. The City does not require the dedication of land or payment of 
development fees for the proposed project and cumulative projects. Further, 
implementation of the proposed project and cumulative projects would not generate 
a significant increase in population (please refer to Section 4.13: Population, 
Housing, and Employment) that would result in an expansion of existing parks or 
construction of new parks from increased demand for parks facilities. 

As future residential development occurs, the City will require the provision of the 
appropriate amount of parkland or payment of in-lieu fees, which will contribute to 
future recreational facilities. Payment of these fees and/or implementation of 
facilities on a project-by-project basis would offset potential cumulatively 
considerable parkland impacts by providing funding for new and/or renovated parks 
equipment and facilities. Environmental review of the expansion of existing parks or 
construction of new parks would take place at the time such public improvements 
are contemplated by the City. Therefore, potential cumulatively considerable impacts 
related to recreation and parks would be less than significant. No cumulative 
mitigation is required. 
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4.16 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC 

This section analyzes the potential traffic and circulation impacts of the proposed project. 
The analysis contained in this section is based on the following reference document: 

 Traffic Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA Associates, Inc., 
May 29, 2015. (Appendix I). 

4.16.1 Existing Setting 

4.16.1.1 Existing Intersection and Roadway Conditions 

An inventory of the project’s study area street system identified a number of street 
network segments and intersections for further study (Table 4.16.A and Figure 4.16.1). 
The study area used to identify potential traffic impacts was defined in consultation with 
City staff and involved a quantitative process whereby intersections and roadway 
segments included in the traffic study encompassed those locations where the 
proposed project adds 50 or more peak hour trips or where proposed project traffic has 
the potential to cause a significant impact. Study area freeway segments include those 
locations where the proposed project would add 100 two-way trips. 

Table 4.16A: Intersection Analysis Locations 
Intersection 

ID1 Traffic Control Intersection Location Jurisdiction 

1 Two-Way Stop Control Willow Avenue/Slover Avenue Rialto 

2 Two-Way Stop Control Willow Avenue/Project Driveway 1 Rialto 

3 Two-Way Stop Control Willow Avenue/Project Driveway 2 Rialto 

4 Two-Way Stop Control Willow Avenue/Santa Ana Avenue Rialto 

5 Two-Way Stop Control Project Driveway 3/Santa Ana Avenue Rialto 

6 Signal 
Interstate 10 Westbound Ramps/Riverside 
Avenue 

Caltrans 

7 Signal 
Interstate 10 Eastbound Ramps/Riverside 
Avenue 

Caltrans 

8 Signal Riverside Avenue/Slover Avenue Rialto 

9 Two-Way Stop Control
Riverside Avenue/Project Driveway 4-Union 
76 Driveway 

Rialto 

10 Signal Riverside Avenue/Santa Ana Avenue Rialto 

Source: Table F, Traffic Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA Associates, Inc., May 29, 
2015. (Appendix I) 
1. The locations of the intersections are identified in Figure 4.16.1. 

The study area includes 10 intersections, five roadway segments, three segments 
on Interstate 10 (I-10), and four ramp merge/diverge areas on I-10 at Riverside 
Avenue. Of the intersections, seven currently exist while four are planned driveways 
under the proposed project. The existing lane configuration and intersection control 
within the study area is provided in Figure 4.16.2. 
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The existing Level of Service at study area intersections is identified in Table 4.16.B. 
The intersections at Willow Avenue/Santa Ana Avenue and Riverside Avenue/
Project Driveway 4-Union 76 Driveway currently operate at an unacceptable level of 
service (LOS).1 

Table 4.16.B: Existing Intersection Levels of Service 

Intersection 
ID1 Traffic Control Intersection Location 

Level of Service 

A.M. P.M. 

1 Two-Way Stop Control Willow Avenue/Slover Avenue C B 

2 Two-Way Stop Control Willow Avenue/Project Driveway 1 — — 

3 Two-Way Stop Control Willow Avenue/Project Driveway 2 — — 

4 Two-Way Stop Control Willow Avenue/Santa Ana Avenue B C 

5 Two-Way Stop Control Project Driveway 3/Santa Ana Avenue — — 

6 Signal 
Interstate 10 Westbound Ramps/
Riverside Avenue 

C B 

7 Signal 
Interstate 10 Eastbound Ramps/
Riverside Avenue 

C C 

8 Signal Riverside Avenue/Slover Avenue C C 

9 Two-Way Stop Control 
Riverside Avenue/Project Driveway 4-
Union 76 Driveway 

F F 

10 Signal Riverside Avenue/Santa Ana Avenue B B 

Source: Table F, Traffic Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA Associates, Inc., May 29, 
2015. (Appendix I) 
1. The locations of the intersections are identified in Figure 4.16.1. 

The proposed project Traffic Impact Study (TIS) examined traffic volumes at the 
following roadways within the study area: 

 Willow Avenue is a two-lane north-south major collector. The collector is located 
west of the project site. The proposed project proposes to provide access via two 
project driveways on Willow Avenue as shown in previously referenced Figure 
4.16.1. Although not designated as a truck route, project trucks will use the 
collector because of its location. 

 Riverside Avenue  is a four-lane north-south arterial located east of the project 
site. The City’s General Plan designates Riverside Avenue as a “Modified Major 
Arterial II” north of Slover Avenue and a “Modified Arterial I” south of Slover 
Avenue. Within the proposed project study area, the arterial is designated as a 
truck route by the City’s General Plan. The arterial will provide access to project 
site via one right-in/right out driveway that is proposed to align with an existing 
driveway (belonging to the 76 facility). Consistent with the City’s General Plan, 

                                                      
1  Roadway operations and the relationship between capacity and traffic volumes are generally 

expressed in terms of levels of service (which are defined using the letter grades A through F). 
These levels recognize that the conditions that motorists experience rapidly deteriorate as traffic 
approaches the absolute capacity. 
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the proposed project would construct a raised median along the project frontage 
on Riverside Avenue. 

 Slover Avenue is a four-lane east-west major arterial, located approximately 
1,600 feet north of the project site. The arterial is designated as a “Major Arterial” 
by the City’s General Plan. Within the project influence area, the arterial is 
designated as a truck route by the City’s General Plan. 

 Santa Ana Avenue is a two-lane secondary arterial located south of the project 
site. The City’s General Plan designates Santa Ana Avenue as a “Secondary 
Arterial” west of Riverside Avenue and as a “Collector Street” east of Riverside 
Avenue. The arterial will provide access to the project site via one proposed 
driveway as shown in previously referenced Figure 4.16. 1 

Existing traffic volumes on the above roadways are summarized in Table 4.16.C. 

Table 4.16.C: Existing Roadway Levels of Service 

Street Segment 
Functional 

Classification 
Daily 

Volume LOS 

Willow Avenue 
Between Slover Avenue and 
Santa Ana Avenue 

Two-lane Collector 
2,357 B 

Riverside 
Avenue 

Between Slover Avenue and 
Santa Ana Avenue 

Four-lane Modified 
Arterial I 

45.507 F 

North of Slover Avenue 
Four-lane Modified 

Arterial II 
45,693 F 

Slover Avenue 
Between Willow Avenue and 
Riverside Avenue 

Four-lane Major Arterial 
12,282 B 

Santa Ana 
Avenue 

Between Willow Avenue and 
Riverside Avenue 

Two-lane Secondary 
Arterial 

5,278 B 

Source: Table G, Traffic Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA Associates, Inc., May 29, 
2015. (Appendix I) 
1. The locations of the intersections are identified in Figure 4.16.1. 
2. Capacity based on City of Rialto’s Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines and Requirements, December 

2013. Per the City in all other LOS ranges, the increase is between 9 and 12%. Therefore, LOS E beginning 
at 33,000 would switch to LOS F at approximately 36,960 ADT. 

4.16.1.2 Interstate 10 

Interstate 10 (I-10) is an east-west oriented interstate highway, which travels across 
the U.S. from Los Angeles to Jacksonville, Florida. It is located approximately 0.8 
mile north of the site with on-ramps at Riverside Avenue. There are four lanes in 
each direction of travel along I-10 at Riverside Avenue. The segments and ramps in 
the study area are currently experiencing service deficiencies during the a.m. peak 
hour for westbound lanes and p.m. peak hour of eastbound lanes. These 
deficiencies are detailed in Table 4.16.D. 



CapRock Distribution Center III Warehouse Project – City of Rialto 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

Section 4.16 Transportation and Traffic 4.16-9 

Table 4.16.D: Existing I-10 Levels of Service 

Segment or Ramp Type 
Mainline 
Lanes 

Level of 
Service 

A.M. P.M. 

Eastbound 

1. West of Riverside Avenue Basic 4 C F 

2. Riverside Avenue Off-Ramp 2 Lane Off 4 A F 

3. Riverside Avenue Off-Ramp and Riverside Basic 4 B F 

4. Riverside Avenue  On-Ramp 1 Lane On 4 C F 

5. East of Riverside Avenue On-Ramp Basic 4 C F 

Westbound 

6. West of Riverside Avenue Basic 5 E C 

7. Riverside Avenue On-Ramp 
1 Lane 
Addition 

4 F C 

8. Riverside Avenue Off-Ramp and Riverside 
Avenue On-Ramp 

Basic 4 F C 

9. Riverside Avenue Off-Ramp 1 Lane Off 4 F D 

10. East of Riverside Avenue Off-Ramp Basic 4 F D 

Source: Table H, Traffic Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA Associates, Inc., May 29, 
2015. (Appendix I) 
1. The locations of the intersections are identified in Figure 4.16.1. 

4.16.1.3 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 

Bike Lanes. There are currently no bike lanes on or adjacent to the proposed 
project site or in the study area. The City’s Bikeway Master Plan designates 
Riverside and Santa Ana Avenues adjacent to the project site with Class II Bike 
Lanes. Class II bike lanes share the right-of-way with a roadway or walkway. It is 
indicated by a bikeway pictograph on the pavement and a continuous stripe on the 
pavement, or is separated by a continuous or intermittent curb or other low barrier.  

Sidewalks. Riverside Avenue has a sidewalk along the proposed project’s eastern 
boundary. The sidewalk measures approximately 6 to 8 feet wide and is adjacent to 
a non-maintained landscaped parkway. The proposed project frontages on Willow 
and Santa Ana Avenues are unimproved and do not include any sidewalks. There 
are no other pedestrian paths or trails in the proposed project vicinity. 

4.16.1.4 Transit Service 

Public transportation in the City is provided by Omnitrans, the regional Public Transit 
operator for San Bernardino County. Omnitrans functions as a joint powers agency 
supported by the County of San Bernardino and all the cities in the east and west 
San Bernardino Valley. Omnitrans connects the Cities of Chino, Chino Hills, Colton, 
Fontana, Grand Terrace, Highland, Loma Linda, Mentone, Montclair, Muscoy, 
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Ontario, Redlands, Rialto, San Bernardino, Upland, Rancho Cucamonga, and 
Yucaipa. Omnitrans operates five bus routes within the City. 

Commuter Rail service in the City is provided by the Southern California Regional 
Rail Authority (SCRRA), which operates the Metrolink train service. The City is 
served by the San Bernardino Line, with a station located at 261 South Palm 
Avenue. The San Bernardino Line provides service seven days a week. On 
weekdays, there are 16 round trips per day on the San Bernardino Line with about 
half of them during commute hours, but with close to hourly service in the midday. 
On weekends, there are ten round trips on Saturday and six on Sunday. 

According the General Plan, the proposed project is not within 0.5 mile of any local 
bus line, bus rapid transit route, or Metrolink station. The nearest bus route to the 
project site is the Route 29, with a stop at Santa Ana and Spruce Avenues 0.75 mile 
from the project site. The City General Plan identifies the project area to be 
underserved by public transit. 

4.16.1.5 NOP/Scoping Comments 

No NOP/scoping comments related to transportation and traffic were received during 
the NOP period. 

4.16.2 Existing Policies and Regulations 

The following specific policies and recommendations for implementation of the 
General Plan are applicable to the proposed project: 

4.16.2.1 Federal Regulations 

There are no relevant federal regulations related to transportation and traffic 
applicable to the proposed project. 

4.16.2.2 State Regulations 

There are no relevant State regulations related to transportation and traffic 
applicable to the proposed project. 

4.16.2.3 Local Regulations: City of Rialto 

The City’s General Plan Circulation Chapter identifies the following goals and 
policies related to transportation and traffic. 
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Goal 4-1: Provide transportation improvements to reduce traffic congestion 
associated with regional and local trip increases. 

Policy 4-1.17 Require new streets and improvements to connect to established 
streets. 

Goal 4-2: Protect residential neighborhoods from through traffic impacts. 

Policy 4-2.1 Locate new development and their access points in such a way that 
traffic is not encouraged to utilize local residential streets for access 
to the development and its parking. 

Policy 4-2.2 Discourage non-local traffic from using neighborhood streets. 

Goal 4-6: Provide for all residents and businesses to have equal access to 
reliable and convenient public transit services. 

Policy 4-6.3 Require major developments to include bus turnouts, bus shelters, 
and other transit facilities as appropriate. 

Goal 4-8: Establish and maintain a comprehensive system of pedestrian trails 
and bicycle routes that provide viable connections throughout the City. 

Policy 4-8.5 Require major developments to include bicycle storage facilities, 
including bicycle racks and lockers. 

Goal 4-9: Promote walking. 

Policy 4-9.2 Require sidewalks and parkways on all streets in new development. 

Policy 4-9.4 Accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists—in addition to 
automobiles—when considering new development projects. 

Policy 4-9.6 Encourage new development to provide pedestrian paths through 
projects, with outlets to adjacent collectors, secondaries, and 
arterial roadways. 

Policy 4-9.7 Require ADA compliance on all new or modified handicap ramps. 

Goal 4-10: Provide a circulation system that supports Rialto’s position as a 
logistics hub. 

Policy 4-10.1 Designate and enforce truck routes for use by commercial trucking 
as part of the project approval process. 

Policy 4-10.3 Develop appropriate noise mitigation along truck routes to minimize 
noise impacts on nearby sensitive land uses. 

Policy 4-10.4 Encourage the development of adequate on-site loading areas to 
minimize interference of truck loading activities with efficient traffic 
circulation on adjacent roadways. 

General Plan Consistency. Table 4.16.E analyzes the consistency of the proposed 
project with City’s General Plan goals and policies. 
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Table 4.16.E: General Plan Consistency Analysis 

General Plan Goals and Targets General Plan Consistency Analysis 

Goal 4-1: Provide transportation improvements to reduce traffic congestion associated with 
regional and local trip increases. 

Policy 4-1.17. Require new streets and 
improvements to connect to established 
streets. 

Consistent: The proposed project would provide 
necessary improvements to connect with the existing 
street network. 

Goal 4-2: Protect residential neighborhoods from through traffic impacts. 

Policy 4-2.1. Locate new development and 
their access points in such a way that traffic 
is not encouraged to utilize local residential 
streets for access to the development and 
its parking. 

Consistent: The proposed project is located within 
area developed primarily with industrial uses. Traffic 
from the proposed project is not anticipated to access 
local residential streets. In addition, the project would 
provide sufficient on-site parking. 

Policy 4-2.2. Discourage non-local traffic 
from using neighborhood streets. 

Consistent: Traffic from the proposed project would 
primarily utilize arterial roadways designated as truck 
routes under the General Plan. 

Goal 4-6: Provide for all residents and businesses to have equal access to reliable and 
convenient public transit services. 

Policy 4-6.3. Require major developments 
to include bus turnouts, bus shelters, and 
other transit facilities as appropriate. 

Consistent: The proposed project would comply with 
City requirements regarding transit facilities.  

Goal 4-8: Establish and maintain a comprehensive system of pedestrian trails and bicycle 
routes that provide viable connections throughout the City. 

Policy 4-8.5. Require major developments 
to include bicycle storage facilities, including 
bicycle racks and lockers. 

Consistent: The proposed project would provide 
bicycle storage facilities as required by the City.  

Goal 4-9: Promote walking. 

Policy 4-9.2. Require sidewalks and 
parkways on all streets in new development. 

Consistent: The proposed project includes sidewalks 
and street trees. 

Policy 4-9.4. Accommodate pedestrians 
and bicyclists—in addition to automobiles—
when considering new development 
projects. 

Consistent: The project site would include sidewalks 
and bicycle facilities.  

Policy 4-9.6. Encourage new development 
to provide pedestrian paths through 
projects, with outlets to adjacent collectors, 
secondaries, and arterial roadways. 

Consistent: The proposed project would include 
pedestrian paths. 

Policy 4-9.7. Require ADA compliance on 
all new or modified handicap ramps. 

Consistent: The proposed project would comply with 
ADA requirements. 

Goal 4-10: Provide a circulation system that supports Rialto’s position as a logistics hub. 

Policy 4-10.1. Designate and enforce truck 
routes for use by commercial trucking as 
part of the project approval process. 

Consistent: Truck traffic generated by the proposed 
project would use designated truck routes. 

Policy 4-10.3. Develop appropriate noise 
mitigation along truck routes to minimize 
noise impacts on nearby sensitive land 
uses. 

Consistent: As discussed in Chapter 4.12, project-
related traffic would not generate a significant increase 
in noise.  
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Table 4.16.E: General Plan Consistency Analysis 

General Plan Goals and Targets General Plan Consistency Analysis 

Policy 4-10.4. Encourage the development 
of adequate on-site loading areas to 
minimize interference of truck loading 
activities with efficient traffic circulation on 
adjacent roadways. 

Consistent: The proposed project includes on-site 
loading areas.  

Figure 4.16.3 depicts the City’s Circulation Element roadway classifications. 

4.16.3 Methodology 

4.16.3.1 Level of Service 

Roadway operations and the relationship between capacity and traffic volumes are 
generally expressed in terms of LOS, which is defined using the letter grades A 
through F (Table 4.16.F) and reflect the reality that conditions rapidly deteriorate as 
traffic approaches the absolute capacity of the roadway facility. Under such 
conditions, congestion is experienced. There is general instability in the traffic flow, 
which means that relatively small incidents (e.g., momentary engine stall) can cause 
considerable fluctuations in speeds and delays. This near-capacity situation is 
labeled LOS E. Beyond LOS E, capacity has been exceeded, and arriving traffic will 
exceed the ability of the intersection to accommodate it. 

Table 4.16.F: Traffic Level of Service (LOS) Definitions 
LOS Description 

A 
No approach phase is fully utilized by traffic and no vehicle waits longer than one red 
indication. The approach appears quite open, turns are made easily, and nearly all drivers find 
freedom of operation. 

B 
This service level represents stable operation, where an occasional approach phase is fully 
utilized and a substantial number approach full use. Many drivers begin to feel restricted 
within platoons of vehicles. 

C 
This level still represents stable operating conditions. Occasionally drivers may have to wait 
through more than one red signal indication, and backups may develop behind turning 
vehicles. Most drivers feel somewhat restricted, but not objectionably so. 

D 

This level encompasses a zone of increasing restriction approaching instability at the 
intersection. Delays to approaching vehicles may be substantial during short peaks within the 
peak period; however, enough cycles with lower demand occur to permit periodic clearance of 
developing queues, thus preventing excessive backups. 

E 
Capacity occurs at the upper end of this service level. It represents the most vehicles that any 
particular intersection approach can accommodate. Full utilization of every signal cycle is 
seldom attained no matter how great the demand. 

F 

This level describes forced flow operations at low speeds, where volumes exceed capacity. 
These conditions usually result from queues of vehicles backing up from a restriction 
downstream. Speeds are reduced substantially and stoppages may occur for short or long 
periods of time due to the congestion. In the extreme case, both speed and volume can drop 
to zero. 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report 209, Transportation Research Board, Washington, DC, 1985. 
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The LOS analysis was conducted to determine whether there is adequate traffic 
operation at each of the study intersections and roadway segments. These 
intersections were selected based on the City’s Public Works Department staff 
recommendations. The distribution of project trips was developed in consultation 
with City staff by examining the location of the proposed project trips in relation to 
the surrounding residential areas, as well as the regional roadway network, which 
follows established professional practice. Table 4.16.G identifies the level of service 
criteria for unsignalized and signalized intersections. 

Table 4.16.G: Level of Service Criteria for Unsignalized and Signalized 
Intersections 

Level of 
Service 

Unsignalized Intersection Average 
Delay per Vehicle (seconds) 

Signalized Intersection Average 
Delay per Vehicle (seconds) 

A < 10 < 10 

B > 10 and < 15 > 10 and < 20 

C > 15 and < 25 > 20 and < 35 

D > 25 and < 35 > 35 and < 55 

E > 35 and < 50 > 55 and < 80 

F > 50 > 80 

Source: Transportation Research Board, 2010 Highway Capacity Manual, Intersection Level of Service Criteria, 
December 2010. 

The majority of study area intersections fall under the jurisdiction of the City. 
However, the Intersections 7 and 8 (Interstate 10 Westbound Ramps/Riverside 
Avenue and Interstate 10 Eastbound Ramps/Riverside Avenue) are under the 
jurisdiction of Caltrans. The target LOS for intersections under the jurisdiction of the 
City is LOS C. For intersections under the jurisdiction of Caltrans, the minimum 
acceptable standard is LOS D. 

Table 4.16.H depicts level of service criteria for roadways in the City. 

Table 4.16.H: Level of Service Criteria for Roadways 

Roadway Classification No. of Lanes

Two-Way Traffic Volume (ADT)

LOS C LOS D LOS E 

Local 2 2,500–2,799 2,800–3,099 3,100+ 

Collector (60’ or 64’) 2 9,900–11,199 11,200–12,499 12,500+ 

Industrial (45’) 2 9,900–11,199 11,200–12,499 12,500+ 

Arterial 2 14,400–16,199 16,200–17,999 18,000+ 

Secondary Highway 4 16,900–19,399 19,400–21,199 22,000+ 

Modified Arterial (100’) 4 26,200–29,599 29,600–32,999 33,000+ 

Arterial (120’) 6 38,700–44,099 44,100–49,499 49,500+ 

Source: City of Rialto, Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines and Requirements, December 2013. 
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The analysis of freeway operations also used LOS thresholds. Existing freeway 
segment bidirectional volumes are derived from the Annual Average Daily Traffic 
(AADT) volume data published by Caltrans in 2013. For ramp influence areas, 
vehicles entering and exiting I-10 at Riverside Avenue are based on peak hour 
turning movement counts collected by National Data and Surveying Services (NDS) 
in March 2015. Density was calculated in terms of passenger cars per mile per lane. 
Freeway LOS criteria are defined in Table 4.16.I. 

Table 4.16.I: Level of Service Criteria for Freeway Operations 
Level of Service Density Range (passenger cars/mile/lane) 

A 0.0–11.0 

B 11.1–18.0 

C 18.1–26.0 

D 26.1–35.0 

E 35.1–45.0 

F >45.0 

Source: Transportation Research Board, 2010 Highway Capacity Manual, Intersection Level of Service Criteria, 
December 2010.  

All freeway segments and ramp termini are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans, which 
considers acceptable level of service to be between C and D for all intersections 
under its jurisdiction; therefore, all signalized intersections under Caltrans jurisdiction 
must operate with a weighted average delay of 45 seconds or less. Signalized study 
intersections under the jurisdiction of Caltrans operating at delays of more than 45 
seconds are required to be mitigated to acceptable standards. For freeway 
segments and ramp merge/diverge areas, the Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of 
Traffic Impact Studies (December 2002) states that transition between LOS C and D 
may not be feasible. As a result, most jurisdictions located in San Bernardino County 
do not use the Caltrans Measure of Effectiveness (MOE) as it is not attainable in 
most areas of Southern California. Instead, most jurisdictions require LOS E, which 
is in accordance with San Bernardino County Congestion Management Program 
(CMP) guidelines. 

4.16.3.2 Traffic Impact Analysis Scope 

The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared for the proposed project examines traffic 
operations in the vicinity of the proposed project under the following six scenarios: 

 Existing Conditions; 

 Existing with Project Conditions; 

 Opening Year (2016) without Project; 

 Opening Year (2016) with Project; 

 Cumulative (2016) without Project; and 
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 Cumulative (2016) with Project Conditions. 

Traffic conditions were examined for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour 
conditions. The a.m. peak hour is defined as the one hour of highest traffic volumes 
occurring between 7:00 and 9:00 a.m. The p.m. peak hour is the one hour of highest 
traffic volumes occurring between 4:00 and 6:00 p.m. 

4.16.3.3 Project Trip Generation and Assignment 

Trip Generation. Trip generation for the proposed project was based on rates from 
the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation (9th Edition) rates for 
Land Use 150 – “Warehousing.” Trucks comprise of 40 percent of total project trips, 
out of which 70 percent are 4-axle vehicles, 28 percent are 3-axle vehicles, and 2 
percent are 2-axle trucks. The remaining 60 percent of project traffic is passenger 
cars. Truck trips were converted to Passenger Car Equivalents (PCEs) based on the 
San Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG) PCE conversion rates. The 
average daily traffic and peak hour volumes at the study area intersections were 
determined based on project traffic generation and trip distribution patterns. Existing, 
future year, and future year cumulative with project traffic volumes were developed 
by adding project traffic to the corresponding background traffic volumes. 

Trip Assignment. Generalized trip distribution patterns were developed based on 
the location of the proposed project in relation to surrounding land uses, the regional 
roadway network, and truck routes. Because passenger vehicles and trucks have 
different travel patterns, two trip distributions were developed. For example, all 
project trucks will travel to the I-10 ramps located on Riverside Avenue, while 
passenger vehicles are anticipated to use both the surface streets and the I-10 
Ramps to reach various destinations.1 

4.16.3.4 Traffic Forecasts 

Existing traffic volumes are based on counts collected by NDS. Vehicle classification 
counts were also conducted at all study intersections and roadway segments. 
Vehicle classifications were used to convert vehicle counts to PCE volumes, which 
approximate the traffic volume and delay caused by larger vehicles by multiplying 
truck counts by a PCE factor. The following PCE factors were used: 1.5 for 2-axle 
trucks, 2.0 for 3-axle trucks, and 3.0 for trucks with four or more axles. 

Traffic conditions for Opening Year (2016) were developed by applying a 2 percent 
per annum growth to the Existing Condition traffic volumes. 

                                                      
1  The Project Trip Distribution and Assignment are discussed in further detail in Sections 4.2 and 

4.3, respectively, of the TIA (EIR Appendix I). 
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CEQA guidelines require that other reasonably foreseeable development projects 
that are either approved or being processed concurrently in the study area also be 
included as part of a cumulative analysis scenario. A cumulative project list was 
developed for the purposes of this analysis through consultation with the City and 
adjacent cities (Colton and Fontana) and is summarized in previously referenced 
Table 2.A and Figure 2.1. For cumulative (2016) traffic volumes, daily trips from 
cumulative projects in the vicinity of the proposed project were added to the Opening 
Year (2016) volumes. Cumulative projects were located in the City as well as the 
City of Colton. The study area encompassed by the City and the City of Colton 
covers potential cumulative projects whose environmental affects might intermingle 
with those from the proposed project. 

4.16.3.5 Freeway Mainline Analysis 

Caltrans traffic study guidelines require a focused analysis of State highways where 
a project is anticipated to contribute 50 or more two-way peak hour trips when the 
affected State highway facilities are experiencing noticeable delay; that is, 
approaching unstable traffic flow conditions (LOS C or D). The analysis of the 
freeway operations consists of two parts. The first part is the freeway mainline 
segment analysis, which assesses the performance of the basic freeway segments 
on either side of the ramp-to-arterial intersections. The second is the merge/diverge 
ramp junction analysis, which assesses the performance of the I-10 on- and off-
ramps at Riverside Avenue. 

4.16.4 Thresholds of Significance 

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, significant transportation and traffic 
impact would occur if the proposed project would: 

 Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account 
all modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and 
relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrians and bicycle paths, 
and mass transit; 

 Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not 
limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways; 

 Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic 
levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks; 

 Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment); 
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 Result in inadequate emergency access. 

 Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, 
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise cause a decrease in the 
performance or safety of such facilities. 

To determine whether the addition of project-related traffic at a study intersection 
would result in a significant project-related impact, the following significance 
thresholds were utilized. 

For intersections under the jurisdiction of the City, a significant impact at an 
intersection was found when the project would cause the level of service to fall 
below D (or below LOS E for intersections on Riverside Avenue as indicated by the 
City) or the peak hour delay to increase as follows: 

 LOS A/B: by 10.0 seconds. 

 LOS C: by 8.0 seconds. 

 LOS D: by 5.0 seconds. 

 LOS E: by 2.0 seconds. 

 LOS F: by 1.0 second. 

For roadway segments, the threshold of significance occurs when the project 
deteriorates roadway LOS from satisfactory conditions (LOS A–LOS D) to 
unsatisfactory conditions (LOS E–LOS F). 

Impacts to facilities under Caltrans jurisdiction will be considered significant if:  

 Delay at an intersection would increase to greater than 45 seconds. 

 LOS of a freeway segment or ramp merge/diverge location will be degraded from 
E or better to LOS F. 

 The project will exacerbate an already deficient condition. 

4.16.5 Less than Significant Impacts 

The following potential impacts were determined to be less than significant. In each 
of the following issues, either no impact would occur (therefore, no mitigation would 
be required) or adherence to established regulations, standards, and policies would 
reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level. 
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4.16.5.1 Conflict with Applicable Circulation Plan and Traffic and Level of 
Service Impacts 

Threshold: Would the project conflict with an applicable congestion management 
program, including, but not limited to level of service standards and 
travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county 
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways? 

The 2007 San Bernardino County CMP1 includes guidelines to more directly link 
land use, transportation, and air quality, thereby prompting reasonable growth 
management programs that will effectively utilize new transportation funds, alleviate 
traffic congestion and related impacts, and improve air quality. The adopted 
minimum LOS threshold for CMP State highways and principal arterial roadways is 
LOS E. The CMP also allows a local jurisdiction to establish its own traffic impact 
policies and procedures. 

The TIA for the proposed project was prepared to satisfy the requirements 
established contained in the City of Rialto 2010 General Plan and 2013 Traffic 
Impact Analysis Report Guidelines and Requirements,2 as well as the 2002 Caltrans 
Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies.3 The City of Rialto 2010 General 
Plan Update establishes LOS D as the minimum level of service to be maintained on 
all roadway segments and intersections. The only exception is Riverside Avenue 
south of the Metrolink tracks, which can operate at minimum LOS of E. The 2010 
General Plan update states that any new development is required to mitigate traffic 
impacts exceeding these levels. As previously stated per the City’s TIA guidelines, 
significant project impact occurs at an intersection when the project causes the level 
of service to fall below D or the peak hour delay to increase as follows: 

 LOS A/B: by 10.0 seconds. 

 LOS C: by 8.0 seconds. 

 LOS D: by 5.0 seconds. 

 LOS E: by 2.0 seconds. 

 LOS F: by 1.0 second. 

Again, all freeway segments and ramp termini are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans, 
which considers acceptable level of service to be between C and D for all 
intersections under its jurisdiction; therefore, all signalized intersections under 
Caltrans jurisdiction must operate with a weighted average delay of 45 seconds or 
less. Signalized study intersections under the jurisdiction of Caltrans operating at 

                                                      
1  Congestion Management Program for San Bernardino County, 2007 Update. San Bernardino 

Associated Governments. December 2007. 
2  Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines and Requirements. City of Rialto, December 2013. 
3  Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies. State of California, Department of 

Transportation. December 2002. 
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delays of more than 45 seconds are required to be mitigated to acceptable 
standards. For freeway segments and ramp merge/diverge areas, the Caltrans 
Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies1 states that transition between 
LOS C and D may not be feasible. As a result, most jurisdictions located in San 
Bernardino County do not use the Caltrans MOE, as it is not attainable in most areas 
of Southern California. Instead, most jurisdictions require LOS E, which is in 
accordance with San Bernardino County CMP guidelines. 

The project-specific TIA presents a more conservative analysis for evaluating project 
impacts within the study area. As such, the proposed project would not conflict with 
any applicable CMP criteria, including LOS standards, travel demand measures, or 
other standards by the County Management Agency (San Bernardino County) for 
roads or highways. Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is 
required. 

4.16.5.2 Air Traffic Patterns 

Threshold Would the proposed project result in a change in air traffic patterns, 
including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that 
results in substantial safety risks? 

The proposed project is not within an airport land use plan area. The closest airport, 
Flabob Airport, is located approximately 5 miles to the southwest. The second 
closest airport is the Rialto Municipal Airport located approximately 5.0 miles to the 
northwest. The proposed project does not include any use that would interfere with 
or alter air traffic volumes or otherwise affect air traffic patterns, nor does the 
proposed project include any visual, electronic, or physical feature that would 
present a flight hazard to aircraft using Flabob or Rialto Municipal Airports or any 
other air facility. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not have 
an impact on air traffic patterns. No mitigation is required. 

4.16.5.3 Design Features or Incompatible Uses 

Threshold Would the proposed project substantially increase hazards due to a 
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

Access to the proposed project will be provided by four project driveways including 
two driveways on Willow Avenue, one driveway on Santa Ana Avenue, and one 
right-in/right-out driveway on Riverside Avenue. All project driveways will provide 
access to passenger vehicles and trucks. Improvements along the project’s frontage 
on both of these roadways would comply with applicable City standards. 

                                                      
1  Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies. State of California, Department of 

Transportation. December 2002. 
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Design Features. The design of project’s circulation system does not include any 
sharp curves or dangerous intersections. Roadway improvements in and around the 
project site would be designed and constructed to satisfy all City requirements for 
street widths, corner radii, intersection control, site access requirements and internal 
circulation. As part of the City’s standard plan check process, the final design of all 
roadways, intersections, and circulation within and adjacent to the project site would 
be reviewed by and subject to approval by City staff prior to issuance (as relevant) of 
any grading, construction, or occupancy permit. The review and approval by City 
staff sufficiently ensures the proposed project will incorporate the necessary design 
features to ensure safe travel to, from, and within the project site. 

Incompatible Uses, On-Site. The project site is 24.37 acres and developed with 
two single-family residences, large metal storage structures, and a scrap yard. The 
two residences are located at 150 West Santa Ana Avenue (southeastern portion of 
the project site) and 2385 South Willow Avenue (northwestern portion of the project 
site). Both properties consist of multiple structures and a primary and secondary 
residence. The secondary residence on each property consists of a garage 
converted to a residence. The residence in the northwest corner of the project site 
also includes an old poultry barn on the property and is bordered to the north and 
east by a scrap yard. This scrap yard is located within the northern boundary of the 
project site and is currently being used to store old and rusting vehicles. Both 
residences were constructed in the 1930s. 

Most of the southern portion of the project site consists of undeveloped land that has 
been plowed and has little vegetation. A small portion of the northeastern corner of 
the project site is gravel/cobble along with various types of debris embedded in the 
soil consistent with either historic dumping or building demolition. The northwestern 
portion of the project site is currently occupied by B&B Truck Dismantling, which 
stores automotive vehicles for off-site dismantling. The Mulhauser Steel complex, 
consisting of large metal shade structures and storage buildings, is located in the 
central portion of the project site. Mulhauser Steel operations consist of structural 
and miscellaneous steel fabrication. The complex area is improved with asphalt-
paved parking areas and landscaping. The project site also contains a small 
concrete V-ditch that bisects the center of the southern half of the site. This ditch 
appears to convey runoff from the northern part of the project site. 

The proposed project site will be developed with a single warehouse building, 
ancillary office space, and high dock clearances for use by high-cube distribution 
warehouse operators. Other proposed on-site improvements include installation of 
parking spaces, drive aisles, landscaping, lighting, detention basins, curbs, gutters, 
and sidewalks. While the existing on-site uses would be considered incompatible 
with proposed land use, all existing on-site uses would be removed by the proposed 
project. Therefore, with the implementation of the proposed project and adherence 
to applicable existing requirements of the City, a less than significant potential 
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impact related to design features and on-site land uses would occur. No mitigation is 
required. 

Incompatible Uses, Off-Site. The project site is generally surrounded by industrial 
uses and vacant land. East of the project site are various industrial land use facilities 
including BP West Coast Products, a truck repair shop, and a propane supplier. 
South of the project site is a single-family non-conforming land use and warehouses. 
Southwest of the project site is a large vacant dirt lot. Northwest of the project site is 
a very large distribution center. Immediately north of the project site is a recycling 
plant. Beyond the general industrial land uses, a large railroad yard is farther north 
of the project site and a mix of residential homes is located farther to the west. 
Farther south of the project site are more industrial land uses and farther east of the 
project site is vacant undeveloped land adjacent to the Santa Ana River. 

The proposed project does not include uses that are incompatible with proposed 
adjacent development. The proposed project would generally be considered to be 
incompatible with the continued use of single-family non-conforming residential land 
uses to the south of the project site. However, these uses are located across West 
Santa Ana Avenue from the project site. Additionally, they are inconsistent with the 
planned industrial uses of the overall area. Therefore, with the implementation of the 
proposed project and adherence to applicable existing requirements of the City, a 
less than significant potential impact related to design features and off-site land uses 
would occur. No mitigation is required. 

4.16.5.4 Inadequate Emergency Access 

Threshold Would the proposed project result in inadequate emergency access? 

The proposed project would be designed, constructed, and maintained to provide 
required emergency/evacuation access. As part of the development process, project 
plans will be submitted to law enforcement, fire protection, and/or other emergency 
service providers (as appropriate) for review. Therefore, with adherence to 
applicable existing requirements of the City, the proposed project would have a less 
than significant impact related to emergency service providers. Additionally, the 
proposed project would not create potential impacts at study area intersections that 
may be used by emergency vehicles. No mitigation is required. 

4.16.5.5 Alternative Transportation 

Threshold Would the proposed project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or 
otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities? 

There are no existing bike lanes in the study area. Riverside Avenue has a sidewalk 
along the project’s eastern boundary. The proposed project is not within 0.5 mile of 



CapRock Distribution Center III Warehouse Project – City of Rialto 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

4.16-26 Transportation and Traffic Section 4.16 

any local bus line, bus rapid transit route, or Metrolink station. The nearest bus route 
to the project site is the Route 29, with a stop at Santa Ana and Spruce Avenues 
0.75 mile from the project site. According to the General Plan, the project site is 
considered to be within an underserved area with regard to public transit. The 
proposed project will not alter the location or frequency of bus transportation in the 
study area. 

Figure 4.4 in the General Plan (Bikeway Master Plan) identifies bicycle routes. No 
routes traverse the project site. However, the City’s Bikeway Master Plan designates 
Riverside and Santa Ana Avenues as Class II Bike Lanes. The proposed project 
would not impede the current use or future development of bicycle routes. The future 
warehouse would be required to comply with bicycle parking requirements detailed 
in Section 18.59.030 of the Municipal Code.1 

The proposed project would be required to adhere to applicable City standards that 
support and/or facilitate alternative modes of transportation. Through the City’s 
project review process, policies, plans, and/or programs, supporting alternative 
transportation would be reviewed and incorporated as applicable. Therefore, 
implementation of the proposed project would have a less than significant impact 
related to non-vehicular traffic or alternative modes of transportation. No mitigation is 
required. 

4.16.6 Significant Impacts 

4.16.6.1 Conflict with Applicable Circulation Plan and Traffic and Level of 
Service Impacts  

Impact 4.16.6.1: Intersection and roadway segment Levels of Service would exceed 
City standards under the Existing plus Project condition. 

Impact 4.16.6.2: Intersection and roadway segment Levels of Service would exceed 
City standards under the Opening Year (2016) plus Project condition.  

Impact 4.16.6.3: Intersection and roadway Levels of Service would exceed City 
standards under the Cumulative (2016) plus Project Condition. 

Impact 4.16.6.4: Freeway segment and merge/diverge area Levels of Service would 
exceed Caltrans standards under the Existing, Opening Year (2016), and 
Cumulative (2016) plus Project condition. 

Threshold: Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the 
circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation 
including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 

                                                      
1  One bicycle parking space per 30 automobile parking spaces. 
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components of the circulation system, including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle 
paths, and mass travel? 

Project Trip Generation. As Table 4.16.J depicts, the proposed project is expected 
to generate 3,151 daily total PCE trips, with 265 PCE trips occurring the a.m. peak 
hour and 284 PCE trips occurring during the p.m. peak hour. 

Table 4.16.J: Project Trip Generation 

Vehicle Type 

A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour 

Daily Trips In Out Total In Out Total 

Cars 77 18 95 25 76 101 1,128 

PCE 2-Axle Trucks 2 0 2 2 2 4 23 

PCE 3-Axle Trucks 28 8 36 10 28 38 422 

PCE 4+ Axle Trucks 105 27 132 36 105 141 1,578 

Total Trips 212 53 265 73 211 284 3,151 

Source: Table L, Traffic Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA Associates, Inc., May 29, 
2015. (Appendix I1) 

Existing Plus Project. Table 4.16.K summarizes the LOS for the study area 
intersections under the “Existing plus Project” condition. 

Table 4.16.K: Existing and Existing plus Project Condition LOS 

Intersection 
ID Intersection Location 

Without Project 
LOS 

With Project 
LOS 

A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M. 

1 Willow Avenue/Slover Avenue C B C C 

2 Willow Avenue/Project Driveway 1 — — A B 

3 Willow Avenue/Project Driveway 2 — — A A 

4 Willow Avenue/Santa Ana Avenue B C C D 

5 Project Driveway 3/Santa Ana Avenue — — B B 

6 
Interstate 10 Westbound Ramps/Riverside 
Avenue 

C B D B 

7 
Interstate 10 Eastbound Ramps/Riverside 
Avenue 

C C C C 

8 Riverside Avenue/Slover Avenue C C D C 

9 
Riverside Avenue/Project Driveway 4-
Union 76 Driveway 

F F C D 

10 Riverside Avenue/Santa Ana Avenue B B B C 

Source: Table F, Traffic Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA Associates, Inc., May 29, 
2015. (Appendix I) 
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Existing Plus Project Intersections. As detailed in Table 4.16.K, two intersections 
are forecast to operate at an unsatisfactory level of service: 

 Willow Avenue/Santa Ana Avenue (p.m. peak hour); and 

 Riverside Avenue/Slover Avenue (a.m. and p.m. peak hours). 

Under existing conditions, these intersections are operating at satisfactory LOS. The 
addition of project traffic would cause the Willow Avenue/Santa Ana Avenue p.m. 
peak hour LOS to decrease from C to D and the delay to increase by 10.1 seconds. 
The addition of project traffic would cause the Riverside Avenue/Slover Avenue a.m. 
peak hour LOS to decrease from C to D and the delay to increase by 22.0 seconds, 
and the p.m. peak hour LOS to remain at C and increase in delay by 9.8 seconds. 
Consistent with the City’s significance criteria based on peak hour delay increases 
caused by the proposed project, these are potentially significant impacts and 
mitigation is required. 

Table 4.16.L summarizes impacts to roadway segments. 

Table 4.16.L: Existing Plus Project Roadway Levels of Service 

Street Segment 

Without Project With Project 

Daily 
Volume 

LOS Daily 
Volume LOS 

Willow Avenue 
Between Slover Avenue and 
Santa Ana Avenue 

2,357 B 4,519 B 

Riverside 
Avenue 

Between Slover Avenue and 
Santa Ana Avenue 

45.507 F 54,041 F 

North of Slover Avenue 45,693 F 57,215 F 

Slover Avenue 
Between Willow Avenue and 
Riverside Avenue 

12,282 B 15,900 B 

Santa Ana 
Avenue 

Between Willow Avenue and 
Riverside Avenue 

5,278 B 8,510 B 

Source: Table G, Traffic Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA Associates, Inc., May 29, 
2015. (Appendix I) 
1. The locations of the intersections are identified in Figure 4.16.1. 
2. Capacity based on City of Rialto's Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines and Requirements, December 

2013. Per the City in all other LOS ranges, the increase is between 9 and 12%. Therefore, LOS E beginning 
at 33,000 would switch to LOS F at approximately 36,960 ADT. 

Existing Plus Project Roadways. All study area roadway segments would operate 
at a satisfactory LOS with the exception of Riverside Avenue, between Slover 
Avenue and Santa Ana Avenue, and the segment of Riverside Avenue north of 
Slover Avenue. The City General Plan Circulation Element provides that for roadway 
segments, the threshold of significance occurs when a project deteriorates roadway 
LOS from satisfactory conditions (LOS A–LOS D) to unsatisfactory conditions (LOS 
E–LOS F). The proposed project would not change the level of service on Riverside 
Avenue. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact 
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related to existing plus project roadway segments levels of service. No mitigation is 
required. 

Mitigation Measure. Transportation improvements throughout the City are funded 
through a combination of direct project mitigation, fair-share contributions, and 
Development Impact Fee (DIF) programs. With the installation of project 
improvements, the payment of required fees and fair-share responsibilities, it is 
reasonable to conclude the improvements required to mitigate the traffic impacts 
under the “Existing plus Project” will be implemented. The following measures would 
reduce the LOS impact at the affected intersections and roadway segments: 

4.16.6.1A Prior to the issuance of building permits, the project applicant shall 
install the following local circulation improvements: 

 Willow Avenue/Santa Ana Avenue: Convert from a two-way stop 
control to an all-way stop control. 

 Riverside Avenue/Slover Avenue: Restripe one eastbound 
through lane to an eastbound left-turn lane. This improvement 
would require a modification to the existing signalization to provide 
protected phasing in the eastbound and westbound directions. 

Level of Significance after Mitigation. Installation of project improvements identified 
by Mitigation Measure 4.16.6.1A would reduce LOS impacts under the “Existing plus 
Project” condition to a less than significant level (Table 4.16.M). 

Table 4.16.M: Existing Condition with Project Intersection LOS, with and 
without Improvements 

Intersection 
ID 

Intersection 
Location Improvement 

LOS Without 
Improvement 

LOS With 
Improvement 

A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M. 

4 
Willow Avenue/
Santa Ana Avenue 

Convert from two-way stop 
control to all-way stop control. 

C D B B 

8 
Riverside Avenue/
Slover Avenue 

Re-stripe one eastbound 
through lane to a second 
eastbound left-turn lane. 

D C C C 

Source: Table T, Traffic Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA Associates, Inc., May 29, 2015. (Appendix I) 

Opening Year (2016) Plus Project. The “Opening Year (2016)” condition identifies 
impacts on study area intersections with and without the proposed project. This 
analysis includes the traffic generated and an ambient growth factor that addresses 
traffic from pending and approved projects in the area. 

Opening Year Plus Project Intersections. The LOS impacts for the study area 
intersections under this condition are summarized in Table 4.16.N. 
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Table 4.16.N: “Opening Year (2016)” Intersection LOS 

Intersection 
ID 

Traffic 
Control Intersection Location 

Level of Service 

Without 
Project 

With 
Project 

A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M. 

1 
Two-Way Stop 

Control 
Willow Avenue/Slover Avenue C B C C 

2 
Two-Way Stop 

Control 
Willow Avenue/Project Driveway 1 — — A B 

3 
Two-Way Stop 

Control 
Willow Avenue/Project Driveway 2 — — A A 

4 
Two-Way Stop 

Control 
Willow Avenue/Santa Ana Avenue C C C D 

5 
Two-Way Stop 

Control 
Project Driveway 3/Santa Ana 
Avenue 

— — B B 

6 Signal 
Interstate 10 Westbound Ramps/
Riverside Avenue 

C B D B 

7 Signal 
Interstate 10 Eastbound Ramps/
Riverside Avenue 

C C C C 

8 Signal Riverside Avenue/Slover Avenue C C D C 

9 
Two-Way Stop 

Control 
Riverside Avenue/Project 
Driveway 4-Union 76 Driveway 

F F C D 

10 Signal 
Riverside Avenue/Santa Ana 
Avenue 

B B B C 

Source: Table M, Traffic Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA Associates, Inc., May 29, 
2015. (Appendix I) 

As detailed in Table 4.16.N, two intersections are forecast to operate at an 
unsatisfactory level of service: 

 Willow Avenue/Santa Ana Avenue (p.m. peak hour); and 

 Riverside Avenue/Slover Avenue (a.m. and p.m. peak hours). 

Without the proposed project’s traffic, these intersections operate at satisfactory 
LOS. The addition of project traffic would cause the Willow Avenue/Santa Ana 
Avenue p.m. peak hour LOS to decrease from C to D and the delay to increase by 
11.2 seconds. The addition of project traffic would cause the Riverside Avenue/
Slover Avenue a.m. peak hour LOS to decrease from C to D and the delay to 
increase by 24.1 seconds, and the p.m. peak hour LOS to remain at C and increase 
in delay by 10.2 seconds. Consistent with the City’s significance criteria based on 
peak hour delay increases caused by the proposed project, these are potentially 
significant impacts and mitigation is required. 

Opening Year Plus Project Roadways. Table 4.16.O depicts “Opening Year 
(2016)” roadway levels of service. 
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Table 4.16.O: “Opening Year (2016)” Roadway Levels of Service 

Street Segment 

Without Project With Project 
Daily 

Volume LOS 
Daily 

Volume LOS 

Willow Avenue 
Between Slover Avenue and 
Santa Ana Avenue 

2,404 B 4,519 B 

Riverside 
Avenue 

Between Slover Avenue and 
Santa Ana Avenue 

46,417 F 48,083 F 

North of Slover Avenue 46,607 F 49,309 F 

Slover Avenue 
Between Willow Avenue and 
Riverside Avenue 

12,528 B 13,564 B 

Santa Ana 
Avenue 

Between Willow Avenue and 
Riverside Avenue 

5,384 B 6,758 B 

Source: Table N, Traffic Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA Associates, Inc., May 29, 
2015. (Appendix I) 
1 The locations of the intersections are identified in Figure 4.16.1. 
2 Capacity based on City of Rialto’s Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines and Requirements, December 

2013. Per the City in all other LOS ranges, the increase is between 9 and 12%. Therefore, LOS E beginning 
at 33,000 would switch to LOS F at approximately 36,960 ADT. 

All study area roadway segments would operate at a satisfactory LOS with the 
exception of Riverside Avenue, between Slover Avenue and Santa Ana Avenue, and 
the segment of Riverside Avenue north of Slover Avenue. However, the proposed 
project would not change the level of service on Riverside Avenue. For this reason, 
impacts from the proposed project are considered less than significant. Therefore, 
mitigation is not required. 

Mitigation Measures. Mitigation Measure 4.16.6.1A, as described in the previous 
section, would also reduce the impacts from the Opening Year (2016) Condition. 

Level of Significance after Mitigation. The installation of the project improvements 
identified by Mitigation Measure 4.16.6.1A would reduce LOS impacts under the 
Opening Year (2016) condition to a less than significant level. 

Cumulative (2016) Plus Project. Information concerning cumulative projects in the 
vicinity of the proposed project was obtained from the City. Additionally, cumulative 
projects in the City of Colton were also included in the analysis. Cumulative projects 
are expected to generate 52,038 net daily PCE trips, with 3,617 trips occurring 
during the a.m. peak hour, and 4,605 trips occurring in the p.m. peak hour. 

Cumulative Plus Project Intersections. The effects of these additional trips from 
the project and cumulative projects on the LOS on project area intersections are 
depicted in Table 4.16.P. 



CapRock Distribution Center III Warehouse Project – City of Rialto 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

4.16-32 Transportation and Traffic Section 4.16 

Table 4.16.P: “Cumulative (2016)” Condition Intersection Levels of Service 

Intersection 
ID 

Traffic 
Control Intersection Location 

LOS Without 
Project 

LOS With 
Project 

A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M. 

1 
Two-Way 

Stop Control 
Willow Avenue/Slover 
Avenue 

C C D C 

2 
Two-Way 

Stop Control 
Willow Avenue/Project 
Driveway 1 

— — A B 

3 
Two-Way 

Stop Control 
Willow Avenue/Project 
Driveway 2 

— — A A 

4 
Two-Way 

Stop Control 
Willow Avenue/Santa Ana 
Avenue 

C C D F 

5 
Two-Way 

Stop Control 
Project Driveway 3/Santa 
Ana Avenue 

— — C C 

6 Signal 
Interstate 10 Westbound 
Ramps/Riverside Avenue 

D C D C 

7 Signal 
Interstate 10 Eastbound 
Ramps/Riverside Avenue 

C D C E 

8 Signal 
Riverside Avenue/Slover 
Avenue 

E D F E 

9 
Two-Way 

Stop Control 

Riverside Avenue/Project 
Driveway 4-Union 76 
Driveway 

F F C E 

10 Signal 
Riverside Avenue/Santa Ana 
Avenue 

C C C C 

Source: Table P, Traffic Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA Associates, Inc., May 29, 
2015. (Appendix I) 

All intersections are projected to operate at satisfactory levels of service with the 
exception of the following: 

 Willow Avenue/Santa Ana Avenue (p.m. peak hour);  

 I-10 Eastbound Ramps/Riverside Avenue (p.m. peak hour); and 

 Riverside Avenue/Slover Avenue (a.m. and p.m. peak hours). 

Based on the City’s significant impact criteria, the proposed project would have 
significant cumulative impact at the following intersections: 

 Willow Avenue/Slover Avenue (a.m. peak hour); 

 Willow Avenue/Santa Ana Avenue (a.m. and p.m. peak hours); and 

 Riverside Avenue/Slover Avenue (a.m. and p.m. peak hour). 

Although Willow Avenue/Slover Avenue would still operate at a satisfactory LOS, the 
proposed project would contribute a significant level of delay (8.0 seconds). For 
Willow Avenue/Santa Ana Avenue (p.m. peak hour) and Riverside Avenue/Slover 
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Avenue (a.m. peak hour), the proposed project would cause these intersections to 
degrade to an unsatisfactory LOS. 

The intersection of I-10 Eastbound Ramps/Riverside Avenue is under the jurisdiction 
of Caltrans. For intersections under the jurisdiction of Caltrans, a project significant 
impact occurs when the project reduces the LOS to below satisfactory conditions. 
The proposed project contributes to the projected deficiency under cumulative 
without project conditions at this intersection. 

Cumulative Plus Project Roadways. Table 4.16.Q depicts “Cumulative (2016)” 
condition roadway levels of service. 

Table 4.16.Q: “Cumulative (2016)” Condition Roadway Levels of Service 

Street Segment 

Without Project With Project 

Daily 
Volume LOS 

Daily 
Volume LOS 

Willow Avenue 
Between Slover Avenue and 
Santa Ana Avenue 

2,404 B 4,519 B 

Riverside 
Avenue 

Between Slover Avenue and 
Santa Ana Avenue 

52,375 F 54,041 F 

North of Slover Avenue 54,513 F 57,215 F 

Slover Avenue 
Between Willow Avenue and 
Riverside Avenue 

14,864 B 15,900 B 

Santa Ana 
Avenue 

Between Willow Avenue and 
Riverside Avenue 

7,136 B 8,510 B 

Source: Table Q, Traffic Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA Associates, Inc., May 29, 
2015. (Appendix I) 
1 The locations of the intersections are identified in Figure 4.16.1. 
2 Capacity based on City of Rialto's Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines and Requirements, December 

2013. Per the City in all other LOS ranges, the increase is between 9 and 12%. Therefore, LOS E beginning 
at 33,000 would switch to LOS F at approximately 36,960 ADT. 

All study area roadway segments would operate at satisfactory LOS D or better with 
the exception of Riverside Avenue, between Slover Avenue and Santa Ana Avenue, 
and the segment of Riverside Avenue north of Slover Avenue. Impacts to segments 
on Riverside Avenue are considered significant on a cumulative basis, and require 
mitigation. 

Mitigation Measure. Previously defined Mitigation Measure 4.16.6.1A would also 
address the impacts from the Cumulative (2016) Condition. The following measures 
have been identified to reduce cumulative LOS impacts at the affected intersections 
and roadways: 

4.16.6.3A Prior to the issuance of building permits, the project applicant shall 
submit evidence to the City that required fair-share contributions for 
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cumulative project impacts have been made. The following 
improvements are required: 

• Willow Avenue/Slover Avenue: Convert from two-way stop control 
to all-way stop control. 

• I-10 Eastbound/Riverside Avenue: Add a dedicated northbound 
right-turn lane. This improvement would require widening of the 
Riverside Avenue Bridge over the Union Pacific Railroad to provide 
one approximately 520-foot lane. 

4.16.6.3B Prior to the issuance of building permits, the project applicant shall pay 
the proposed project’s fair share for local circulation improvements. 
The City shall ensure that the following roadway improvements 
outlined in the project Traffic Study will be constructed pursuant to the 
timeframes established by the City of Rialto Development Impact Fee 
Program: 

• Riverside Avenue between Slover Avenue and Santa Ana Avenue: 
Add one northbound through lane and one southbound through 
lane to provide a six-lane arterial. 

• Riverside Avenue north of Slover Avenue: Add one northbound 
through lane and one southbound through lane to provide a six-
lane arterial. 

Level of Significance after Mitigation. Tables 4.16.R and 4.16.S show the effect of 
Mitigation Measures 4.16.1A, 4.16.6.3A, and 4.16.6.3B on intersection and 
roadway conditions. 

Table 4.16.R: Cumulative (2016) with Project Intersection LOS, with and 
without Improvements 

Intersection 
ID1 

Intersection 
Location Improvement 

LOS Without 
Improvement 

LOS With 
Improvement 

A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M. 

1 
Willow Avenue/
Slover Avenue 

Convert from two-way 
stop control to all-way 

stop control 
D C B B 

4 
Willow Avenue/
Santa Ana Avenue 

Convert from two-way 
stop control to all-way 

stop control 
D F C B 

7 
Interstate 10 
Eastbound Ramps/
Riverside Avenue 

Add a dedicated 
northbound right-turn 

lane 
C E C D 

8 
Riverside Avenue/
Slover Avenue 

Re-stripe one eastbound 
through lane to a second 
eastbound left-turn lane 

F E E C 

Source: Table X, Traffic Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA Associates, Inc., May 29, 
2015. (Appendix I) 
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Table 4.16.S: Cumulative (2016) with Project Segment LOS, with and without 
Improvements 

Street Segment Improvement 

Without 
Improvement 

With 
Improvement 

Daily 
Volume LOS 

Daily 
Volume LOS 

Riverside 
Avenue 

Between Slover 
Avenue and 
Santa Ana 
Avenue 

Add one northbound 
through lane and one 

southbound through lane 
52,375 F 54,041 E 

North of Slover 
Avenue 

Add one northbound 
through lane and one 

southbound through lane 
54,513 F 57,215 F 

Source: Table Y, Traffic Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA Associates, Inc., May 29, 
2015. (Appendix I) 
1. The locations of the intersections are identified in Figure 4.16.1. 
2. Capacity based on City of Rialto's Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines and Requirements, December 

2013. Per the City in all other LOS ranges, the increase is between 9 and 12%. Therefore, LOS E beginning 
at 33,000 would switch to LOS F at approximately 36,960 ADT. 

With planned mitigation measures, the proposed project would not create a 
significant impact to Cumulative (2016) LOS levels on project area intersections. 
However, one roadway segment would continue to operate at an unsatisfactory level 
with improvements: Riverside Avenue north of Slover Avenue. Therefore, this impact 
is considered significant and unavoidable. 

Freeway Impacts. I-10 is an east-west oriented interstate highway, which travels 
across the U.S. from Los Angeles to Jacksonville, Florida. It is located approximately 
0.8 mile north of the site. There are four lanes in either direction of travel along I-10 
at Riverside Avenue. Currently, the segments and ramps in the study area are 
experiencing service deficiencies during the a.m. peak hour for westbound lanes and 
p.m. peak hour of eastbound lanes. These deficiencies are illustrated in Table 
4.16.T. 

Table 4.16.T: “Existing Condition” I-10 Levels of Service 

Segment or Ramp 

Level of Service 
Without Project 

Level of Service With 
Project 

A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M. 

Eastbound 

1. West of Riverside Avenue Segment C F C F 

2. Riverside Avenue Off-Ramp A F A F 

3. Riverside Avenue Off-Ramp and Riverside 
Avenue On-Ramp 

B F B F 

4. Riverside Avenue On-Ramp C F C F 

5. East of Riverside Avenue On-Ramp C F C F 
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Table 4.16.T: “Existing Condition” I-10 Levels of Service 

Segment or Ramp 

Level of Service 
Without Project 

Level of Service With 
Project 

A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M. 

Westbound 

6. West of Riverside Avenue Segment E C E C 

7. Riverside Avenue On-Ramp — — — — 

8. Riverside Avenue Off-Ramp and Riverside 
Avenue On-Ramp 

F C F C 

9. Riverside Avenue Off-Ramp F D F D 

10. East of Riverside Avenue Off-Ramp F D F D 

Source: Table H, Traffic Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA Associates, Inc., May 29, 
2015. (Appendix I) 
1. The locations of the intersections are identified in Figure 4.16.1. 

Under existing conditions, the proposed project would contribute to existing 
deficiencies. Five freeway segments and three merge/diverge areas would continue 
to operate at unsatisfactory levels of service during either the a.m. or p.m. peak hour 
with the addition of project traffic. 

The same deficiencies were found to exist in the Opening Year (2016) condition, 
plus an additional deficient freeway segment, as depicted in Table 4.16.U. 

Table 4.16.U: “Opening Year (2016)” I-10 Levels of Service 

Segment or Ramp 

Level of Service 
Without Project 

Level of Service With 
Project 

A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M. 

Eastbound 

1. West of Riverside Avenue Segment C F C F 

2. Riverside Avenue Off-Ramp A F A F 

3. Riverside Avenue Off-Ramp and Riverside B F B F 

4. Riverside Avenue On-Ramp B F C F 

5. East of Riverside Avenue On-Ramp C F C F 

Westbound 

6. West of Riverside Avenue Segment F C F C 

7. Riverside Avenue On-Ramp — — — — 

8. Riverside Avenue Off-Ramp and Riverside 
Avenue On-Ramp 

F C F C 

9. Riverside Avenue Off-Ramp F D F D 

10. East of Riverside Avenue Off-Ramp F D F D 

Source: Table O, Traffic Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA Associates, Inc., May 29, 
2015. (Appendix I) 
1. The locations of the intersections are identified in Figure 4.16.1. 
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Under the Opening Year (2016) Condition, six freeway segments and three merge/
diverge areas would continue to operate at unsatisfactory levels of service during 
either the a.m. or p.m. peak hour with the addition of project traffic. The same 
deficiencies would exist under the Cumulative (2016) Condition (Table 4.16.V). 

Table 4.16.V: “Cumulative (2016)” I-10 Levels of Service 

Segment or Ramp 

Level of Service 
Without Project 

Level of Service With 
Project 

A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M. 

Eastbound 

1. West of Riverside Avenue Segment C F C F 

2. Riverside Avenue Off-Ramp A F A F 

3. Riverside Avenue Off-Ramp and Riverside C F C F 

4. Riverside Avenue On-Ramp C F D F 

5. East of Riverside Avenue On-Ramp C F C F 

Westbound 

6. West of Riverside Avenue Segment F D F D 

7. Riverside Avenue On-Ramp — — — — 

8. Riverside Avenue Off-Ramp and Riverside 
Avenue On-Ramp 

F D F D 

9. Riverside Avenue Off-Ramp F F F F 

10. East of Riverside Avenue Off-Ramp F E F E 

Source: Table R, Traffic Impact Analysis, Willow Avenue Warehouse Project, LSA Associates, Inc., May 29, 
2015. (Appendix I) 
1. The locations of the intersections are identified in Figure 4.16.1. 

Six freeway segments and three merge/diverge areas would continue to operate at 
unsatisfactory levels of service during either the a.m. or p.m. peak hour with the 
addition of project traffic. While the proposed project would not cause a segment or 
merge/diverge area to move from an acceptable LOS to an unacceptable LOS, it 
would exacerbate an already deficient condition. This is considered a significant 
cumulative impact. 

State highway facilities are anticipated to operate at unacceptable LOS without the 
proposed project. Caltrans has exclusive control over State highway improvements 
and State highway improvements are, by and large, a matter of State control. 
Because the City has no control over State facilities, the implementation and timing 
of improvements to State Highway System facilities cannot be ensured. Therefore, 
impacts to freeway segments and merge/diverge areas are considered significant 
and unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measures. As discussed above, there is no feasible mitigation for this 
impact. 
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Level of Significance after Mitigation. While the cumulative effect of the proposed 
project is small, because there is no feasible method to mitigate, the proposed 
project would have a significant and unavoidable impact on freeway facilities. 

4.16.7 Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative traffic impacts were assessed by analyzing potential project impacts in 
existing, opening year, and cumulative conditions. The traffic study area was 
determined based on direction from City staff and a quantitative process whereby 
specific study intersections and roadway segments were included in the traffic study 
where the proposed project would add 50 or more peak hour trips or where 
proposed project traffic has the potential to cause a significant impact based on a 
level of service standard. Study area freeway segments include those locations 
where the proposed project would add 100 two-way trips. Cumulative projects are 
identified in the previously referenced Table 2.A and Figure 2.1. 

Cumulative impacts associated with traffic volumes are determined based on the 
addition of traffic volumes from approved and pending cumulative projects in the 
area and projected traffic growth to existing traffic volumes. With the project-specific 
mitigation previously identified, project-related short-term and long-term impacts to 
intersections would be reduced to less than significant levels for “Existing with 
Project,” “Opening Year (2016),” and “Cumulative (2016)” conditions. As stated in 
Impacts 4.16.6.3 and 4.16.6.4, cumulative impacts related to local roadways and 
State highway facilities are cumulatively significant and unavoidable.  

Given the distance between the proposed project site and cumulative project sites, 
impacts associated with air traffic patterns, design hazards, emergency access, or 
conflicts with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative 
transportation would not comingle and create impacts over and above those 
associated with the proposed project. Cumulative impacts from the proposed project 
and cumulative projects associated with these issues are considered less than 
significant. No mitigation is required. 
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4.17 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

This section analyzes the existing and planned water supply, wastewater, solid 
waste, natural gas, and electrical system for the project site and the surrounding 
area, and evaluates the potential impacts to utility providers that could result from 
the construction and operation of the proposed project. The following resource is 
used throughout this section: 

 City of Rialto General Plan, December 2010. 

A discussion of each utility system is provided separately.  

4.17.1 Existing Setting 

4.17.1.1 Water Supply 

Water service to the project site is provided by West Valley Water District (WVWD). 
WVWD is a special district with a service area of approximately 29 square miles. Its 
average water demand is nearly 19 million gallons per day (mgd), with 
approximately 50 percent being used by City residents. WVWD currently serves 
approximately 77,457 people. 

WVWD obtains its water supply from local surface water, groundwater, and the State 
Water Project (SWP). Groundwater is the dominant source (approximately 65%) of 
water supply and is derived from the Lytle Creek, Rialto/Colton, Bunker Hill, North 
Riverside, and Chino Basins. Purchased water from the SWP and Lytle Creek 
surface water make up the remainder of WVWD’s water supply. 

The San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District (SBVMWD), wholesale water 
agency, prepares a Regional Urban Water Management Plan (RUWMP) for 
agencies within its service area, including WVWD. The RUWMP identifies 
anticipated water supplies and demands for the years 2010 to 2035. The RUWMP 
states with its existing and planned supplies, the agencies within the SBVMWD can 
provide reliable water supplies for an average year, single dry year, and multiple dry 
years. Additionally, the RUWMP addresses conservation, local supplies, and 
reliability of imported supplies. Table 4.17.A identifies the past, present, and 
projected water supplies and demand for WVWD. 

Table 4.17.A: WVWD Water Supplies and Demand for Average Year Hydrology 
 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

WVWD Supplies (Current and Projected) 

Supply Source acre-feet1 per year 

Wholesale/Imported 7,000 7,000 7,000 7,000 7,000 

Groundwater  35,500 43,500 48,500 53,000 53,000 

Local Surface Water 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500 
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Table 4.17.A: WVWD Water Supplies and Demand for Average Year Hydrology 
 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

Recycled Water 0 0 0 0 0 

Transfers/Exchanges  0 0 0 0 0 

Groundwater Banking 0 0 0 0 0 

Total Planned Supplies 48,000 56,000 61,000 65,500 65,500 

WVWD Water Demands

Demand Source acre-feet per year 

Demand without Conservation 26,627 34,256 40,179 43,308 47,636 

Reduction with Conservation 2,663 6,730 8,036 8,662 9,527 

Total Adjusted Demand 23,964 27,526 32,143 34,646 38,109 

Source: Table 11-34: Projected Average/Normal Year Supplies and Demands (AF), 2010 San Bernardino Valley 
Regional Urban Water Management Plan, June 2011. 
1.  An acre-foot is defined as the volume of one acre of surface area to a depth of one foot or approximately 

325,853 gallons. 

State Water Project. WVWD purchases SWP water from SBVMWD through the 
Lytle Turnout off the San Gabriel Feeder Pipeline. The SBVMWD imports water to 
the San Bernardino Valley through participation in the SWP. The SBVMWD is a 
State Water Contractor, with an annual maximum entitlement of 102,600 acre-feet 
per year (AFY) through 2035. However, actual deliveries vary depending mainly on 
precipitation. The primary source of water for the SWP is the Feather River, a 
tributary of the Sacramento River. Water is transported to Southern California via the 
California Aqueduct. The SWP typically provides about a third of Southern 
California’s water. 

Current drought conditions and the maintenance of water sufficient to sustain 
endangered/threatened habitats in the Sacramento Bay Delta continue to affect the 
volume of water delivered via the SWP. The 2009 SWP Reliability report cited that 
restrictions to protect endangered fish, climate change and sea level rise, and the 
vulnerability of Delta levees to failure due to floods and earthquakes all have the 
potential to affect water delivery reliability. Analyses contained in the report 
concluded that through 2035, the average delivery to SBCMD would be 60 percent 
of the maximum entitlement, or approximately 61,612 AFY. Throughout these years, 
WVWD plans to purchase 7,000 AFY. 

SBVMWD and its purveyors recognize that water availability through the SWP is 
intermittent. As a result, agencies purchasing from SBVMWD are required to have a 
100 percent backup for any amount of water they order from the SWP. The primary 
regional contingency strategy for agencies in the service area is groundwater 
storage. During an outage of the statewide system, agencies would rely primarily on 
local groundwater supplies. One of the primary management strategies is to store 
water in wet years so that it is available in dry years. 
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The SBVMWD’s RUWMP also indicates under normal, dry, and even multiple dry-
year conditions, SWP supplies in combination with other water supplies would be 
adequate to meet demand despite periodic restrictions during dry years. 

California Drought. According to the U.S. Drought Monitor, in 2014 an estimated 58 
percent of California was in “Exceptional Drought Conditions,” the worst category 
possible, with over 80 percent of California in “Extreme Drought Conditions.” 
Governor Brown proclaimed a State of Emergency in January 2014 to address the 
record dry conditions around the state. In response to this proclamation, the SWRCB 
issued a statewide notice of water shortages and potential for future curtailment of 
water right diversions. 

On April 1, 2015, due to continuing drought conditions in California, Governor Brown 
issued Executive Order B-29-15 calling for a 25 percent reduction in consumer water 
use in response to the historically dry conditions throughout California. The 
Governor’s Order also includes mandatory actions aimed at reducing water 
demands, with a particular focus on outdoor water use.1 

As of July 2015, WVWD has enacted “Stage III A: Water Warning” water use 
restrictions. These restrictions are detailed in Section 2406 of Ordinance No. 80, 
which amends Article 24 of Municipal Code (Water Conservation). All customers are 
required to reduce potable water consumption by a minimum of 25 percent. 
Requirements under the ordinance include limiting landscape irrigation, auto 
washing, filling of swimming pools, and water use in construction. For construction of 
new developments, all new landscaping must be approved by WVWD. 

4.17.1.2 Wastewater Services 

Wastewater services are provided by the City Water Services. The City maintains 
263 miles of sewer lines, consisting mostly of gravity sewers. Wastewater flows are 
transported to the City Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP), located south of I-10 
and east of Riverside Avenue. According to the City’s 2013 Sewer Master Plan, the 
WWTP consists of five plants with a permitted capacity of 11.7 mgd.2 Current 
average flows are approximately 7 mgd. Some of the equipment in these plants is in 
need of repair, and recommended improvements were identified by the City’s 2013 
Sewer Master Plan.3 

4.17.1.3 Solid Waste Services 

The City contracts with Burrtec, a private hauler, for the collection, transport, 
recycling, and disposal of solid waste. After processing, non-recyclable solid waste 
                                                      
1 http://bewaterwise.com/pdf/Allocation_board_letter.pdf, site accessed May 1, 2015. 
2  City of Rialto, Sewer Master Plan, April 2013. 
3  Ibid. 
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is transported for disposal at the Mid-Valley Landfill, which is owned and operated by 
the County of San Bernardino Solid Waste Management Division. Mid-Valley has a 
processing capacity of 7,500 tons per day.1 On average, the landfill processes 2,650 
tons of solid waste per day.2 Total remaining capacity at this landfill is approximately 
of 67,520,000 cubic yards. This landfill has an expected closure date of April 2033. 

4.17.1.4 NOP/Scoping Comments 

No comments regarding water supply, wastewater services, or solid waste services 
were received during the NOP period. 

4.17.2 Existing Policies and Regulations 

4.17.2.1 Federal Water Pollution Control Act 

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act requires discharges (from point and non-
point sources) into navigable water to meet stringent National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit standards. The U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) has published regulations establishing requirements for application of 
storm water permits for specified categories of industries, municipalities, and certain 
construction activities. The regulations require that discharges of storm water from 
construction activity of 1.0 acre or more must be regulated and covered by an 
NPDES permit. When a construction area exceeds 1.0 acre in size, the applicant 
must develop and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 
Additional analysis and information regarding NPDES requirements and regulations 
is provided in Section 4.9 of this EIR, Hydrology and Water Quality. 

4.17.2.2 Water Conservation in Landscaping Act 

To ensure adequate supplies are available for future uses and to promote the 
conservation and efficient use of water, local agencies are required to adopt water-
efficient landscape ordinances. When such an ordinance has not been adopted, a 
finding as to why such an ordinance is not necessary (based on the climatic, 
geologic, or topographical conditions) must be adopted. In the absence of a local 
ordinance, an ordinance drafted by the State of California applies within the affected 
jurisdiction. The City’s Municipal Code (Article 24, as amended in Ordinance No. 80) 
implements landscaping and irrigation standards to promote water-efficient 
landscapes. 

                                                      
1 Facility/Site Summary Details: Mid-Valley Sanitary Landfill, CalRecycle, 

http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Directory/36-AA-0055/Detail, website accessed June 4, 
2015. 

2  Fact Sheet, Mid-Valley Landfill Environmental Protection Project, San Bernardino County Solid 
Waste Management, http://www.sbcounty.gov/dpw/solidwaste/pdf/20090218_dpw_fact_
sheet.pdf, accessed June 4, 2015. 
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4.17.2.3 Water Recycling in Landscaping Act 

The Water Recycling in Landscaping Act requires that a water producer capable of 
providing recycled water that meets certain conditions notify local agencies eligible 
to receive the recycled water. It also requires necessary infrastructure be provided to 
support the delivery of recycled water. 

The Rialto Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP) currently supplies reclaimed 
water to Caltrans for the irrigation of landscaping along I-10. According to the 
General Plan and UWMP, the City is currently pursuing funding to expand recycled 
water use. The projected use of recycled wastewater within the City’s service area 
for the next 25 years is uncertain as funding for infrastructural improvements are 
needed to distribute recycled water from the WWTP to the City. If the City were to 
expand its use of recycled wastewater, the City could benefit as a number of parks, 
schools, and street medians could use recycled water. 

4.17.2.4 Sections 13550–13556 of the State Water Code 

These sections of the State Water Code state that local, regional, or State agencies 
shall not use water from any quality source of potable water for non-potable uses if 
suitable recycled water is available as provided in Section 13550 of the Water Code. 

4.17.2.5 Urban Water Management Planning Act (Cal. Water Code Section 
10631) 

Since 1984, the Urban Water Management Planning Act, has required “urban water 
suppliers” to develop written “urban water management plans.” While generally 
aimed at encouraging water suppliers to implement water conservation measures, it 
also created long-term planning obligations. In preparing urban water management 
plans, urban water suppliers must describe the following: (a) existing and planned 
water supply and demand; (b) water conservation measures and a schedule for 
implementing and evaluating such measures; and (c) water shortage contingency 
measures. The Urban Water Management Planning Act requires that urban water 
suppliers use a 20-year planning horizon and update the data in the urban water 
plans every five years. 

In preparing their 20-year management plans, water suppliers must address the 
subject of future population growth directly. The suppliers must also identify sources 
of supply to meet demand. The plan must “identify and quantify, to the extent 
practicable, the existing and planned sources of water available to the supplier.” In 
identifying these future water sources, the suppliers need not conduct environmental 
review. 
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4.17.2.6 Water Supply and Demand Reliability Assessment (Cal. Water Code 
Section 10910) (Senate Bill 901) 

Signed into law on October 16, 1995, Senate Bill 901 (SB 901) requires every urban 
water supplier to identify as part of its UWMP the existing and planned sources of 
water available to the supplier over a prescribed five-year period. SB 901 requires 
additional information to be included as part of a UWMP if groundwater is identified 
as a source of water available to the supplier. Provisions of SB 901 requires an 
urban water supplier to include in the plan a description of all water supply projects 
and programs that may be undertaken to meet total project water use. A city or 
county shall request each public water system serving a project to assess the 
projected water demand associated with said project and an assessment of whether 
the projected water demand associated with selected projects was included as part 
of the most recent UWMP. As part of this assessment, the public water system is 
required to indicate whether its total projected water supplies available during 
normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry water years will meet the project demand 
associated with the proposed project, in addition to the public water system’s 
existing and planned uses. 

Pursuant to Section 10912 of the State Water Code, a “project” is specifically 
defined as development meeting any of the following criteria: 

 500 or more dwelling units; 

 Commercial center employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than 
500,000 square feet; 

 Office building employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than 250,000 
square feet; 

 A hotel/motel with 500 or more rooms; 

 An industrial, manufacturing, processing plant, or industrial park employing more 
than 1,000 persons or occupying more than 40 acres, or having more than 
650,000 square feet of floor area; 

 A mixed-use project that would demand an amount of water equal to the amount 
of water required by a 500-dwelling unit project; or 

 In areas where the public water system has fewer than 5,000 service 
connections, any development that would increase water demand by 10 percent 
or greater in the number of existing service connections, or in the case of a 
mixed-use development, an increase in water required by residential 
development representing a 10 percent or greater increase in the number of 
existing service connections. 

After receiving such information, cities and counties may agree or disagree with the 
conclusions of the water purveyors, but cannot approve projects in the face of 
documented water shortfalls without first making certain findings. 
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4.17.2.7 Water Supply Planning (Cal. Water Code Section Sections 10910 
through 10915) (Senate Bill 610) 

Signed into law October 9, 2001, Senate Bill 610 (SB 610) resulted in amendments 
to Section 21151.9 of the Public Resources Code. Additionally, several sections of 
the Water Code were amended, one was repealed, and portions of one section were 
added and/or repealed. Revising provisions established by SB 901 and SB 610 
requires that any city or county having determined that a project is subject to CEQA 
identify any public water systems that may supply water for the project and to 
request those public water systems to prepare a specified WSA if the project 
exceeds the specified threshold for a WSA. Such an assessment would include, 
among other information, the following: 

 Identification of existing water entitlements, water rights, or water service 
contracts relevant to the water supply identified for a proposed project; and 

 The amount of water received pursuant to such entitlements, rights, or contracts. 

SB 610 requires the public water system, city, or county to submit plans for acquiring 
the required water supply for the proposed project if the WSA concludes that water 
supplies are or will become insufficient. Any such WSA and other information would 
be included in the environmental document prepared for the project pursuant to 
CEQA. 

4.17.2.8 Groundwater Management Act (AB 3030) (Sections 10750–10756 of 
the California Water Code) 

The availability of groundwater and issues involving the adequacy of recharge 
capability are regional in nature. The Groundwater Management Act1 (AB 3030) 
provides a systematic procedure for an existing local agency to develop a 
groundwater management plan. AB 3030 allows a local agency whose service 
includes a groundwater basin that is not already subject to groundwater 
management pursuant to law or court order to adopt and implement a groundwater 
management plan and includes plans to mitigate overdraft conditions, control 
brackish water, and to monitor and replenish groundwater. 

4.17.2.9 Federal Water Pollution Control Act 

The principal federal legislation dealing with wastewater is the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act, which is designed to restore and preserve the integrity of the 
nation’s waters. In addition to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, other federal 
environmental laws have a bearing on the location, type, planning, and funding of 
wastewater treatment facilities. 

                                                      
1 Sections 10750–10756 of the California Water Code. 
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4.17.2.10 California Department of Health Services (DHS) 

Operation of the City WWTP is subject to regulations set forth by the DHS. 

4.17.2.11 Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Operation of the City WWTP is subject to regulations set forth by the DHS and the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). NPDES permits are required for 
operators of publically owned treatment works, municipal separate storm sewer 
systems (MS4s), construction, projects, and industrial facilities that discharge to 
surface waters within the City. 

4.17.2.12 Assembly Bill 341 (Chapter 476, Statutes of 2011) 

AB 341 was signed into law in 2011 and established a goal of processing 75 percent 
of generated waste through source reduction, recycling, or composting activities by 
the year 2020. The bill also instituted a commercial recycling mandate. In the 
mandate, businesses that generate four or more cubic yards of waste per week and 
multifamily developments of five or units are required to arrange for recycling 
services. 

4.17.2.13 Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991, Assembly Bill 
1327 (AB 1327) California 

Signed into law in 1991, AB 1327 added Chapter 18 to Part 3 of Division 30 of the 
Public Resources Code. Chapter 18 required the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board (CIWMB) to develop a model ordinance for adoption of 
recyclable materials in development projects. Local agencies were then required to 
adopt the model, or ordinances of their own, in order to govern adequate areas for 
collection and loading of recyclable materials in development projects by September 
1, 1993. If a local agency had not adopted a model ordinance by that date, the 
CIWMB model would be adopted and enforced by the local agency. 

4.17.2.14 Senate Bill 1016 (SB 1016) 

The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) requires each 
jurisdiction to divert 50 percent of its solid waste from being disposed in landfills. The 
new per capita disposal measurement system (SB 1016, Wiggins, Chapter 343, 
Statutes of 2008) became effective January 1, 2009. It builds on AB 939 compliance 
requirements by implementing a simplified measure of local jurisdictions’ 
performance. SB 1016 accomplishes this by changing to a disposal-based indicator: 
the per capita disposal rate, which uses only two factors: a jurisdiction’s population 
and its disposal as reported by disposal facilities. SB 1016 changes how each 
jurisdiction’s progress is measured to reach the 50 percent goal for diverting waste 
from landfills. This measurement is no longer determinative of compliance. In order 
for the CIWMB and jurisdictions to more properly focus on successful program 
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implementation, SB 1016 shifts from the historical emphasis on using calculated 
generation and estimated diversion to using annual disposal as a factor when 
evaluating jurisdictions’ program implementation. 

4.17.2.15 San Bernardino Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan 

The San Bernardino Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan (SBCIWMP) 
was approved by the CIWMB in 1997 and updated in 2007. The SBCIWMP outlines 
the goals, policies, and programs the County and its cities, and would implement to 
create an integrated and cost-effective waste management system that complies 
with the provisions of AB 939 and its diversion mandates. 

4.17.2.16 City General Plan 

The City’s General Plan Land Use, Community Design, and Open Space and 
Conservation Elements contain policies regarding water and wastewater that are 
applicable to the proposed project. The City General Plan does not contain any 
applicable solid waste goals or policies. 

Land Use, Community Design, Open Space and Conservation Goal 2-28: 
Protect and enhance Rialto’s surface waters and groundwater basins. 

Policy:  

Policy 2-28.2 Maximize recharge of local groundwater basins by minimizing 
impervious surfaces and protecting open space recharge areas. 

Policy 2-28.3 Design sidewalks, roads, and driveways to minimize impervious 
surfaces; provide flood control channels with permeable bottoms to 
help restore groundwater aquifers. 

Land Use, Community Design, Open Space and Conservation Goal 2-29: 
Conserve water resources 

Policy 2-29.1 Require new development to use features. Equipment, technology, 
landscaping, and other methods to reduce water consumption. 

Table 4.17.B identifies relevant policies from the City’s General Plan and determines 
consistency of the proposed project with those policies. 

Table 4.17.B: General Plan Consistency Analysis 
General Plan Goals and Targets General Plan Consistency Analysis 

Goal 2-28: Protect and enhance Rialto’s surface waters and groundwater basins. 

Policy 2-28.2. Maximize recharge of local 
groundwater basins by minimizing impervious 
surfaces and protecting open space recharge 
areas. 

Consistent: The proposed project will incorporate 
Low Impact Development features as part of its 
water quality management plan, including a 58-
foot wide by 200-foot long infiltration basin.  
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Table 4.17.B: General Plan Consistency Analysis 
General Plan Goals and Targets General Plan Consistency Analysis 

Policy 2-28.3. Design sidewalks, roads, and 
driveways to minimize impervious surfaces; 
provide flood control channels with permeable 
bottoms to help restore groundwater aquifers. 

Goal 2-29: Conserve water resources 

Policy 2-29.1. Require new development to use 
features, equipment, technology, landscaping, 
and other methods to reduce water 
consumption. 

Consistent: The proposed project will be required 
to incorporate water efficient fixtures and 
landscaping.  

Source: City of Rialto General Plan, December 2010. 

As detailed in Table 4.17.B, the proposed project is consistent with the stated 
General Plan policies. 

4.17.3 Methodology 

This section estimates the proposed project’s anticipated water demand and 
evaluates it against available supplies based on data included in the RUWMP 
prepared by the SBVMWD. 

The wastewater and solid waste analyses are based on evaluating the existing 
capacity of nearby wastewater and solid waste facilities that serve the City, future 
wastewater and solid waste capacities that would be available to the City, and the 
identification of existing, as well as future, wastewater and solid waste demand 
associated with the development of the proposed project. 

4.17.4 Thresholds of Significance 

Based on Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, utilities or service systems 
related to water supply, wastewater, and solid waste would be significant if the 
proposed project would: 

 Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects; 

 Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects;  

 Have insufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or need new or expanded entitlements; 

 Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water 
Quality Control Board; 
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 Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider, which serves or 
may serve the project, that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project's 
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments; 

 Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects; 

 The project would be served by a landfill with insufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs; and/or 

 The project would fail to comply with applicable federal, State, and local statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste. 

For the purpose of this EIR, significant impacts would occur if the aforementioned 
conditions cannot be overcome by reasonable design, construction, and 
maintenance practices. 

4.17.5 Less than Significant Impacts 

The following potential impacts were determined to be less than significant. For each 
of the following issues, either no impact would occur (therefore, no mitigation would 
be required) or adherence to established regulations, standards, and policies would 
reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level. 

4.17.5.1 Water Supply and Water Treatment Facilities 

Threshold Would the proposed project have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or are new 
or expanded entitlements needed? 

Threshold Would the proposed project require or result in the construction of new 
water treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

The WVWD currently provides water to the project site and the surrounding area. All 
utility services for the proposed project would connect to existing infrastructure; no 
off-site improvements would be required.  

The project is under the 1,000-person employment and 650,000-square foot 
thresholds outlined under SB 901; therefore, a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) 
was not prepared. As stated in the RUWMP, with all existing and planned water 
supplies, the WVWD would have the ability to meet its future water supply service 
area demands under normal, single year dry, and multiple year dry weather 
conditions through 2035. The RUWMP estimates the projected supply available for 
2015 to be 48,000 acre-feet, while demand would be 24,036 acre-feet. 



CapRock Distribution Center III Warehouse Project – City of Rialto 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

4.17-12 Utilities and Service Systems Section 4.17 

Future demand for the RUWMP is based on projected growth within WVWD’s 
service area. WVWD considered the increase in demand as a result of new 
developments. The proposed project is consistent with land use designations under 
the General Plan and zoning ordinance; water use would be consistent with the 
growth projections of the RUWMP. 

Depending on the type of industry that occupies the development in the future, water 
use can vary greatly. Based on a water use factor for miscellaneous manufacturing 
industries, the proposed project could use approximately 41,538 gallons per day 
(gpd), or 46.53 acre-feet per year (AFY).1,2 The proposed project’s demand is well 
within the surplus capacity of WVWD. The proposed project will have sufficient water 
supplies available. New water treatment facilities would not be required. Therefore, 
potential impacts related to water supply and water treatment facilities would be less 
than significant. No mitigation is required. 

4.17.5.2  Storm Water Drainage Requirements 

Threshold Would the proposed project result in the construction of new storm 
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

(See Section 4.9 for a more detailed accounting of the proposed project’s drainage 
plan.) 

4.17.5.3  Wastewater Treatment Requirements 

Threshold Would the proposed project exceed wastewater treatment 
requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

Local governments and water districts are responsible for complying with federal 
regulations, both for wastewater plant operation and the collection systems (e.g., 
sanitary sewers) that convey wastewater to the wastewater treatment facility. Proper 
operation and maintenance is critical for sewage collection and treatment as impacts 
from these processes can degrade water resources and affect human health. For 
these reasons, publicly owned treatment works (POTWs) receive Waste Discharge 
Requirements (WDRs) to ensure that such wastewater facilities operate in 
compliance with water quality regulations set forth by the State. WDRs, issued by 
the State, establish effluent limits on the kinds and quantities of pollutants that 
POTWs can discharge. These permits also contain pollutant monitoring, 
recordkeeping, and reporting requirements. POTWs that intend to discharge into the 
nation’s waters must obtain a WDR prior to initiating discharge. 

                                                      
1  Pacific Institute. Waste Not, Want Not: The Potential for Water Conservation in California, 2003. 

Appendix C, http://pacinst.org/publication/waste-not-want-not/ (accessed July 1, 2015). 
2  483 employees × 86 gallons/employee/day = 41,538 gallons per day. 
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It is anticipated that all wastewater generated by the proposed project would be 
routed to and treated by the City WWTP. Proposed project discharge flows treated 
at the WWTP would be required to comply with WDRs for that facility. Compliance 
with condition or permit requirements established by the City and WDRs would 
ensure that discharges into the wastewater treatment facility system from the 
operation of the proposed project would not exceed applicable RWQCB wastewater 
treatment requirements. Expected wastewater flows from the proposed project 
would not exceed the capabilities of the serving treatment plant. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not cause an impact related to wastewater treatment 
requirements. No mitigation is required. 

4.17.5.4 Wastewater Treatment Capacity and/or New or Expanded Wastewater 
Treatment Facilities 

Thresholds Would the proposed project result in a determination by the 
wastewater treatment provider, which serves or may serve the project, 
that it lacks adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand 
in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

Threshold Would the proposed project require the construction of new 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

Wastewater flows generated by the proposed project would be routed to the City 
WWTP. The WWTP consists of five plants with a permitted capacity of 11.7 mgd.1 
Current average flows are approximately 7 mgd. According to rates used by the City 
Sewer Master Plan Report, the proposed project would generate approximately 
36,555 gpd, which is within the surplus capacity of the plant (approximately 0.78 
percent of existing surplus capacity).2 The proposed project would not exceed the 
capacity of the City’s WWTP. The proposed project would not result in the 
construction of new or expanded water or wastewater treatment facilities. Therefore, 
the proposed project would have a less than significant impact related to wastewater 
treatment capacity and/or new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities. No 
mitigation is required. 

                                                      
1  City of Rialto, Sewer Master Plan, April 2013. 
2  1,500 gallons/acre/day × 24.37 acres = 36,555 gallons per day. 
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4.17.5.5 Solid Waste Facilities 

Threshold Would the proposed project be served by a landfill with insufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal 
needs? 

Solid waste generated by the proposed on-site uses would be collected and 
processed by Burrtec, after which non-recyclable material would be sent to Mid-
Valley Landfill. Mid-Valley Landfill has a processing capacity of 7,500 tons per day1 
and an existing daily surplus of 4,850 tons. 

Based on a generation rate of 8.93 pounds per employee per day, the proposed 
project would generate approximately 4,313.19 pounds of solid waste per day.2 This 
amount is equivalent to 0.044 percent of the daily surplus at Mid-Valley Landfill.3 The 
Mid-Valley Landfill has adequate capacity to serve the proposed project. As 
adequate daily surplus capacity exists at the receiving landfill, development of the 
proposed project would not significantly affect current operations or the expected 
lifetime of the landfill serving the project area. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not cause an impact related to solid waste disposal. No mitigation is required. 

4.17.5.6 Solid Waste Reduction 

Threshold Would the proposed project fail to comply with applicable federal, 
State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

The California Integrated Waste Management Act requires each city and county to 
prepare, adopt, and submit to CalRecycle a Source Reduction and Recycling 
Element (SRRE) that demonstrates how the jurisdiction will meet the Integrated 
Waste Management Act’s mandated waste diversion goals, including a 50 percent or 
better rate of solid waste diversion. Each jurisdiction’s SRRE must include specific 
components, as defined in Public Resources Code Sections 41003 and 41303. 

The City contracts with franchise solid waste haulers, including EDCO disposal, who 
offer recycling services to meet the requirements of the City SRRE. The proposed 
project would be required to coordinate with EDCO to enact a program for the 
collection of recyclable materials as established by applicable local, regional, and 
State programs. Recyclable materials that may be included in such a recycling 
program include paper products, glass, aluminum, and plastic. 

                                                      
1 Facility/Site Summary Details: Mid-Valley Sanitary Landfill, CalRecycle, 

http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Directory/36-AA-0055/Detail, website accessed June 4, 
2015. 

2  8.93 pounds per employee per day x 483 employees = 4,313.19 pounds of solid waste per day. 
3  4,313.19 pounds of solid waste per day ÷ 4,850 tons (9,700,000 pounds) daily surplus = 0.044 

percent. 
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AB 341 requires all businesses in California that generate four or more cubic yards 
of waste per week to recycle. EDCO offers a wide variety of recycling services that 
the proposed project would have access to in order to recycle waste from 
businesses subject to AB 341. 

The proposed project would be required to comply with applicable elements of AB 
1327, Chapter 18 (California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991) 
and other applicable local, State, and federal solid waste disposal standards, 
thereby ensuring that the solid waste stream to regional landfills are reduced in 
accordance with existing regulations. Therefore, the proposed project with 
compliance with federal, State, and local standards would have a less than 
significant impact to solid waste. No mitigation is required. 

4.17.6 Significant Impacts 

The proposed project would have no significant impacts concerning water supply or 
water treatment/conveyance facilities, wastewater treatment or conveyance facilities, 
or solid waste services or facilities. No mitigation is required. 

4.17.7 Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative projects are identified in the previously referenced Table 2.A and Figure 
2.1. The cumulative area for public utilities and services is the service area for the 
specific utility as discussed below.  

4.17.7.1 Water Supply Facilities 

The cumulative area for water supply-related issues is the WVWD service area. 
Existing and future development within the WVWD’s service area would demand 
additional quantities of water. The adopted RUWMP projects population within the 
service area to increase to 135,575 persons by the year 2035. Increases in 
population, development, and intensity of uses would contribute to increases in the 
overall regional water demand. Water conservation and recycling measures would 
reduce the need for increased water supply. Overall, however, total demand is 
expected to increase from 23,964 AFY in the year 2015 to 38,109 AFY in the year 
2035. 

During drought periods, the availability of State Water may be reduced. During dry 
years, it is anticipated that WVWD would receive 5,412 from the SWP. Under 
drought conditions, WVWD would be able to rely on other sources, such as 
groundwater, to adequately meet demand. The SBVMWD and agencies within its 
service area are pursuing water conservation strategies in order to reduce per capita 
use of water. Both SBWMWD and WVWD employ demand management measures, 
which are programs and activities that incentivize water conservation. For WVWD, 
these measures include supporting legislation that prohibits water waste, retail 
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conservation pricing, and public information programs. The proposed project and 
cumulative projects would be required to comply with measures imposed by WVWD. 
The RUWMP concluded that, even under drought conditions, the service area would 
have a reliable water supply through 2035. 

As shown in Table 2.A and illustrated in Figure 2.1, several cumulative projects are 
planned within the City. As development occurs, each project will be required to 
assess its separate and cumulative effect on water supply. The existing and future 
land use patterns/designations and demographic projects for the WVWD service 
area are taken into consideration during the development of local and regional water 
planning documents. As WVWD and SBVMWD have established that current and 
future water supplies are sufficient to address normal, single dry year, and multiple 
dry year conditions, no cumulatively significant water supply or delivery impact would 
occur. No mitigation is required. 

4.17.7.2 Wastewater Facilities 

The cumulative area for wastewater-related issues is the City of Rialto. Cumulative 
population increases and development within the service area would increase the 
overall regional demand for wastewater treatment service. The Sewer System 
Master Plan considered sewer capacity needed to accommodate development 
consistent with the 2010 General Plan. With planned capital improvements, the 
City’s wastewater system would adequately transport and treat wastewater 
generated by cumulative development. 

As shown in Table 2.A and illustrated in Figure 2.1, several cumulative projects are 
planned within the City. As development occurs, each project will be required to 
assess its separate and cumulative effect on wastewater treatment service. The 
proposed project would not have a cumulatively significant impact on wastewater 
infrastructure because it would not require the expansion of existing infrastructure; 
only connections to existing infrastructure would be required by the proposed 
project. By adhering to wastewater treatment requirements, wastewater from the 
project site that is processed through the WWTP would meet established standards. 
As the wastewater from all development within the City’s service area would be 
similarly treated, no cumulatively significant wastewater treatment impact would 
occur. No mitigation is required. 

4.17.7.3 Solid Waste Services 

The cumulative area for solid waste services is the City of Rialto. As shown in Table 
2.A and illustrated in Figure 2.1, several cumulative projects are planned within the 
City. The proposed project and other projects within the City would increase demand 
for solid waste services. Cumulative projects would result in increased generation of 
solid waste that would need to be processed at the Mid-Valley Landfill. The landfill 
has an anticipated closure date of April 2033. With planned expansion activities of 
landfills in the project vicinity and projected growth rates contained in the City’s 
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General Plan, sufficient landfill capacity exists to accommodate future disposal 
needs. Therefore, development according to the City General Plan would not create 
demands for solid waste services that would exceed the capabilities of the County’s 
waste management system. Consequently, cumulative impacts associated with solid 
waste within the City would be considered less than significant. No mitigation is 
required. 

4.17.7.4 Storm Drain Facilities 

The cumulative area for storm water facilities is the City of Rialto service area. 
Existing and future development within the City’s service area, and, in particular, the 
partially undeveloped project vicinity, would demand additional storm drain facilities. 

As shown in Table 2.A and illustrated in Figure 2.1, several cumulative projects are 
planned within the City. As development occurs, each project will be required to 
assess its separate and cumulative effect on storm drain facilities. The existing and 
future land use patterns/designations and demographic projects for the City’s service 
area are taken into consideration during the design and development of the City’s 
drainage systems. Consequently, the proposed project would not create a 
cumulative impact associated with storm drain facilities. No mitigation is required. 
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5.0 ADDITIONAL TOPICS REQUIRED BY CEQA 

Section 15126 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that all aspects of a project must be 
considered when evaluating its impacts on the environment, including planning, 
acquisition, development, and operation. As part of this analysis, the EIR must also 
identify (1) significant environmental effects of the proposed project; (2) significant 
environmental effects that cannot be avoided if the proposed project is implemented; 
and (3) growth-inducing impacts. 

5.1 SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS WHICH 
CANNOT BE AVOIDED IF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
IS IMPLEMENTED 

Table 5.A identifies the significant unavoidable impacts anticipated to result from the 
proposed project, even with implementation of the project-specific mitigation 
measures identified in the Chapter 4.0 analysis. 

Table 5.A: Significant Environmental Effects That Cannot Be Avoided 
Topic Type of Impact Impact 

Air Quality Operational NOX Emissions 
and Cumulative NOX 
emissions 

NOX emissions from operation of the proposed 
project cannot be mitigated below SCAQMD 
thresholds.  

Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions and 
Climate Change 

Operational Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions and Cumulative 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

CO2e emissions cannot be mitigated to levels 
below the SCAQMD interim tiered GHG 
emissions threshold for industrial uses.  

Transportation and 
Traffic 

Conflict with Applicable 
Circulation Plan and Traffic 
and Level of Service Impacts 
– Cumulative Roadway 
Segment Impact 

Cumulative roadway segment impacts to 
Riverside Avenue north of Slover Avenue 
cannot be fully mitigated to within the City’s 
LOS standard in the cumulative scenario. 

Transportation and 
Traffic 

Conflict with Applicable 
Circulation Plan and Traffic 
and Level of Service Impacts 
– Cumulative Freeway 
Impacts 

Cumulative freeway segment and 
merge/diverge area impacts cannot be 
mitigated to within the Caltrans LOS standard 
in the existing, opening year, and cumulative 
scenarios both without and with the proposed 
project. 

5.2 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL 
CHANGES 

Section 15126(c) of the CEQA Guidelines mandates that the EIR address any 
significant irreversible environmental changes that would occur should the proposed 
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project be implemented. An impact would fall into this category if it resulted in any of 
the following: 

 The project would involve a large commitment of non-renewable resources; 

 The primary and secondary impacts of the project would generally commit future 
generations of people to similar uses; 

 The project involves uses in which irreversible damage could result from any 
potential environmental incidents associated with the project; and/or 

 The proposed consumption of resources is not justified (i.e., the project could 
waste energy). 

Project construction and operation would utilize non-renewable resources. 
Construction of the proposed project would include the use of non-renewable fossil 
fuels, mineral aggregates, and other construction materials. Project operation would 
include the use of non-renewable resources such as natural gas and various fuels 
for the production of electricity.1 

Per the City’s General Plan, the project site is designated for the development of 
industrial uses. Whether the proposed project is developed or not, it is likely the 
project site would be developed sometime in the future with uses similar to those 
proposed. For this reason, the proposed project does not rely on adjacent or off-site 
improvements that would be required in the future. Therefore, approval of this 
proposed project would not require that any other properties be developed. 

As described in Section 4.8, Hazards, the proposed project does not propose any 
hazardous use that could cause irreversible damage to the environment. Resources 
used and consumed by this project are appropriate and justified because the project 
accommodates the growth planned for in the City as described in the City General Plan. 

5.3 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 
Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines mandates that the EIR must address 
whether the proposed project could cause growth-inducing impacts. An impact 
would fall into this category if it resulted in any of the following: 

 The project would cause economic or population growth or construct new 
housing; 

 The project would remove obstacles to population growth; 

                                                      
1 Approximately 73.47 percent of electricity used in California is from non-renewable sources such 

as coal, natural gas, nuclear, and oil. California Energy Commission, Total Electricity System 
Power, http://energyalmanac.ca.gov/electricity/total_system_power.html, website accessed 
March 19, 2015. 
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 The project would tax existing community service facilities; and/or 

 The project would encourage or facilitate other activities that could significantly 
affect the environment. 

The proposed project would not induce direct growth in the City by providing new 
housing because the proposed project does not include any residential land uses. 
However, it would provide new economic opportunities by generating new jobs 
within the City. As identified in Section 4.13 (Population and Housing) of the EIR, the 
proposed warehouse space could contribute to economic growth in the City by 
increasing the “value” of the site through the creation of jobs and increased tax 
revenues. The proposed project could result in the generation of approximately 649 
new jobs. Additionally, the proposed project is consistent with the City General Plan 
and Zoning Ordinance, and the Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan. 
Therefore, the proposed growth from the proposed project is anticipated in City and 
regional plans. 

The proposed project does not include expansion of a utility facility or major roadway 
into undeveloped land that would provide an impetus for population growth in the 
City. Based on the General Plan land use designations and zoning, the proposed 
project provides the intended and planned for use of the project site. 

As described in Sections 4.14 and 4.17 (Public Services and Utilities and Service 
Systems, respectively,) the proposed project will not significantly increase the need for 
public services such as police, fire, and schools or require new or expanded water, 
wastewater, drainage, or solid waste facilities. The payment of required DIFs, 
assessments, taxes, and other fees will appropriately fund required public services and 
contribute to the maintenance of public infrastructure serving the proposed project. 

The impact analyses included in Section 4.0 of the EIR include discussions of the 
proposed project’s potential cumulative environmental impacts. These analyses 
have determined that the proposed project would not encourage or facilitate any 
activities that would result in significant cumulative impacts to the environment. The 
proposed project causes economic or population growth by the construction 
warehousing that would result in new jobs within the City. However, this growth is 
planned for in City and in regional planning documents because the proposed 
project is consistent with existing General Plan land use designations and zoning. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not have any growth-inducing impacts. 
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6.0 ALTERNATIVES 
6.1 INTRODUCTION 
This section identifies alternatives considered but not analyzed further; the 
development of alternatives; analysis of alternatives; comparison of project 
alternatives; and indicates the environmentally superior alternative. 

The CEQA Guidelines provide that an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid a 
project’s significant effects on the environment. In compliance with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(a), the EIR must describe “ ... a range of reasonable alternatives to 
the project, or to the location of the project which would feasibly attain most of the 
basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the project.” The EIR need not consider every conceivable 
alternative; rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 
alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would avoid or 
substantially lessen significant effects of the project, even if “… these alternatives 
would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be 
more costly” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b)). The discussion of project 
alternatives must “… include sufficient information about each (to) allow meaningful 
evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project.” An EIR must 
evaluate a “No Project” alternative in order to allow decision-makers to compare the 
effect of approving the project to the effect of not approving the project (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)). 

The City, acting as the CEQA Lead Agency, is responsible for selecting a range of 
project alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its reasoning for 
selecting those alternatives. The range of alternatives addressed in an EIR is 
governed by a “rule of reason,” which requires the EIR to set forth only those 
alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. Of the alternatives considered, 
the EIR need examine in detail only those the Lead Agency determines could 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the proposed project. Per CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15364, “feasible” has been defined as “capable of being 
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into 
account economic, and environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.” 

6.1.1 Summary of the Proposed Project 

The proposed project consists of the demolition of two on-site residences and 
associated poultry barn, the light-industrial facilities consisting of large metal storage 
structures and scrap yard, and the small concrete V-ditch bisecting the center of the 
southern half of the project site in order to construct a single 525,110-square foot 
warehouse building, ancillary office space, and high dock clearances for high-cube 
distribution warehouse use. See Figure 1.2 for the proposed project Site Plan. The 
City’s General Plan designates the project site as General Industrial, which allows 
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the proposed uses. The project site is also located within the Agua Mansa Industrial 
Corridor Specific Plan which zones the project site as Heavy Industrial.  

6.1.2 Project Objectives 

The primary project objective is the development of the project site with uses that 
are consistent with the policies and development guidelines established by the City, 
specifically to: 

 Create employment opportunities for the citizens of Rialto and surrounding 
communities. 

 Provide new development consistent with regional and municipal service 
capabilities. 

 Provide warehouse distribution facilities and services that capitalize on of the 
area’s close proximity to freeways and other key transportation corridors. 

 Provide new development consistent with the capacity and municipal service 
capabilities. 

 Cluster industrial warehouse uses near efficient access points to the State 
highway system to reduce traffic congestion on surface streets and to reduce 
associated air pollutant emissions from vehicle sources. 

 Implement the City’s General Plan General Industrial Land Use policies and 
objectives. 

 Implement the Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan by developing a land 
use envisioned and previously authorized by the Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor 
Specific Plan. 

6.1.3 Summary of the Proposed Project’s Environmental Effects 

Table 6.A summarizes the proposed project’s environmental effects under the 
environmental factors listed in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.  

Table 6.A: Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project 

Environmental Factor 
No 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Impact 

Aesthetics 

Scenic Vistas — X — 

Scenic Highways — X — 

Visual Character — X — 

Light and Glare — X — 

Cumulative — X — 
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Table 6.A: Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project 

Environmental Factor 
No 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Impact 

Agricultural and 
Forestry 

Resources 

Loss or Conversion of Forest 
Land 

X — — 

Farmland Conversion X — — 

Agricultural Zoning & Williamson 
Act  

X — — 

Conversion of Farmland to Non-
Agricultural Use 

X — — 

Cumulative X — — 

Air Quality 

Conflict with or Obstruct an Air 
Quality Plan 

 X  

Violate an Air Quality Standard  X  

Result in Cumulatively 
Considerable Net Increase in any 
Criteria Pollutant 

  X 

Expose Sensitive Receptors to 
Substantial Pollutant 
Concentrations 

 X (MM)  

Create Objectionable Odors X   

Cumulative   X 

Biology 

Candidate, Non-listed Sensitive, 
or Special-Status Species 

— X (MM) — 

Riparian Habitat or Other 
Sensitive Natural Communities 

X — — 

Jurisdictional Waters/Wetlands X — — 

Wildlife Movement and Migratory 
Species 

— X — 

Adopted Policies and/or 
Ordinances 

X — — 

Adopted habitat Conservation 
Plans 

X — — 

Cumulative — X — 

Cultural and 
Paleontological 

Resources 

Historic Resources X — — 

Archaeological Resources — X (MM) — 

Paleontological Resources — X (MM) — 

Human Remains — X — 

Cumulative — X (MM) — 
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Table 6.A: Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project 

Environmental Factor 
No 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Impact 

Geology and Soils 

Fault Rupture X — — 

Ground Shaking — X — 

Seismic-Related Ground Failure — X (MM) — 

Landslides and Rockfalls — X — 

Soil Erosion or Loss of Topsoil — X — 

Unstable Soils — X — 

Septic Tanks X — — 

Cumulative — X — 

Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions  — — X 

Conflict with Applicable Plan 
Policy, or Regulation 

— X — 

Cumulative — — X 

Hazards 

Routine Transport, use, or 
Disposal of Hazardous Materials 

— X — 

Reasonably Foreseeable Upset 
and Accident Conditions 

— X (MM) — 

Existing or Proposed School X — — 

Located on a List of Hazardous 
Materials Sites 

X — — 

Within Two Miles of a Private 
Airport or Within an Airport Land 
Use Plan or Within Two Miles of 
a Public Airport 

X — — 

Conflict with Emergency 
Response Plans 

— X — 

Wildland Fire Risks — X — 

Cumulative — X — 

Hydrology and 
Water Quality 

Water Quality Standards or 
Waste Discharge Requirements 

— X (MM) — 

Groundwater — X — 

Alter Drainage Resulting in 
Erosion or Siltation Offsite 

— X (MM) — 

Alter Drainage or Increase of 
Surface Runoff Resulting in 
Flooding On- or Off-site 

— X (MM) — 
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Table 6.A: Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project 

Environmental Factor 
No 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Impact 

Runoff Exceeding Capacity of 
Existing or Planned Facilities 

— X (MM) — 

Degrade Water Quality — X (MM) — 

Flood Hazard Areas X — — 

Dam Inundation Impacts X — — 

Seismic-Related Impacts X — — 

Cumulative — X — 

Land Use and 
Planning 

Physically Divide an Established 
Community 

— X — 

Conflict with Applicable Land Use 
Plans, Policies, or Regulations 

— X — 

Conflict with Any Applicable 
Habitat or Natural Community 
Conservation Plan 

X — — 

Cumulative — X — 

Mineral 
Resources 

Loss of Statewide, Regional, or 
Locally Important Mineral 
Resources 

X — — 

Cumulative — X — 

Noise 

Exposure of Persons or 
Generation of Noise in Excess of 
Standards Established by the 
General Plan or Noise Ordinance 

— X (MM) — 

Groundborne Vibration — X — 

Substantial Temporary, Periodic, 
and/or Permanent Increase in 
Ambient Noise above Levels 
without the Project 

— X (MM) — 

Airport Noise X — — 

Cumulative — X — 

Population, 
Housing, and 
Employment 

Population Growth — X — 

Displace Housing — X — 

Displace People — X — 

Cumulative — X — 

Public Services 
and Faculties 

Fire Protection — X — 

Police Protection — X — 
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Table 6.A: Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project 

Environmental Factor 
No 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Impact 

Schools — X — 

Cumulative — X — 

Recreation and 
Parks 

Existing Recreational Facilities X — — 

New or Physically Altered 
Recreation and Park Facilities 

X — — 

Cumulative — X — 

Transportation 
and Traffic 

Conflict with Applicable Plan, 
Ordinance, or Policy Establishing 
Measures of Effectiveness for the 
Performance of the Circulation 
System 

— X (MM) — 

Conflict with Applicable 
Circulation Plan and Traffic Level 
of Service 

— X — 

Air Traffic Patterns X — — 

Design Features or incompatible 
Uses 

— X — 

Inadequate Emergency Access — X — 

Alternative Transportation — X — 

Cumulative — — X 

Utilities and 
Service Systems 

Wastewater Treatment 
Requirements 

X — — 

Require Construction of 
Additional Water and/or 
Wastewater Treatment Facilities 

— X — 

Require Construction of 
Additional Storm Water Drainage 
Facilities 

— X (MM) — 

Sufficient Water Supplies — X — 

Wastewater Treatment Capacity — X — 

Sufficient Landfill Capacity X — — 

Solid Waste Regulations — X — 

Cumulative — X — 

(MM) = Impact reduced to less than significant level with implementation of mitigation. 

The analysis provided in Section 4.0 determined that, despite the implementation of 
mitigation measures, significant environmental impacts would result from the 
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proposed project. To satisfactorily provide the CEQA-mandated alternatives 
analysis, the alternatives considered must reduce or eliminate at least one of the 
following significant impacts: 

 Air Quality: Operational NOx Emissions;  

 Air Quality: Cumulative NOx Emissions; 

 Greenhouse Gas: Greenhouse Gas Operational Emissions; 

 Greenhouse Gas: Cumulative Greenhouse Gas Impacts;  

 Traffic: Cumulative (2016) Roadway Segment Level of Service Impacts; and  

 Traffic: Cumulative Freeway Segment and Merge/Diverge Area Level of Service 
Impacts.  

6.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT 
ANALYZED FURTHER 

The purpose of including an alternatives analysis in an EIR is to identify potential 
alternatives to the proposed project that might reduce, minimize, or avoid potential 
impacts associated with a proposed project. As identified in Section 4.0 and 
summarized in Section 5.0, even with implementation of specific mitigation 
measures, the proposed project would create significant impacts.  

This section of the EIR should identify alternatives that were considered by the City 
but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and briefly explains the 
reasons underlying the City's determination. In order to reduce, minimize, or avoid 
potential impacts from the proposed project, several possible alternatives were 
considered by the lead agency and eventually rejected because they could not 
accomplish the basic objectives of the proposed project as listed above or they were 
considered infeasible. Per the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6(c)), factors that 
may be considered when addressing the feasibility of alternatives include failure to 
meet most of the stated project objectives, infeasibility, or inability to avoid 
environmental effects. The potential alternatives that were considered but not 
analyzed further are identified and the reasons for not analyzing these alternatives 
further are discussed below.  

6.2.1 Commercial/Industrial Mixed Use Alternative. 

An alternative project design that would accommodate a mixture of commercial and 
industrial uses was contemplated by the City. This alternative was not evaluated 
because: 

1. This alternative would not meet most of the basic objectives of the proposed 
project. 
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2. This alternative would not have reduced any environmental impacts 
compared to the proposed project. It would result in greater air quality, 
greenhouse gas, and traffic impacts compared to the proposed project. 

6.2.2 Alternative Land Use Alternative. 

A change in land use allowed by the existing Specific Plan Zoning was considered 
by the City. The allowed land uses include manufacturing, resource extraction, 
compounding of material, packaging, treatment, and processing or assembly of 
goods. This alternative was not evaluated because: 

1. This alternative would not meet most of the basic objectives of the proposed 
project. 

2. This alternative would not have reduced any environmental impacts 
compared to the proposed project. It would result in greater air quality, 
greenhouse gas, and traffic impacts compared to the proposed project. An 
alternative based on any of these land uses would result in the same or 
greater environmental impacts. 

6.3 DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVES 
The following alternatives have been identified and evaluated to provide decision-
makers with a reasonable range of project alternatives that would eliminate or 
reduce the impacts of the proposed project. Factors considered in selecting the 
alternatives include site suitability, availability of infrastructure, applicable plans or 
regulatory limitations, economic viability, and whether the project proponent can 
reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the alternative site. An EIR 
is not required to consider an alternative whose impact cannot be reasonably 
ascertained and whose implementation is remote or speculative (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6 (f3)).  

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines, the alternatives considered in this EIR include 
those that (1) could accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project, (2) are 
reasonably feasible given the nature of the project and surrounding land uses, and 
(3) could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant impacts of the 
project. 

6.3.1 Alternative 1: No Project No Build 

This alternative assumes that no new development would occur. No ground-
disturbing activities would take place, nor would any industrial structures or facilities 
be erected. Under this alternative, the potential impacts associated with 
development of the proposed project would not occur. This alternative provides for 
an analysis of the existing conditions at the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) 
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was published, as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the 
foreseeable future if the proposed project were not approved, based on current 
plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services. 

This alternative evaluates the circumstance under which the proposed project does 
not proceed. The discussion compares the environmental effects of the project site 
remaining in its existing state against environmental effects which would occur if the 
proposed project is approved. This alternative means "no build" wherein the existing 
environmental setting is maintained. The failure to proceed with the proposed project 
would not result in preservation of existing environmental conditions. 

This alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative to the proposed 
project. Maintaining the project site’s existing improvements and uses would not 
fulfill any of the project objectives.  

6.3.2 Alternative 2: Reduced Intensity 

This alternative includes the construction of a warehouse building approximately 40 
percent smaller than the proposed project. This alternative would result in a single 
warehouse that would be approximately 315,066 square feet. With the intent of 
avoiding or substantially reducing impacts associated with significant and 
unavoidable air quality, greenhouse gas (GHG), noise, and traffic (freeway) impacts, 
the City has identified a Reduced Intensity Alternative. 

With the size of the project site unchanged and the size of the proposed warehouse 
building reduced from 525,110 square feet to 315,066 square feet, the floor to area 
ratio would be approximately 29.6 percent.1 With an approximately 40 percent 
reduction in warehouse square footage, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would 
result in approximately 210 total parking stalls comprised of 44 dock-high doors, 77 
trailer parking stalls, 82 passenger vehicle stalls, and 7 Americans with Disabilities 
(ADA)-compliant parking stalls.2 Additional space on the project site would remain 
for landscaping, building setbacks, and storm water infiltration.  

6.3.3 Alternative 3: Alternative Location and Orientation 

This alternative would relocate development under the proposed project to another 
site in the surrounding area that could reduce or eliminate one or more significant 
impacts of the proposed project. A potential undeveloped site within the City that 
could support the proposed project is adjacent to the proposed project site to the 
west at the northwest corner of Santa Ana Avenue and Willow Avenue. In addition, 

                                                      
1  315,066-square foot warehouse ÷ 1,064,170.80-square foot project site = 29.6% floor to area 

ratio. 
2  The number of parking stalls and bay doors are reduced by 40 percent, proportionate with the 

reduction in warehouse square footage under the Reduced Intensity Alternative. 
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to changing the location of the project this alternative would change the orientation 
of the propose warehouse. In this alternative, the warehouse loading dock doors 
would be located on the north and south ends of the building. Project site access 
would be from five driveways. One driveway on the east side at approximately the 
midpoint of the property, two driveways on the south side along Santa Ana Avenue, 
and two driveways along Lilac Avenue. This alternative site is not located as close to 
sensitive receptors as the proposed project. Additionally, by moving the loading 
docks and driveways away from the sensitive receptor located northeast of the 
alternative site operational noise impacts would be reduced. 

6.4 ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES 
The following sections evaluate and compare the impacts of the alternatives to the 
proposed project by each environmental topic presented in Section 4.0 of this EIR. 
After that, Section 6.5 examines potential alternative sites for the project, while 
Section 6.6 summarizes the impacts of each alternative and determines the extent to 
which each alternative achieves the objectives of the proposed project.  

6.4.1 Environmental Impacts That Are Similar to the Proposed 
Project 

For all the alternatives considered, seven of the seventeen environmental factors 
would either not be impacted or be impacted at a less than significant level without 
requiring mitigation in the same or approximately the same manner and degree as 
the proposed project. Rather than repeat a discussion of these non-significant 
impacts under each alternative, an alternatives discussion for the following 
environmental issues is presented below. 

 Aesthetics 
 Agriculture and Forest 
 Land Use 
 Minerals 

 

 Population and Housing  
 Public Services 
 Recreation and Parks 

 

The proposed project and the alternatives would have a similar level of impact 
associated with these areas. A discussion is provided in Section 6.4.2 for each 
alternative where impacts related to any of these environmental factors differ 
between project alternatives or require mitigation to reduce an impact to a less than 
significant level. 

Aesthetics. None of the alternatives propose the development of new structures 
that would significantly impede views of scenic resources or alter the visual 
character of an area. All the alternatives involve the development of a warehouse in 
generally the same area as the proposed project and would have similar impacts to 
aesthetics. Additionally, none of the alternatives would create a substantial new 
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source of light or glare since all involve structures would use similar non-reflective 
materials that would not significantly increase glare in the area. All alternatives 
would comply with the City’s Municipal Code which would reduce impacts to 
aesthetics. Therefore, impacts to aesthetic resources are considered less than 
significant for all alternatives. 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources. The project site and the alternative location 
are located in an urban industrial area. A review of the California Important Farmland 
Finder reveals that the proposed project and alternate site are not designated as, or 
adjacent to land classified as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency. The project 
site and alternative site do not contain any forest land or forest resources. Therefore, 
the alternatives would have no impact to farmland of forest lands. 

The City’s General Plan reveals that the alternatives are not located within an area 
that is affected by a Williamson Act Preserve or under a Williamson Act Contract. 
Moreover, the sites are not zoned for agricultural use and are not next to land zoned 
for agricultural use; therefore, the alternatives would have no impact to agricultural 
zoning or Williamson Act contract lands. 

Land Use and Planning. None of the alternatives involves subdivision of land or the 
creation of streets that could alter the existing surrounding pattern of development or 
disrupt/divide an established community. The proposed project and alternatives 
would not require a GPA and ZC for proposed uses. The alternatives all propose 
land uses similar to the proposed project and as such would not conflict with any 
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation. As a result, similar to the proposed 
project, no significant land use impact would result from development under any of 
the project alternatives. 

Minerals. The proposed project site and the property in the surrounding area are 
designated as MRZ-3, which indicates that the significance of mineral deposits in the 
area cannot be evaluated from the available data. Areas determined to contain 
regionally significant PCC-grade (MRZ-2) aggregated sources are located east of 
the project site. State Mining and Geology Board (1987) Sector A-29 is located just 
east of Riverside Avenue. MRZ-2 zones are located to the east, too, but they have 
lost their State designation due to mining being an incompatible land use in those 
areas. The build alternatives are industrial uses, which are considered by the City’s 
General Plan to be a compatible land use in the vicinity of resource extraction sites. 
Additionally, the off-site location is located west of the project site farther from the 
designated mining areas. Therefore, the project would not impede the use of 
surrounding MRZ-2 areas for mineral resource extraction. Compared to the 
proposed project, development of any project alternative would have a similar and 
less than significant impact on mineral resources. 
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Population and Housing. The project site is located in an urbanized area. None of 
the alternatives propose new homes that would directly increase population in the 
City, nor do they include the construction of new roads or infrastructure that would 
indirectly induce substantial population growth. Similar to the proposed project the 
alternatives propose industrial land uses. However, the intensity of the industrial 
development is the same or less than the proposed project. Therefore, these 
alternatives like the proposed project would not substantially increase the population 
of the City of Rialto. Therefore, none of the alternatives would significantly affect 
population growth either directly or indirectly. 

Public Services. All alternatives are in an urbanized area that receives adequate 
public services. Alternatives at the project site would receive adequate fire services 
from Fire Station 101 at 131 South Willow Avenue and adequate police services 
from the Rialto Police Department located at 128 North Willow Avenue. Since the 
new location for Alternative 3 would be in the vicinity of the project site, it would 
receive the services from the same fire and police stations. None of the alternatives 
requires an intensification of land use that would require the expansion of fire and 
police facilities. Additionally none of the alternatives includes the construction of 
residential uses that would incrementally increase in demand for schools, parks, or 
other public facilities, such as libraries and community centers. Like the proposed 
project, all alternatives would be required to pay Development Impact Fees (DIFs), 
which would reduce impacts to less than significant. Therefore, all alternatives would 
have a less than significant impact on public services. 

Recreation and Parks. The alternatives would not include any uses that would 
substantially increase the existing neighborhood and regional parks. Additionally, all 
of the alternatives would pay DIFs and therefore would have no impact on existing 
neighborhood and regional parks. The alternatives would not include new 
recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities; therefore, there would be no impact. 

6.4.2 Description and Impact Analysis of Alternatives 

The following discussion compares the impacts of each alternative with the impacts 
of the proposed project. As detailed in Section 4.0 of this EIR, impacts of the 
proposed project that are reduced to less than significant levels, as well as 
significant and unavoidable impacts, are discussed. A conclusion is provided as to 
whether each alternative would result in one of the following: 

 Reduction or elimination of the impact; 

 A greater impact than the project; 

 The same impact as the project; or 

 A new impact in addition to the impacts of the proposed project. 
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6.4.2.1 Alternative 1: No Project Alternative 

Alternative 1: No Project Alternative Impact Analysis. The No Project No Build 
Alternative would take place within the proposed project limits, no additional 
development would occur, and no demolition of existing homes and structures would 
occur. The No Project/No Build Alternative would not result in any new 
environmental impacts. This alternative would not meet any of the project objectives 
as identified in Table 6.A. 

Table 6.B: Comparison of No Project Alternative to the Project Objectives 

Project Objectives 

Does the Alternative 
Meet the Project 

Objectives? 

Create employment opportunities for the citizens of Rialto and 
surrounding communities. 

No 

Encourage new development consistent with regional and municipal 
service capabilities. 

No 

Encourage warehouse distribution services that take advantage of the 
area’s close proximity to various freeways and transportation corridors. 

No 

Encourage new development consistent with the capacity and municipal 
service capabilities. 

No 

Cluster industrial warehouse uses near efficient access points to the state 
highway system to reduce traffic congestion on surface streets and to 
reduce associated air pollutant emissions from vehicle sources. 

No 

Implement the City’s General Plan General Industrial Land Use 
designations that are applicable to the site. 

No 

Implement the Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan by 
developing a land use envisioned and previously authorized by the Agua 
Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan. 

No 

6.4.2.2 Alternative 2: Reduced Intensity 

Alternative 2: Reduced Intensity Impact Analysis. The Reduced Intensity 
Alternative would take place on the same site as the proposed project and would in 
general contain the same characteristics and design features of the proposed 
project. The primary difference between this alternative and the proposed project is 
that the warehouse size has been reduced to 315,066 square feet. 

Air Quality. Development under this alternative would require project site grading 
and construction similar to that necessary for the proposed project. As identified in 
Section 4.3 of this EIR, Construction-Related Emission impacts associated with 
short-term construction activities have been identified as less than significant with 
implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.1A through 4.3.6.1G. Since the 
Reduced Intensity Alternative would require approximately the same amount of on-
site grading, it is reasonable to anticipate that short-term construction emission 
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impacts would also be less than significant for this alternative, similar to the 
proposed project. 

Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the project site would be developed with 40 
percent less square footage of warehouse uses. This alternative would result in a 
single warehouse that would be approximately 315,066 square feet. For warehouse 
uses, the size of the project and vehicle trips generated form a positive linear 
relationship in CalEEMod. For that reason, because the project size of the proposed 
project has been reduced by 40 percent, the level of air quality emission would also 
reduce by approximately 40 percent. As detailed in Table 6.C, compared to the 
proposed project, this alternative would reduce operational air emissions including 
NOx. This alternative would reduce the emission of NOx to below established 
SCAQMD significance thresholds.  

A corresponding reduction in cumulative emissions would occur under this 
alternative. NOx emissions would be reduced compared to the proposed project but 
would remain above the 55 lb/day threshold of significance, even with 
implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.2A through 4.3.6.2M. Consequently, a 
significant air quality impact would still occur under the reduced alternative. Since 
there is no reasonably feasible mitigation for this impact, it is considered significant 
and unavoidable. 

Table 6.C: Reduced Intensity Alternative Operational Emissions 

Source 

Pollutant Emissions, lbs/day 

VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Proposed Project 39 186 247 <1 39 12 

Reduced Intensity/Preservation 23.4 111.6 148.2 <1 23.4 7.2 

Net Change 15.6 74.4 98.8 <1 15.6 4.8 

SCAQMD thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Alternative exceeds thresholds? No Yes No No No No 

Source: LSA Associates, Inc., June 2016. 
CO = carbon monoxide     PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size 
lbs/day = pounds per day     VOC = volatile organic compounds 
NOx = nitrogen oxides     SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District 
PM2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size  SOx = sulfur oxides

Biological Resources. Development under this alternative would require grading of 
the entire project site. The project site is disturbed and a majority of the site is devoid 
of vegetation. The on-site Reduced Intensity Alternative contains Delhi soils. A site-
specific focused survey for Delhi sands Flower-loving Fly (DSFF) has been 
completed for the proposed project and no DSFF were identified within the project 
site limits. Regardless of the type of development that would occur on the project 
site, no impact would occur to critical habitat. Due to the potential for habitat suitable 
to support listed or sensitive status species, pre-construction surveys would be 
conducted for the Reduced Intensity Alternative for listed or sensitive species that 
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have the potential to occur. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.4.6.1A and 
4.4.6.1B would reduce impacts to listed or sensitive species to less than significant 
levels. Due to the urban industrial nature of the Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor, 
wildlife movement corridors or linkages are not present on the proposed project site 
encompassing the Reduced Intensity Alternative, so a less than significant impact 
would occur on wildlife movement in the area. With implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 4.4.6.1A and 4.4.6.1B, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the 
same level of impacts (less than significant) on biological resources, wildlife 
movement, and/or wildlife corridors as the proposed project. 

Cultural Resources. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would require grading of the 
entire project site. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative 
would require Mitigation Measures 4.5.6.1A, 4.5.6.1B, and 4.5.6.2A to reduce 
potential impacts to cultural resources from unanticipated encounters with 
archaeological and/or paleontological resources during project execution. The 
Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in the demolition of the two historic-era 
properties. However, as detailed in the Historical Resources Assessment, neither 
structure meets the criteria for listing in the California Register or any other local 
historical ordinance. Additionally, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be 
required to comply with the California State Health and Safety Code § 7050.5 in the 
event that human remains are discovered. Through compliance with Mitigation 
Measures 4.5.6.1A, 4.5.6.1B, and 4.5.6.2A and applicable laws and regulations, the 
Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the same level of impacts (less than 
significant) on cultural resources. 

Geology and Soils. Development of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have 
similar geologic and soil-related impacts as the proposed project. There are no 
active faults on or in the immediate vicinity of the project site. Therefore, fault-related 
hazards are less than significant. 

Like all of Southern California, the project site is a seismically active area and is 
subject to ground shaking resulting from seismic activity on regional faults. Ground 
shaking from earthquakes associated with nearby and more distant faults is 
expected to occur during the lifetime of the project. As with the proposed project, the 
development of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would require the preparation of 
site-specific geological and geotechnical investigations. The geotechnical 
investigations would provide design considerations and earthwork recommendations 
to ensure that ground shaking impacts are appropriately mitigated. Implementation 
of Mitigation Measure 4.6.6.1A would ensure all recommendation in the 
geotechnical investigations are followed during execution of the Reduced Intensity 
Alternative. 

California Code of Regulations, Title 24, also known as the California Building 
Standards Code, contains building design and construction requirements relating to 
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fire and life safety and structural safety. The California Building Code (CBC) also 
includes standards designed to ensure that structures within California are built to 
withstand expected levels of seismic activity for each earthquake region throughout 
the State. Adherence to the CBC, as well as other requirements identified and 
required by the City, would ensure ground shaking hazards are reduced to a less 
than significant level. 

The project site is not subject to landslides or rockfalls due to the relatively flat 
topography of the region. Additionally, as existing sewer infrastructure is readily 
available to serve any on-site development, septic tanks would not be used under 
the Reduced Intensity Alternative. 

Neither the proposed project nor the Reduced Intensity Alternative proposes 
activities known to cause subsidence (e.g., oil, gas, or groundwater extraction). The 
project site is located on alluvial sediments with a minimal potential settlement or 
collapse potential. The project site lacks shallow groundwater and is not reported as 
potentially liquefiable in the City General Plan.  In addition, as development of any 
on-site structures and facilities would be required to adhere to specifications 
identified in the site-specific geotechnical investigation pursuant to Mitigation 
Measure 4.6.6.1A, as well as the provisions of applicable building codes, impacts 
associated with on-site settlement, liquefaction, and other potential geotechnical 
issues would be reduced to less than significant levels for the Reduced Intensity 
Alternative. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the same level of impact 
(less than significant) as the proposed project. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions. GHG emissions associated with the Reduced 
Intensity Alternative would decrease in comparison to the proposed project. GHG 
emissions and warehouse size form a linear positive relationship in CalEEMod. The 
Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate 40 percent less greenhouse gas 
emissions than the proposed project but would remain above the 1,400 MT/yr 
threshold for commercial uses, even with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
4.7.6.1A, as identified in Table 6.D. Consequently, significant project-specific and 
cumulative greenhouse gas emissions impacts would still occur under the reduced 
alternative. Since there is no reasonably feasible mitigation for these impacts, they 
are considered significant and unavoidable. 

Table 6.D: Long-Term Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

Emission Source 

Emissions (metric tons per year) 

Total CO2e 

Proposed Project 13,268 

Reduced Intensity/Preservation 7,960.8 

Net Change 5,307.2 

SCAQMD interim thresholds 1,400 

Alternative exceeds thresholds? Yes 

Source: LSA Associates, Inc., June 2016. 
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Hazards/Hazardous Materials. Development of the Reduced Intensity Alternative 
would result in the on-site handling of hazardous substances, both during project 
construction and operation. These substances would be used in accordance with 
existing applicable local, State, and federal standards and transported, stored, and 
handled using standard practices in accordance with these existing standards. The 
project site is not within ¼ mile of any existing or proposed schools. 

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would be required to comply with applicable City, 
State, and/or federal regulations that will ensure any impact associated with 
environmental and health hazards related to an accidental release of hazardous 
materials or emissions of hazardous substance near existing or proposed schools is 
less than significant. 

Air traffic-related hazards would not occur at the proposed project site, as it is not 
located within the safety hazard zones of any public airport, private airfield, or 
military air base. In the same manner as the proposed project, no impacts 
associated these issues would occur for the Reduced Intensity Alternative. The 
Reduced Intensity Alternative site is not within a Fire Hazard Severity Zone or any 
other designated fire hazard zone (General Plan Exhibit 5.3). Development of the 
Reduced Intensity Alternative would not increase risks related to wildland fires or 
expose people or structures to significant risk of wildland fires. 

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would be designed, constructed, and maintained 
in accordance with applicable standards associated with vehicular access, ensuring 
that adequate emergency access and evacuation would be provided. Construction 
activities that may temporarily restrict vehicular traffic would be required to 
implement appropriate measures to facilitate the passage of persons and vehicles 
through/around any required road closures. Compliance with existing regulations for 
emergency access and evacuation would ensure that impacts related to this issue 
are less than significant for the Reduced Intensity Alternative, in the same manner 
as the proposed project. 

The project site is identified as a California San Bernardino County Permit site. 
Between 1970 and 1995, activities on the B&B Truck Dismantling property triggered 
several violations and complaints. During a site visit conducted for the Phase 1 ESA, 
oil staining, lack of pavement, and poor housekeeping were observed on the 
property. Due to these conditions, there remains potential that release of hazardous 
materials to subsurface soils has occurred on the project site. This would be a 
significant impact that requires implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.8.6.1A to 
develop and implement a soil management plan in order to reduce impacts to less 
than significant levels. 

The northeast adjacent property, identified as Colton Truck Rack, Sepp LP-Colton 
South, Colton Terminal, and SFPP L.P. at 2359 South Riverside Avenue, is a bulk 
oil storage facility. A spill of unleaded fuel was reported to the San Bernardino 
County Health Department on December 14, 2010. The spill was reportedly 
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contained. The release was also reported to the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. Recent concentrations of trichloroethene were detected at 3.7 and at 
1.1 micrograms per liter during the last sampling events conducted in 2012 and 
2014, respectively. Based on this information, groundwater beneath the Reduced 
Intensity Alternative site has been impacted by the release at the adjacent site. The 
identified groundwater contamination is considered an environmental concern and 
potential vapor issue to the Reduced Intensity Alternative site. Due to the potential 
for contaminant levels to change over time, impacts are considered significant, and 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.8.6.1B to monitor the status of this facility 
is required to reduce impacts to less than significant levels. 

In the same manner as the proposed project, development of the Reduced Intensity 
Alternative would require the demolition of the on-site residential structures. Based 
on the age of the residences on the Reduced Intensity Alternative site (pre-1978), 
there is a potential for the presence of lead-based paint (LBP) and asbestos-
containing material (ACM). Impacts are considered significant, and implementation 
of Mitigation Measure 4.8.6.1C to survey the residences for LBP and ACM and 
remove and transport them to an appropriate facility would reduce impacts to less 
than significant levels. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.8.6.1A, 4.8.6.1B, and 4.8.6.1C, 
potential impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials under the Reduced 
Intensity Alternative would be at the same level (less than significant) as the 
proposed project. 

Hydrology and Water Quality. As with the proposed project, development of the 
Reduced Intensity Alternative would require the modification of the existing on-site 
pattern of drainage and would require the installation of drainage improvements. All 
local, State, and federal policies and regulations pertaining to surface water and 
groundwater resources would remain in effect. Sedimentation and erosion from any 
on-site or off-site development has the potential to affect water quality. Similar to the 
proposed project, the construction of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be 
required to follow applicable NPDES requirements, including the preparation of and 
adherence to an SWPPP and BMPs. This requirement has been incorporated as 
Mitigation Measures 4.5.6.1A. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would require 
similar mitigation to reduce this potential impact to less than significant levels. 

As with the proposed project, runoff from paved surfaces attributable to the Reduced 
Intensity Alternative, especially during “first-flush” events, may be contaminated by 
sediment, debris, and other contaminants. A standard condition with any such 
development would be preparation and implementation of a Water Quality 
Management Plan, which would effectively mitigate post-construction water quality 
impacts from the developed area. This requirement has been incorporated as 
Mitigation Measure 4.9.6.2A. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would require 
similar mitigation to reduce this potential impact to less than significant levels. In 
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addition, Mitigation Measure 4.9.6.2B requiring a final Hydrology Study for review 
and approval by the City would apply to the Reduced Intensity Alternative since it 
would be constructed on the same site as the proposed project. 

The project site and adjacent parcels are not identified as a groundwater recharge 
area; therefore, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not interfere with 
groundwater recharge. Anticipated on-site flows would be routed to the on-site and 
off-site water quality features such as vegetated swales, clarifiers, or sand filters to 
protect downstream water quality. 

New development is required to maintain off-site flows to below or equal to pre-
development conditions in accordance with City and resource agency development 
requirements. The project site is not located within a flood zone and is not 
susceptible to mudslides, tsunamis, seiches, or flooding as a result of dam or levee 
failure. With implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.9.6.1A, 4.9.6.2A, and 
4.9.6.2B, potential impacts related to hydrology and water quality under the 
Reduced Intensity Alternative would be at the same level (less than significant) as 
the proposed project.  

Noise and Vibration. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would be constructed on 
the same site as the proposed project and would not be located within or near an 
airport land use plan and would not result in any impacts from airport noise. Grading 
and construction of this alternative would be similar in level and duration to the 
proposed project and would result in a less than significant impact with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12.6.1A.  

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate approximately 40 percent less 
overall traffic compared to the proposed project (1,128 Overall Daily Trips vs. 1,880 
Overall Daily Trips, respectively) due to the positive linear relationship between the 
size of the project and the number of vehicle trips generated. With a 40 percent 
reduction in project size, the reduced intensity alternative would result in 
approximately 210 total parking stalls comprised of 44 dock-high doors, 77 trailer 
parking stalls, 82 passenger vehicle stalls, and 7 Americans with Disabilities (ADA)-
compliant parking stalls.1 Additionally, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would 
generate, on a daily basis, 9 two-axle, 127 three-axle, and 316 four-axle trucks or a 
total of 452 daily truck trips.2 This alternative would generate similar levels of noise 
on surrounding roadways and adjacent land uses, albeit with less frequency due to 
reduced daily truck trips, compared to the proposed project with implementation of 
similar mitigation. 

                                                      
1  The number of parking stalls and bay doors are reduced by 40 percent, proportionate with the 

reduction in warehouse square footage under the Reduced Intensity Alternative. 
2  The number of daily truck trips is reduced by 40 percent, proportionate with the reduction in 

warehouse square footage under the Reduced Intensity Alternative. 
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Noise impacts associated with long-term operational activities from the proposed 
project have been identified as less than significant with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.12.6.2A. Since the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be 
constructed on the same site as the proposed project, it is reasonable to expect the 
sensitive receptors 75 to 100 feet south of the project site would still be subject to 
operational noise impacts from the Reduced Intensity Alternative. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.12.6.2A would reduce operational noise impacts to less than 
significant levels for the Reduced Intensity Alternative, similar to the proposed 
project.  

With implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.12.6.1A and 4.12.6.2A, potential 
impacts related to noise under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be at the 
same level (less than significant) as the proposed project.  

Traffic. As indicated in Table 6.E, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate 
approximately 1,897 daily passenger car equivalent (PCE) trips, compared to the 
3,151 PCE trips for the proposed project (a 40 percent decrease in daily traffic).1 
Due to the decrease in traffic trips under this alternative, traffic impacts would likely 
be reduced compared to the proposed project. As a most conservative estimate, the 
same mitigation measures as required for the proposed project would be required for 
this alternative and would reduce most traffic impacts to less than significant levels. 
Mitigation Measure 4.16.6.1A would require circulation improvements to Willow 
Avenue/Santa Ana Avenue and Riverside Avenue/Slover Avenue and would reduce 
LOS impacts under “Existing plus Project,” Opening Year (2016), and Cumulative 
(2016) conditions to less than significant levels. Mitigation Measure 4.16.6.3A 
would require fair-share contributions for cumulative project impacts and circulation 
improvements to Willow Avenue/Slover Avenue and I-10 Eastbound/Riverside 
Avenue, and Mitigation Measure 4.16.6.3B would require fair-share contributions 
for local circulation improvements and roadway improvements to Riverside Avenue 
between Slover Avenue and Santa Ana Avenue as well as north of Slover Avenue. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.16.6.3A and 4.16.6.3B would reduce 
Cumulative (2016) LOS on project area intersections to less than significant levels, 
but roadway segment impacts to Riverside Avenue would remain significant, as the 
street operates at an unsatisfactory LOS under existing conditions. 

                                                      
1  Unlike noise, air quality, and/or greenhouse gas analyses, traffic analysis measures a project’s 

daily vehicle trips as “passenger car equivalent” (PCE) trips to account for the larger level-of-
service impact of trucks on traffic operations by assigning each type of truck a PCE factor that 
represents the number of passenger vehicles that could travel through an intersection in the 
same amount of time that a particular kind of truck could. For example, trucks with four or more 
axles are assigned a PCE factor of 3.0, indicating 3.0 passenger vehicles could travel through an 
intersection in the same amount of time required for a single truck with four or more axles. 
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Table 6.E: Comparison of Average Daily Trips 

Type of Development Net Daily Trips 
Proposed Project1 3,151 

Reduced Intensity/Preservation 1,897 

Change 1,254 
1 Based on project Traffic Study (LSA 2015). 

A freeway impact analysis is not required if a proposed project would add fewer than 
50 trips to freeway ramps or 100 two-trips to freeway segments. Under this Reduced 
Intensity Alternative, freeway trips would be reduced to under this threshold 
compared to the proposed project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would not 
result in a significant and unavoidable freeway impact because trips generated are 
under the study area threshold. This alternative would eliminate a significant and 
unavoidable impact compared to the proposed project. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.16.6.1A, 4.16.6.3A, and 4.16.6.3B, 
potential impacts related to traffic under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be 
reduced but remain significant and unavoidable compared to proposed project. 

Utilities. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in a lower intensity of 
industrial development and therefore would generate a lesser amount of wastewater 
and solid waste. For this same reason, compared to the proposed project, the 
Reduced Intensity Alternative would have a reduced water demand. The Reduced 
Intensity Alternative would be required to meet existing regulations related to 
wastewater, water, and solid waste. With implementation of Mitigation Measures 
4.9.6.2A and 4.9.6.2B, requiring the preparation and implementation of a Water 
Quality Management Plan and a final Hydrology Study for review and approval by 
the City, potential impacts related to wastewater, water, and solid waste facilities 
under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be reduced (less than significant) 
compared to the proposed project.  

Cumulative Impacts. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would substantially reduce 
cumulative impacts compared to the proposed project. Cumulative traffic impacts 
would be less than significant in comparison to the significant and unavoidable 
finding for the proposed project from these same impacts, but operational and 
cumulative air quality and greenhouse gas impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

Impact Conclusions. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, all impacts would be 
equivalent to or reduced from those identified with the proposed project. The 
reduction in building area would reduce the alternative’s NOx operational emissions 
by approximately 40 percent, but impacts would remain significant and unavoidable 
even with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.2A through 4.3.6.2M. 
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Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would require pre-
construction biological surveys pursuant to Mitigation Measures 4.4.6.1A and 
4.4.6.1B, and impacts to biological resources, wildlife movement, and/or wildlife 
corridors would be reduced to less than significant levels. 

Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the 
potential for unanticipated encounters with archaeological and/or paleontological 
resources during project execution. Through compliance with Mitigation Measures 
4.5.6.1A, 4.5.6.1B, and 4.5.6.2A and applicable laws and regulations, the Reduced 
Intensity Alternative would have less than significant impact on cultural resources. 

Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative is located in a 
seismically active area and would be subject to a geotechnical report. Through 
compliance with Mitigation Measure 4.6.6.1A and applicable California Building 
Codes, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have less than significant impacts 
associated with geology and soils. 

The reduction in the project would reduce CO2e emissions from mobile sources by 
approximately 40 percent, but GHG impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable even with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.7.6.1A. 

Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative is located in an 
industrially active area and would be subject to a Phase I ESA. With implementation 
of Mitigation Measures 4.8.6.1A, 4.8.6.1B, and 4.8.6.1C, the Reduced Intensity 
Alternative would have less than significant impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials. 

Similar to the proposed project, development of the Reduced Intensity Alternative 
would require the modification of the existing on-site pattern of drainage and would 
require the installation of drainage improvements. Through compliance with NPDES 
requirements and development of a Water Quality Management Plan and Hydrology 
Study in accordance with Mitigation Measures 4.9.6.1A, 4.9.6.2A, and 4.9.6.2B, 
the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have less than significant impacts related to 
hydrology and water quality. 

Similar to the proposed project, the reduction in building area would still result in 
construction and operational noise impacts to the sensitive receptors located 
between 75 and 100 feet south of the project site, and implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 4.12.6.1A and 4.12.6.2A would reduce construction and operational 
noise impacts from the Reduced Intensity Alternative to less than significant levels.  

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would reduce the quantity of vehicle trips added 
to all adjacent surface streets and the nearby freeway system resulting in fewer and 
less severe impacts to surface streets and freeway ramps and segments compared 
to the proposed project. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.16.6.1A, 
4.16.6.3A, and 4.16.6.3B for the Reduced Intensity Alternative would reduce LOS 
impacts under “Existing plus Project,” Opening Year (2016), and Cumulative (2016) 
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conditions to less than significant levels, except that roadway segment impacts 
along Riverside Avenue would remain significant and unavoidable because the 
street already operates at deficient levels under existing conditions. 

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in a lower intensity of industrial 
development compared to the proposed project and therefore would generate a 
lesser amount of wastewater and solid waste and generate a reduced water 
demand. Compliance with existing regulations related to wastewater, water, and 
solid waste and implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.9.6.2A and 4.9.6.2B 
requiring the preparation and implementation of a Water Quality Management Plan 
and a final Hydrology Study for review and approval by the City would reduce 
impacts on wastewater, water, and solid waste facilities to less than significant 
levels.  

Meets Project Objectives. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the objectives 
regarding the development of a warehouse would generally be met. As detailed in 
Table 6.F, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not meet the project objectives to 
the same degree as the proposed project. 

Table 6.F: Comparison of Reduced Intensity/Preservation Alternative to the 
Project Objectives 

Project Objectives 

Does the Alternative 
Meet the Project 

Objectives? 

Create employment opportunities for the citizens of Rialto and 
surrounding communities. 

Yes, but to a lesser 
degree   

Encourage new development consistent with regional and municipal 
service capabilities. 

Yes  

Encourage warehouse distribution services that take advantage of the 
area’s close proximity to various freeways and transportation corridors. 

Yes, but to a lesser 
degree 

Encourage new development consistent with the capacity and municipal 
service capabilities. 

Yes, but to a lesser 
degree 

Cluster industrial warehouse uses near efficient access points to the state 
highway system to reduce traffic congestion on surface streets and to 
reduce associated air pollutant emissions from vehicle sources. 

Yes  

Implement the City’s General Plan General Industrial Land Use 
designations that are applicable to the site. 

Yes 

Implement the Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan by 
developing a land use envisioned and previously authorized by the Agua 
Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan. 

Yes, but to a lesser 
degree 

6.4.2.3 Alternative 3: Alternative Location and Orientation 

Alternative 3: Alternative Location and Orientation Impact Analysis. The 
Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative would involve the same 
development as the proposed project but on a different site. The alternative site 
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identified for the proposed project is located adjacent to the proposed project site to 
the west at the northwest corner of Santa Ana Avenue and Willow Avenue. 

Impacts associated with this alternative would be similar to the proposed project 
because development of the site under Alternative Location and Orientation 
Alternative would result in a similar footprint of development. For this reason, 
impacts to the land-oriented environmental factors, as described above in 6.4.1, 
would either not occur or occur at a less than significant levels without requiring 
mitigation in the same or approximately the same manner and degree as the 
proposed project. This alternative would, in some cases, result in similar impacts as 
the proposed project but would require mitigation or be different enough to be 
discussed separately. 

Air Quality. Development under this alternative would require site grading, and 
construction similar to that necessary for the proposed project. As identified in 
Section 4.3 of this EIR, short-term construction emission impacts associated with 
construction activities on the project site were reduced to less than significant levels 
with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.1A through 4.3.6.1G. Since the 
Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative would require approximately the 
same amount of land be graded, it would require similar grading and construction 
activities on site. It is reasonable to anticipate that short-term construction emission 
impacts would also be reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of 
Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.1A through 4.3.6.1G for this alternative, similar to the 
proposed project. 

Because many elements of this alternative would be nearly identical to the proposed 
project, this alternative would generate the same level of air pollutants compared to 
the proposed project. For this reason, as identified in Section 4.3, the alternative 
would produce NOx emissions above the SCAQMD threshold levels. Air quality 
impacts of this alternative, like the proposed project, would be significant and 
unavoidable for air pollutant emissions. Like the proposed project, this alternative 
would use Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.2A through 4.3.6.2M. NOx emissions would 
be reduced but remain above the significance threshold. For these same reasons, 
the alternative would have a significant air quality impact. This alternative does not 
reduce any air quality impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Biological Resources. The project site for the Alternative Location and Orientation 
Alternative does not contain any Delhi soils or other critical habitat and would not 
require a site specific focused survey. Due to the potential for habitat suitable to 
support listed or sensitive status species, pre-construction surveys would be 
conducted for the Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative for listed or 
sensitive species that have the potential to occur. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 4.4.6.1A and 4.4.6.1B would reduce impacts to listed or sensitive species 
to less than significant levels. Due to the urban industrial nature of the Agua Mansa 
Industrial Corridor, wildlife movement corridors or linkages are not present on the 
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proposed project site or alternative site, and the Alternative Location and Orientation 
Alternative would not have any significant impact on wildlife movement in the area, 
fragment habitat, or adversely affect wildlife movement through the surrounding 
areas. With implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.4.6.1A and 4.4.6.1B, the 
Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative would have the same level of impact 
(less than significant) on biological resources, wildlife movement, and or wildlife 
corridors compared to the proposed project. 

Cultural Resources. The Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative would 
require grading of the entire [alternative] site. Similar to the proposed project, the 
Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative would require Mitigation Measures 
4.5.6.1A, 4.5.6.1B, and 4.5.6.2A to reduce potential impacts to cultural resources 
from unanticipated encounters with archaeological and/or paleontological resources 
during project execution. Similar to the proposed project site, the Alternative 
Location and Orientation Alternative site would be subject to a records search at the 
California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) and possibly an 
intensive pedestrian survey. Management recommendations for any on-site cultural 
resources would be made upon the results of the records search and pedestrian 
survey. Additionally, the Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative would be 
required to comply with the California State Health and Safety Code § 7050.5 in the 
event that human remains are discovered. Through compliance with Mitigation 
Measures 4.5.6.1A, 4.5.6.1B, and 4.5.6.2A and applicable laws and regulations, the 
Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative would have the same level of impact 
(less than significant) on cultural resources compared to the proposed project. 

Geology and Soils. Development of the Alternative Location and Orientation 
Alternative would have similar geologic and soil-related impacts as the proposed 
project. There are no active faults on or in the immediate vicinity of the project site. 
Therefore, fault-related hazards to the Alternative Location and Orientation 
Alternative site adjacently west of the proposed project site are less than significant. 

Like all of Southern California, the Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative 
site is a seismically active area and is subject to ground shaking resulting from 
seismic activity on regional faults. Ground shaking from earthquakes associated with 
nearby and more distant faults is expected to occur during the lifetime of the project. 
As with the proposed project, development of the Alternative Location and 
Orientation Alternative would require the preparation of site-specific geological and 
geotechnical investigations. The geotechnical investigations would provide design 
considerations and earthwork recommendations to ensure that ground shaking 
impacts are appropriately mitigated. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6.6.1A 
would ensure all recommendation in the geotechnical investigations are followed 
during execution of the Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative. 
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California Code of Regulations, Title 24, also known as the California Building 
Standards Code, contains building design and construction requirements relating to 
fire and life safety and structural safety. The California Building Code (CBC) also 
includes standards designed to ensure that structures within California are built to 
withstand expected levels of seismic activity for each earthquake region throughout 
the State. Adherence to the CBC, as well as other requirements identified and 
required by the City, would ensure ground shaking hazards are reduced to a less 
than significant level for all alternatives. 

The Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative site is not subject to landslides 
or rockfalls due to the relatively flat topography of the region. Additionally, as existing 
sewer infrastructure is readily available to serve any on-site development, septic 
tanks would not be used under the Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative. 

Neither the proposed project nor the Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative 
proposes activities known to cause subsidence (e.g., oil, gas, or groundwater 
extraction). Similar to the project site, the Alternative Location and Orientation 
Alternative is located on alluvial sediments with a minimal potential settlement or 
collapse potential. Also similar to the project site, the Alternative Location and 
Orientation Alternative lacks shallow groundwater and is not reported as potentially 
liquefiable in the City General Plan.  In addition, as development of any structures 
and facilities on the Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative site would be 
required to adhere to specifications identified in the site-specific geotechnical 
investigation pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.6.6.1A, as well as the provisions of 
applicable building codes, impacts associated with settlement, liquefaction, and 
other potential geotechnical issues would be the same for the Alternative Location 
and Orientation Alternative (less than significant) compared to the proposed project. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Greenhouse gas emissions associated with the 
Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative would be identical to the proposed 
project because the alternative proposes the construction of the same development 
as the proposed project on a different site. Similar to the proposed project, 
Greenhouse gas emissions associated with this alternative would be above 
SCAQMD interim thresholds for commercial land uses, even with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1A. This alternative would also result in a significant and 
unavoidable impact related to project specific and cumulative greenhouse gas 
emissions. Compared to the proposed project this alternative would not reduce any 
impacts due to Greenhouse gas emissions. 

Hazards/Hazardous Materials. Development of the Alternative Location and 
Orientation Alternative would result in the on-site handling of hazardous substances, 
both during project construction and operation. These substances would be used in 
accordance with existing applicable local, State, and federal standards and 
transported, stored, and handled using standard practices in accordance with these 
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existing standards. The Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative site is not 
within ¼ mile of any existing or proposed schools. 

The Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative would be required to comply 
with applicable City, State, and/or federal regulations that will ensure any impact 
associated with environmental and health hazards related to an accidental release of 
hazardous materials or emissions of hazardous substance near existing or proposed 
schools is less than significant. 

Air traffic-related hazards would not occur at the Alternative Location and Orientation 
Alternative site, as it is not located within the safety hazard zones of any public 
airport, private airfield, or military air base. In the same manner as the proposed 
project, no impacts associated with these issues would occur for the Alternative 
Location and Orientation Alternative. The Alternative Location and Orientation 
Alternative site is not within a Fire Hazard Severity Zone or any other designated fire 
hazard zone (General Plan Exhibit 5.3). Development of the Alternative Location and 
Orientation Alternative would not increase risks related to wildland fires or expose 
people or structures to significant risk of wildland fires. 

The Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative would be designed, 
constructed, and maintained in accordance with applicable standards associated 
with vehicular access, ensuring that adequate emergency access and evacuation 
would be provided. Construction activities that may temporarily restrict vehicular 
traffic would be required to implement appropriate measures to facilitate the passage 
of persons and vehicles through/around any required road closures. Compliance 
with existing regulations for emergency access and evacuation would ensure that 
impacts related to this issue are less than significant for the Alternative Location and 
Orientation Alternative, in the same manner as the proposed project. 

The Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative would be subject to a site-
specific Phase I ESA to determine if any on-site contamination which could pose 
hazards to the public or the environment is present. Similar to the proposed project, 
the Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative would be subject to the findings 
of the Phase I ESA and be required to comply with the recommendations therein. If, 
as is the case for the proposed project, hazardous materials were released into the 
soil of the Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative site, Mitigation Measure 
4.8.6.1A would be required to develop and implement a soil management plan in 
order to reduce impacts to less than significant levels. If, however, no evidence of 
release of hazardous materials into the soil of the Alternative Location and 
Orientation Alternative site is observed, no impact would occur, and no mitigation in 
this regard would be required. 

The Colton Truck Rack, Sepp LP-Colton South, Colton Terminal, and SFPP L.P. at 
2359 South Riverside Avenue, is a bulk oil storage facility located approximately 
1,350 feet east of the Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative site. A spill of 
unleaded fuel at the Colton Terminal was reported to the San Bernardino County 
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Health Department on December 14, 2010. The spill was reportedly contained. The 
release was also reported to the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
Recent concentrations of trichloroethene were detected at 3.7 and at 1.1 
micrograms per liter during the last sampling events conducted in 2012 and 2014, 
respectively. Based on this information, groundwater beneath the Alternative 
Location and Orientation Alternative site could have been impacted by the release at 
the nearby Colton Terminal. The groundwater contamination is considered an 
environmental concern and potential vapor issue to the Alternative Location and 
Orientation Alternative site. Due to the potential for contaminant levels to change 
over time, impacts are considered significant, and implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 4.8.6.1B to monitor the status of the Colton Terminal is required to reduce 
impacts to less than significant levels. 

The Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative site does not contain any 
occupied on-site residential structures. However, if any remains of structures 
constructed prior to 1978 exist on the Alternative Location and Orientation 
Alternative site, they would have the potential to contain LBP and ACM, which would 
be a significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.8.6.1C to survey 
for LBP and ACM and remove and transport them to an appropriate facility would 
reduce impacts to less than significant levels. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.8.6.1A, 4.8.6.1B, and 4.8.6.1C, the 
Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative would have the same level of 
impacts (less than significant) to hazards and hazardous materials compared to the 
proposed project.  

Hydrology and Water Quality. As with the proposed project, development of the 
Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative would require the modification of the 
existing on-site pattern of drainage and would require the installation of drainage 
improvements. All local, State, and federal policies and regulations pertaining to 
surface water and groundwater resources would remain in effect. Sedimentation and 
erosion from any on-site or off-site development has the potential to affect water 
quality. Similar to the proposed project, construction of the Alternative Location and 
Orientation Alternative would be required to follow applicable NPDES requirements, 
including the preparation of and adherence to an SWPPP and BMPs. This 
requirement has been incorporated as Mitigation Measures 4.5.6.1A. The 
Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative would require similar mitigation to 
reduce this potential impact to less than significant levels. 

As with the proposed project, runoff from paved surfaces attributable to the 
Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative, especially during “first-flush” events, 
may be contaminated by sediment, debris, and other contaminants. A standard 
condition with any such development would be preparation and implementation of a 
Water Quality Management Plan, which would effectively mitigate post-construction 
water quality impacts from the developed area. This requirement has been 
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incorporated as Mitigation Measure 4.9.6.2A. The Alternative Location and 
Orientation Alternative would require similar mitigation to reduce this potential impact 
to less than significant levels. In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.9.6.2B requiring a 
final Hydrology Study for review and approval by the City would apply to the 
Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative since it would be constructed on the 
same site as the proposed project. 

The project site and adjacent parcels are not identified as a groundwater recharge 
area; therefore, the Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative would not 
interfere with groundwater recharge. Anticipated on-site flows would be routed to the 
on-site and off-site water quality features such as vegetated swales, clarifiers, or 
sand filters to protect downstream water quality. 

New development is required to maintain off-site flows to below or equal to pre-
development conditions in accordance with City and resource agency development 
requirements. The project site is not located within a flood zone and is not 
susceptible to mudslides, tsunamis, seiches, or flooding as a result of dam or levee 
failure.  

With implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.9.6.1A, 4.9.6.2A, and 4.9.6.2B, the 
Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative would have the same level of 
impacts (less than significant) to hydrology and water quality compared to the 
proposed project.  

Noise and Vibration. The Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative would be 
constructed on a site adjacent to the proposed project and therefore would not be 
located within or near an airport land use plan and would not result in any impacts 
from airport noise. Similar to the proposed project, the Alternative Location and 
Orientation Alternative would be subject to a site-specific noise and vibration 
analysis to determine noise-related impacts to nearby sensitive receptors. The 
nearest noise-sensitive receptors to the Alternative Location and Orientation 
Alternative site are single-family residences approximately 750 feet west-southwest 
and 700 feet east-southeast of the subject site, respectively. Additionally similar to 
the proposed project, the Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative is located 
within 70 feet of existing industrial structures which could be subject to Groundborne 
vibration impacts from construction of the Alternative Location and Orientation 
Alternative site.  

Grading and construction of the Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative 
would be identical to the proposed project because the alternative proposes the 
construction of the same development as the proposed project on a different site. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12.6.1A would reduce any potential short-
term, construction-related noise impacts to nearby sensitive receptors to less than 
significant levels. Similar to the proposed project, construction of the Alternative 
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Location and Orientation Alternative would not utilize any construction equipment 
that would result in Groundborne vibration impacts to nearby industrial structures. 

The Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative would generate identical 
amount of traffic compared to the proposed project and therefore would generate 
identical levels of noise on surrounding roadways and adjacent land uses compared 
to the proposed project. Mitigation Measure 4.12.6.2A from the proposed project 
would be specifically tailored to account for the proximity of sensitive noise receptors 
to the Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative site to ensure operational 
noise is mitigated to less than significant levels. Since sensitive noise receptors 
under the Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative are substantially farther 
away from the subject site compared to the proposed project scenario, impacts 
under the Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative scenario would be less 
severe compared to the proposed project. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.12.6.1A and 4.12.6.2A, the 
Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative would have reduced impacts (less 
than significant) to noise sensitive receptors compared to the proposed project. 

Traffic. The Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative would result in the 
same number of vehicle trips as the proposed project. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 4.16.6.1A, 4.16.6.3A, and 4.16.6.3B for the Alternative Location and 
Orientation Alternative would reduce LOS impacts under “Existing plus Project,” 
Opening Year (2016), and Cumulative (2016) conditions to less than significant 
levels. Because the alternative site is located adjacent to the proposed project, traffic 
impacts would be almost identical to the proposed project, including significant and 
unavoidable impacts to Riverside Avenue north of Slover Avenue and to six I-10 
freeway segments and three merge/diverge areas. The Alternative Location and 
Orientation Alternative would have the same level of impact (significant and 
unavoidable) to Riverside Avenue north of Slover Avenue and impacts to six I-10 
freeway segments and three merge/diverge areas compared to the proposed 
project. 

Utilities. The Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative would result in the 
same level of intensity of industrial development as the proposed project and 
therefore would generate approximately the same amount of wastewater and solid 
waste. For this same reason, compared to the proposed project, the Alternative 
Location and Orientation Alternative would have approximately the same amount of 
water demand. The Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative would be 
required to meet existing regulations related to wastewater, water, and solid waste. 
With implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.9.6.2A and 4.9.6.2B requiring the 
preparation and implementation of a Water Quality Management Plan and a final 
Hydrology Study for review and approval by the City, the Alternative Location and 
Orientation Alternative would have the same level of impact (less than significant) on 
wastewater, water, and solid waste facilities compared to the proposed project.  
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Cumulative Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the Alternative Location and 
Orientation Alternative would contribute to the cumulative impacts of air quality, 
greenhouse gas, and traffic. These impacts remain significant, even after 
implementation of project-specific mitigation, in approximately the same manner as 
the proposed project. 

Impact Conclusions. Construction of the proposed project on an alternative site 
and orientation would result in impacts that would be equivalent to those of the 
proposed project during construction. Similar to the proposed project, air quality 
emissions would be significant and unavoidable. 

Similar to the proposed project, the Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative 
would require pre-construction biological surveys pursuant to Mitigation Measures 
4.4.6.1A and 4.4.6.1B, and impacts to biological resources, wildlife movement, 
and/or wildlife corridors would be reduced to less than significant levels. 

Similar to the proposed project, the Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative 
would be subject to a records search at the CHRIS and possibly an intensive 
pedestrian survey and would have the potential for unanticipated encounters with 
archaeological and/or paleontological resources during project execution. Through 
compliance with Mitigation Measures 4.5.6.1A, 4.5.6.1B, and 4.5.6.2A and 
applicable laws and regulations, the Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative 
would have less than significant impact to cultural resources. 

Similar to the proposed project, greenhouse gas emissions would be significant and 
unavoidable. 

Similar to the proposed project, the Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative 
is located in an industrially active area and would be subject to a Phase I ESA. With 
implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.8.6.1A, 4.8.6.1B, and 4.8.6.1C, the 
Reduced Intensity Alternative would have less than significant impacts related to 
hazards and hazardous materials. 

Similar to the proposed project, development of the Alternative Location and 
Orientation Alternative would require the modification of the existing on-site pattern 
of drainage and would require the installation of drainage improvements. Through 
compliance with NPDES requirements and development of a Water Quality 
Management Plan and Hydrology Study in accordance with Mitigation Measures 
4.9.6.1A, 4.9.6.2A, and 4.9.6.2B, the Alternative Location and Orientation 
Alternative would have less than significant impacts related to hydrology and water 
quality. 

Sensitive noise receptors under the Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative 
are single-family residences approximately 750 feet west-southwest and 700 feet 
east-southeast of the subject site, respectively. The Alternative Location and 
Orientation Alternative would generate identical amount of traffic compared to the 
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proposed project and therefore would generate identical levels of noise on 
surrounding roadways and adjacent land uses compared to the proposed project. 
Noise impacts to surrounding sensitive receptors would be less severe under the 
Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative compared to the proposed project 
due to the increased distance between the proposed warehouse dock doors and the 
nearest sensitive receptors. With implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12.6.1A 
and 4.12.6.2A potential short-term, construction-related noise and long-term 
operational noise to nearby sensitive receptors would be reduced to less than 
significant levels.  

The Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative would result in the same 
number of vehicle trips as the proposed project. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 4.16.6.1A, 4.16.6.3A, and 4.16.6.3B for the Alternative Location and 
Orientation Alternative would reduce LOS impacts under “Existing plus Project,” 
Opening Year (2016), and Cumulative (2016) conditions to less than significant 
levels. Because the alternative site is located adjacent to the proposed project, traffic 
impacts would be almost identical to the proposed project, including significant and 
unavoidable impacts to Riverside Avenue north of Slover Avenue and impacts to six 
I-10 freeway segments and three merge/diverge areas. 

The Alternative Location and Orientation Alternative would result in the same level of 
intensity of industrial development compared to the proposed project and therefore 
would generate approximately the same amount of wastewater, solid waste, and 
water demand. Compliance with existing regulations related to wastewater, water, 
and solid waste and implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.9.6.2A and 4.9.6.2B 
requiring the preparation and implementation of a Water Quality Management Plan 
and a final Hydrology Study for review and approval by the City would reduce 
impacts on wastewater, water, and solid waste facilities to less than significant 
levels. 

Meets Project Objectives. Under this alternative, the objectives regarding 
construction of an industrial warehouse would be met. However, there is no 
guarantee that the applicant would be able or willing to gain control of this site; and 
therefore this alternative is rejected by the City. See Table 6.G. 

Table 6.G: Comparison of Alternative Location and Orientation to Project 
Objectives 

Project Objectives 

Does the Alternative 
Meet the Project 

Objectives? 

Create employment opportunities for the citizens of Rialto and 
surrounding communities. 

Yes  

Encourage new development consistent with regional and municipal 
service capabilities. 

Yes  
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Table 6.G: Comparison of Alternative Location and Orientation to Project 
Objectives 

Project Objectives 

Does the Alternative 
Meet the Project 

Objectives? 

Encourage warehouse distribution services that take advantage of the 
area’s close proximity to various freeways and transportation corridors. 

Yes  

Encourage new development consistent with the capacity and municipal 
service capabilities. 

Yes  

Cluster industrial warehouse uses near efficient access points to the state 
highway system to reduce traffic congestion on surface streets and to 
reduce associated air pollutant emissions from vehicle sources. 

Yes  

Implement the City’s General Plan General Industrial Land Use 
designations that are applicable to the site. 

Yes 

Implement the Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan by 
developing a land use envisioned and previously authorized by the Agua 
Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan. 

Yes  

6.5 COMPARISON OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
The following discussion compares the impacts of each alternative with the impacts 
of the proposed project, as detailed in Chapter 4.0 of this EIR. Table 6.H compares 
the impacts of the alternatives with those of the proposed project and identifies 
whether the alternative results in (1) a reduction of the impact; (2) a greater impact 
than the project; or (3) the same impact as the project. It should be noted that the No 
Project Alternative has no impacts compared to the proposed project and represents 
existing conditions on the site. Additionally, any alternative impacts not included in 
Table 6.H below are considered to have the same level of less than significance as 
the proposed project.  

Table 6.H: Impact Comparison of Project Alternatives1 

Environmental Factor 
Proposed 

Project 

Reduced 
Intensity 

Alternative 

Alternative 
Location and 
Orientation 
Alternative 

Aesthetics 

Scenic Vistas LTS = = 

Scenic Highways LTS = = 

Visual Character LTS = = 

Light and Glare LTS = = 

Cumulative LTS = = 

Agricultural and 
Forestry 

Resources 

Loss or Conversion of Forest 
Land 

NI = = 

Farmland Conversion NI = = 
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Table 6.H: Impact Comparison of Project Alternatives1 

Environmental Factor 
Proposed 

Project 

Reduced 
Intensity 

Alternative 

Alternative 
Location and 
Orientation 
Alternative 

Agricultural Zoning & 
Williamson Act  

NI = = 

Conversion of Farmland to 
Non-Agricultural Use 

NI = = 

Cumulative NI = = 

Air Quality 

Conflict with or Obstruct an Air 
Quality Plan 

LTS = = 

Violate an Air Quality Standard LTS  = 

Result in Cumulatively 
Considerable Net Increase in 
any Criteria Pollutant 

SIG SIG SIG 

Expose Sensitive Receptors to 
Substantial Pollutant 
Concentrations 

LTS (MM)   

Create Objectionable Odors NI = = 

Cumulative SIG SIG SIG 

Biology 

Candidate, Non-listed 
Sensitive, or Special-Status 
Species 

LTS (MM) = = 

Riparian Habitat or Other 
Sensitive Natural Communities 

NI = = 

Jurisdictional Waters/Wetlands NI = = 

Wildlife Movement and 
Migratory Species 

LTS = = 

Adopted Policies and/or 
Ordinances 

NI = = 

Adopted habitat Conservation 
Plans 

NI = = 

Cumulative LTS = = 

Cultural and 
Paleontological 

Resources 

Historic Resources NI = = 

Archaeological Resources LTS (MM) = = 

Paleontological Resources LTS (MM) = = 

Human Remains LTS = = 

Geology and 
Soils 

Fault Rupture NI = = 

Ground Shaking LTS = = 
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Table 6.H: Impact Comparison of Project Alternatives1 

Environmental Factor 
Proposed 

Project 

Reduced 
Intensity 

Alternative 

Alternative 
Location and 
Orientation 
Alternative 

Seismic-Related Ground 
Failure 

LTS (MM) = = 

Landslides and Rockfalls LTS = = 

Soil Erosion or Loss of Topsoil LTS = = 

Unstable Soils LTS = = 

Septic Tanks NI = = 

Cumulative LTS = = 

Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions  SIG SIG = 

Conflict with Applicable Plan 
Policy, or Regulation 

LTS LTS LTS 

Cumulative SIG SIG = 

Hazards 

Routine Transport, use, or 
Disposal of Hazardous 
Materials 

LTS = = 

Reasonably Foreseeable 
Upset and Accident Conditions 

LTS (MM) = = 

Existing or Proposed School NI = = 

Located on a List of 
Hazardous Materials Sites 

NI = = 

Within Two Miles of a Private 
Airport or Within an Airport 
Land Use Plan or Within Two 
Miles of a Public Airport 

NI = = 

Conflict with Emergency 
Response Plans 

LTS = = 

Wildland Fire Risks LTS = = 

Cumulative LTS = = 

Hydrology and 
Water Quality 

Water Quality Standards or 
Waste Discharge 
Requirements 

LTS (MM) = = 

Groundwater LTS = = 

Alter Drainage Resulting in 
Erosion or Siltation Offsite 

LTS (MM) = = 

Alter Drainage or Increase of 
Surface Runoff Resulting in 
Flooding On- or Off-site 

LTS (MM) = = 
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Table 6.H: Impact Comparison of Project Alternatives1 

Environmental Factor 
Proposed 

Project 

Reduced 
Intensity 

Alternative 

Alternative 
Location and 
Orientation 
Alternative 

Runoff Exceeding Capacity of 
Existing or Planned Facilities 

LTS (MM) = = 

Degrade Water Quality LTS (MM) = = 

Flood Hazard Areas NI = = 

Dam Inundation Impacts NI = = 

Seismic-Related Impacts NI = = 

Cumulative LTS = = 

Land Use and 
Planning 

Physically Divide an 
Established Community 

LTS = = 

Conflict with Applicable Land 
Use Plans, Policies, or 
Regulations 

LTS = = 

Conflict with Any Applicable 
Habitat or Natural Community 
Conservation Plan 

NI = = 

Cumulative LTS = = 

Mineral 
Resources 

Loss of Statewide, Regional, 
or Locally Important Mineral 
Resources 

LTS = = 

Noise 

Exposure of Persons or 
Generation of Noise in Excess 
of Standards Established by 
the General Plan or Noise 
Ordinance 

LTS (MM) =  

Groundborne Vibration LTS = = 

Substantial Temporary, 
Periodic, and/or Permanent 
Increase in Ambient Noise 
above Levels without the 
Project 

LTS (MM) =  

Airport Noise NI = = 

Cumulative LTS =  

Population, 
Housing, and 
Employment 

Population Growth LTS = = 

Displace Housing LTS = = 

Displace People LTS = = 

Cumulative LTS = = 
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Table 6.H: Impact Comparison of Project Alternatives1 

Environmental Factor 
Proposed 

Project 

Reduced 
Intensity 

Alternative 

Alternative 
Location and 
Orientation 
Alternative 

Public Services 
and Facilities 

Fire Protection LTS = = 

Police Protection LTS = = 

Schools LTS = = 

Cumulative LTS = = 

Recreation and 
Parks 

Existing Recreational Facilities NI = = 

New or Physically Altered 
Recreation and Park Facilities 

NI = = 

Cumulative LTS = = 

Transportation 
and Traffic 

Conflict with Applicable Plan, 
Ordinance, or Policy 
Establishing Measures of 
Effectiveness for the 
Performance of the Circulation 
System 

LTS (MM)  = 

Conflict with Applicable 
Circulation Plan and Traffic 
Level of Service 

LTS  = 

Air Traffic Patterns NI = = 

Design Features or 
incompatible Uses 

LTS = = 

Inadequate Emergency 
Access 

LTS = = 

Alternative Transportation LTS = = 

Cumulative SIG SIG = 

Utilities and 
Service Systems 

Wastewater Treatment 
Requirements 

NI = = 

Require Construction of 
Additional Water and/or 
Wastewater Treatment 
Facilities 

LTS  = 

Require Construction of 
Additional Storm Water 
Drainage Facilities 

LTS (MM)  = 

Sufficient Water Supplies LTS  = 

Wastewater Treatment 
Capacity 

LTS  = 
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Table 6.H: Impact Comparison of Project Alternatives1 

Environmental Factor 
Proposed 

Project 

Reduced 
Intensity 

Alternative 

Alternative 
Location and 
Orientation 
Alternative 

Sufficient Landfill Capacity NI = = 

Solid Waste Regulations LTS  = 

Cumulative LTS  = 

Impact Abbreviations 
NI:  No Impact 
LTS:   Less than Significant Impact  
LTS(MM):  Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation 
SIG:  Significant Impact with or without Mitigation 
 
Project Alternatives 
=   Compared with the proposed project, no change in the significance of impact will occur. 
   Compared with the proposed project, the significance of the impact is increased.  
   Compared with the proposed project, the significance of the impact is reduced. 
SIG   Compared with the proposed project, the volume or extent of the impact is reduced, yet still significant. 
SIG   Compared with the proposed project, the volume or extent of the impact is increased and still significant. 
 
1NOTE: Table does not show Alternative 1 – No Project, for which all impacts are less than significant compared to the 
proposed project. 

6.6 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 
The CEQA Guidelines provide that when an alternatives analysis is prepared 
consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (e[2]), an environmentally 
superior alternative must be identified in the EIR. The proposed project would have 
significant and unavoidable impacts related to air quality, greenhouse gas 
emissions, and traffic. All other project-related impacts were either identified as less 
than significant or were mitigated to a less than significant level with the 
incorporation of mitigation. 

The Environmentally Superior Alternative is the one that would result in the fewest or 
least significant impacts. If the Environmentally Superior Alternative is the No Project 
Alternative, as in this case, then an Environmentally Superior Alternative must be 
selected from the remaining alternatives. While the No Project Alternative (No Build) 
would avoid all environmental impacts without any requirement for mitigation, this 
alternative would not meet any of the stated project objectives. 

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would eliminate significant impacts to all but two 
categories, air quality and greenhouse gas emissions. Although the Reduced 
Intensity Alternative would reduce square footage of warehouse uses, which would 
reduce vehicle trips and therefore operational NOx emissions, operational NOx 
emissions would remain above SCAQMD threshold levels. Reduction in vehicle trips 
would proportionally reduce CO2e emissions, but greenhouse gas emissions would 
remain above SCAQMD threshold levels. This Alternative would also result in fewer 
vehicle trips and would not contribute to a cumulative impact at I-10 freeway ramps.  
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The Reduced Intensity Alternative would allow for some warehousing uses. Since 
the warehouse proposed under the proposed project would still be developed, goals 
related to warehousing would be satisfied under this alternative. Since this 
alternative would remove some of the significant impacts caused by the proposed 
project, and meet most of the project objectives, it has been selected as the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative. 
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9.0 ACRONYMS, ABBREVIATIONS, AND TERMS 

9.1 ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

§ Section 
§§ Subsection 
°C degrees Celsius 
°F degrees Fahrenheit 
µg/L Microgram per liter 
AADT Annual Average Daily Traffic 
AAQS Ambient Air Quality Standards 
AB Assembly Bill 
ACBCI Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 
ACI American Concrete Institute 
ACM asbestos-containing material 
ADA Americans with Disabilities Act 
AFV alternative fuel vehicle 
AFY Acre-feet per year 
AMICSP Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor Specific Plan 
amsl above mean sea level 
AMSP Agua Mansa Specific Plan 
A-P Act Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act 
APN Assessor’s Parcel Number 
AQMP Air Quality Management Plan 
AST Aboveground Storage Tank 
ASTM American Society for Testing and Materials 
BACM Best Available Control Measure 
Basin South Coast Air Basin 
BAU Business As Usual 
bgs below ground surface 
BMP Best Management Practice 
CA San Bern. Co. 
Permit 

California San Bernardino County Permit 

CAA Federal Clean Air Act 
CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standards 
CAFE Corporate Average Fuel Economy 
CalEEMod California Emissions Estimator Model 
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CalEPA California Environmental Protection Agency 
CALGreen Code California Green Building Standards Code 
California Register California Register of Historical Resources 
Cal/OSHA California Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
Caltrans California Department of Transportation 
CAP Climate Action Plan 
CARB California Air Resources Board 
CASQA California Stormwater Quality Association 
CAT California Climate Action Team 
CBC California Building Code 
CBSC California Building Standards Commission 
CCAA California Clean Air Act 
CCR California Code of Regulations 
CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife (formerly Fish and 

Game)  
CEC California Energy Commission 
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act  
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation 

Liability Act  
CESA California Endangered Species Act 
CFC chlorofluorocarbon 
CFR Code of Federal Regulations 
cfs Cubic feet per second 
CGP Construction General Permit 
CGS California Geological Survey 
CH4 Methane 
CHL California Historical Landmarks 
CHMIRS California Hazardous Material Incident Report System 
CHRIS California Historical Resources Information System 
CIWMB California Integrated Waste Management Board  
CJUSD Colton Joint Unified School District 
CMP Congestion Management Program 
CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level 
CO Carbon Monoxide  
CO2 Carbon Dioxide 
CO2e Carbon Dioxide Equivalent 

CPHI California Points of Historical Interest 
CPTED Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 
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CPUC California Public Utilities Commission 
CSBDEH County of San Bernardino Department of Environmental 

Health 
CWA (Federal) Clean Water Act 
CWC California Water Code 
DA Drainage Area 
DARE Drug Abuse Resistance Education 
dB decibel 
dBA decibel on the A-weighted scale 
DCV Design Capture Volume 
DHS (California) Department of Health Services 
DIF Development Impact Fee 
DOC (California) Department of Conservation 
DOF (California) Department of Finance 
DPM Diesel Particulate Matter 
DSFF Delhi Sands flower-loving fly 
DTSC (California) Department of Toxic Substance Control 
EDR US Hist Auto 
Sta 

EDR U.S. Historical Auto Station 

EIR Environmental Impact Report  
EMI (California) Emission Inventory 
ENF (California) Enforcement 
EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency  
EPAct Energy Policy Act 
FAR Floor Area Ratio 
FESA Federal Endangered Species Act 
FHWA Federal Highway Administration  

FMMP Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 
FTA Federal Transit Administration 
FUSD Fontana Unified School District 
GHG Greenhouse gas 
GI General Industrial 
GPA General Plan Amendment 
gpd gallons per day 
GSA Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
GWP Global Warming Potential 
HAPs Hazardous Air Pollutants 
HCP Habitat Conservation Plan 
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HI Hazard Index 
Hist UST (California) Historic Underground Storage Tank 
HNL Hourly Noise Level 
HPD California State Historic Property Data File 
HPLV High Pressure Low Volume 
HRA Health Risk Assessment 
HRA Historic Resources Assessment 
HSC Health and Safety Code 
Hz hertz 
I-10 Interstate 10 
IPCC United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
ITE Institute of Transportation Engineers  
LARWQCB Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
LBP lead-based paint 
LEED Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 
Leq Equivalent continuous sound level (Leq) adjusted for the A-

weighted scale 
LID Low Impact Development 
Lmax maximum noise level 
LOS Level of Service 
LQG Large Quantity Generator 
LSA LSA Associates, Inc. 
LST Local Significance Threshold 
LUST Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
MEI Maximum Exposed Individual 
mgd million gallons per day 
MICR Maximum Individual Cancer Risk 
MM Mitigation Measure 
MMRP Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
MMT million metric tons 
MOE Measure of Effectiveness 
mpg miles per gallon 
MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization 
MRZ Mineral Resource Zone 
MS4 Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System 
N2O nitrous oxide 
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards  
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NAHC Native American Heritage Commission   
National Register National Register of Historic Places 
NCCP Natural Community Conservation Plan 
NDS National Data and Surveying Services 
NFIP National Flood Insurance Program 
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act 
NHTSA National Highway Traffic and Safety Administration 
NO2 Nitrogen Dioxide 
NOA Notice of Availability 
NOC Notice of Completion 
NOP Notice of Preparation 
NOX Oxides of Nitrogen 
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System  
NPPA Native Plant Protection Act 
NRCS Natural Resource Conservation Service 
O3 Ozone 
OAL (State) Office of Administrative Law 
OEHHA Office of Environmental Health and Hazards Assessment 
OHWM Ordinary High Water Mark 
OMB (White House) Office of Management and Budget 
OPR Office of Planning and Research 
OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Act 
P&T Pump and Treat 
Pb Lead 
PCC Portland Cement Concrete 
PCE Passenger Car Equivalent 
pcf pounds per cubic foot (equivalent fluid weight) 
PFC Perfluorocarbon 
PM10 Particulate Matter with a Diameter of 10 Microns or Less  
PM2.5 Particulate Matter with a Diameter of 2.5 Microns or Less 
POTWs Publicly Owned Treatment Works 
ppm parts per million 
psf pounds per square foot 
RCNM Roadway Construction Noise Model 

RCP Regional Comprehensive Plan 
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
RFD Rialto Fire Department 
RHNA Regional Housing Needs Assessment 
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ROG Reactive Organic Gas 
RPD Rialto Police Department 
RPS Renewables Portfolio Standard 
RTP Regional Transportation Plan 
RUSD Rialto Unified School District 
RUWMP Regional Urban Water Management Plan 
RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board 
SANBAG San Bernardino Associated Governments 
SARA Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act 
SB Senate Bill 
SBAIC San Bernardino Archaeological Information Center 
SBCIWMP San Bernardino Countywide Integrated Waste Management 

Plan 
SBVMWD San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District 
SCAG Southern California Association of Governments 
SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District  
SCRRA Southern California Regional Rail Authority 
SCS Sustainable Communities Strategy 
SF6 Sulfur Hexafluoride 
SGMA Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 
SHMA Seismic Hazards Mapping Act 
SHPO State Historic Preservation Office 
SIP State Implementation Plan 
SLIC (California) Spills Leaks Investigation and Cleanup 
SMARA Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 
SO2 Sulfur Dioxide 
SO4 Sulfates 
SOX Sulfur Oxides 
SP service population 
SQG Small Quantity Generator 
SRA Source Receptor Area 
SRO School Resource Officer 
SRRE Source Reduction and Recycling Element 
SVE Soil Vapor Extraction 
SWEEPS UST California Statewide Environmental Evaluation and Planning 

System for Underground Storage 
SWP State Water Project 
SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
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SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board 
TCE trichloroethylene 
TCP Traditional Cultural Place 
TDS Total Dissolved Solids 
TIA Traffic Impact Analysis 
TIN Total Inorganic Nitrogen 
TIS Traffic Impact Study 
TNW Traditional Navigable Water 
tpy tons per year 
TRI Toxics Release Inventory  
UBC Uniform Building Code 
UFC Uniform Fire Code 
UNEP United Nations Environment Programme 
UNFCCC United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 
USACE United States Army Corps of Engineers 
USDOT United States Department of Transportation 
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
USGS United States Geological Survey 
UST Underground Storage Tank 
UWMP Urban Water Management Plan 
VdB Vibration decibels 
VMT Vehicle Miles Traveled  
VOC Volatile Organic Compound 
WDR Waste Discharge Requirement 
WQMP Water Quality Management Plan 
WRCOG Western Riverside Council of Governments 
WSA Water Supply Assessment 
WUCOLS Water Use Classification of Landscape Species 
WVWD West Valley Water District 
WWTP Waste Water Treatment Plant 
ZC Zone Change 

9.2 GLOSSARY OF TERMS 

Acre-Foot. An acre-foot is the quantity of volume of water that covers one acre to a 
depth of one foot; equal to 43,560 cubic feet or approximately 326,000 gallons. 

Aesthetics. The perception of artistic elements, or elements in the natural or 
human-made environment that are pleasing to the eye. 
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Air Quality Criteria. Air quality criteria are the levels of pollution and length of 
exposure at which adverse effects on health and welfare occur. 

Air Quality Standards. Air quality standards are the prescribed level of pollutants in 
the outside air that cannot be exceeded legally during a specified time in a specified 
geographical area. 

Ambient Noise. Ambient noise is the composite of noise from all sources near and 
far. The ambient noise level constitutes the normal or existing level of environmental 
noise at a given location. 

Applicant. An applicant is a person who proposes to carry out a project which 
needs a lease, permit, license, certificate, or other entitlement, for use or financial 
assistance from one or more public agencies. 

Arterial. An arterial is a major street carrying the traffic of local and collector streets 
to and from freeways and other major streets, with controlled intersections and 
generally providing direct access to non-residential properties. 

Attainment. Attainment means that there is compliance with State and Federal 
ambient air quality standards within an air basin.  

A-Weighted Decibel (dBA). The dB on the A-weighted scale is the sound level 
obtained by use of A-weighting. The A-weighting filter de-emphasizes the very low 
and very high frequency components of the sound in a manner similar to the 
frequency response of the human ear and correlates well with subjective reactions to 
noise. 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Enacted in 1970, CEQA requires 
State and local agencies to estimate and evaluate the environmental implications of 
their actions. It aims to prevent environmental effects of the agency actions by 
requiring agencies, when feasible, to avoid or reduce the significant environmental 
impacts of their decisions. If a proposed activity has the potential for a significant 
adverse environmental impact, an environmental impact report (EIR) must be 
prepared and certified as to its adequacy before taking action on the proposed 
project (California Public Resources Code §§21000 et seq.) 

Capacity. The maximum rate of flow at which vehicles can be reasonably expected 
to traverse a point or uniform segment of a lane or roadway during a specified time 
period under prevailing roadway, traffic, and control conditions. 

Collector. Relatively low-speed, low-volume street that provides circulation within 
and between neighborhoods. Collectors usually serve short trips and are intended 
for collecting trips from local streets and distributing them to the arterial network. 

Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). A 24- hour energy equivalent level 
derived from a variety of single-noise events, with weighting factors of 5 and 10 dBA 
applied to the evening (7 p.m. to 10 p.m.) and nighttime (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) periods, 
respectively, to allow for greater sensitivity to noise during these hours. 

Congestion Management Plan (CMP). A mechanism employing growth 
management techniques, including traffic level of service requirements, standards 
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for public transit, trip reduction programs involving transportation systems 
management and jobs/housing balance strategies, and capital improvement 
programming, for the purpose of controlling and/or reducing the cumulative regional 
traffic impacts of development. 

Cumulative Impact. As used in CEQA, the total impact resulting from the 
accumulated impacts of individual projects or programs over time. 

Day-Night Average Level (Ldn). The average equivalent A-weighted sound level 
during a 24-hour day, obtained after the addition of 10 decibels to sound levels in the 
night after 10 p.m. and before 7 a.m. (Note: CNEL and Ldn represent daily levels of 
noise exposure averaged on an annual or daily basis, while Leq represents the 
equivalent energy noise exposure for a shorter time period, typically one hour.) 

Decibel (dB). The decibel (dB) is the unit of level that denotes the ratio between two 
quantities that are proportional to power; the number of decibels is 10 times the 
logarithm (to the base 10) of this ratio.  

Emission Standard. The maximum amount of pollutant legally permitted to be 
discharged from a single source, either mobile or stationary. 

Environment. In CEQA, the environment are “the physical conditions which exist 
within the area which will be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, 
water, mineral, flora, fauna, noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance.” 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR). A report required pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act that assesses all the environmental characteristics of an 
area, determines what effects or impacts will result if the area is altered or disturbed 
by a proposed action, and identifies alternatives or other measures to avoid or 
reduce those impacts.  

Equivalent Energy Level (Leq). Leq is the sound level corresponding to a steady-
state sound level containing the same total energy as a time-varying signal over a 
given sample period. Leq is typically computed over 1-hour, 8-hour, and 24-hour 
sample periods. 

Feasible. To be feasible, according to CEQA, means to be capable of being 
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable time taking into account 
economic, environmental, social, and technological factors. 

Findings. Findings required by CEQA are the conclusions made regarding the 
project in light of its environmental impacts. A Statement of Overriding 
Considerations does not obviate the need to make other required CEQA findings. 

Floor Area Ratio (FAR). The FAR is the gross floor area permitted on a site divided 
by the total net lot area. 

Freeway. A freeway is a high-speed, high-capacity, limited-access road serving 
regional and countywide travel. Such roads are free of tolls, as contrasted with 
turnpikes or other toll roads. Freeways generally are used for long trips between 
major land use generators. Major streets cross at a different grade level. 
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Incorporation by Reference. “Incorporation by reference” is a CEQA term meaning 
reliance on a previous environmental document for some portion of the 
environmental analysis of a project. See CEQA Guidelines §15150. 

Initial Study. An Initial Study is a preliminary CEQA analysis prepared by a Lead 
Agency determining whether an EIR or Negative Declaration must be prepared, and 
identifying the significant environmental effects to be analyzed in an EIR. 

Land Use. Any land use is the determination by a governing authority of the use to 
which land within its jurisdiction may be put so as to promote the most advantageous 
development of the community. 

Lead Agency. The lead agency is the public agency that has the principal 
responsibility for carrying out or approving a project. The Lead Agency decides 
whether an EIR or Negative Declaration is required for a project, and causes the 
appropriate document to be prepared.  

Level of Service (LOS). LOS is a qualitative measure describing operational 
conditions within a traffic stream and how motorists and/or passengers perceive 
them.  

Maximum Noise Level (Lmax). The maximum A-weighted sound levels measured on 
a sound level meter, during a designated time interval, using fast time averaging. 

Mitigation Measure. A mitigation measure is a change in a project designed to 
avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, or compensate for a significant environmental 
impact. 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). When a lead agency 
adopts a mitigated negative declaration or an EIR, it must adopt a program of 
monitoring or reporting which will ensure that mitigation measures are implemented. 
(See CEQA Statute §21081.6(a) and CEQA Guidelines §§15091(d) and 15097.) 

Noise. Noise is any sound that is undesirable because it interferes with speech and 
hearing, or is intense enough to damage hearing, or is otherwise annoying 
(unwanted sound). 

Noise Contours. Noise contours are lines drawn about a noise source indicating 
equal levels of noise exposure. 

Notice of Determination (NOD). An NOD is a brief notice filed with the State 
Clearinghouse to document project approval. The filing of the NOD starts the statute 
of limitations period. (See CEQA Guidelines §15373.) 

Notice of Preparation (NOP). An NOP is a brief notice to notify the public, 
Responsible and Trustee Agencies that an EIR is being prepared for a project. The 
notice serves to solicit guidance from those agencies and the public about the scope 
and content of the environmental information to be included in the EIR. (See CEQA 
Guidelines §15375.) 

Peak Hour. The hour of highest traffic volume on a given section of roadway 
between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m. or between 4:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. 
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Project Description. A project description describes the basic characteristics of the 
project including location, need for the project, project objectives, technical and 
environmental characteristics, project size and design, project phasing and required 
permits. The level of detail provided in the project description varies according to the 
type of environmental document prepared. 

Project EIR. A project EIR is an EIR that examines the impacts that would result 
from development of a specific project. (See CEQA Guidelines §15161.) 

Project. According to CEQA, a project is the whole of an action that has the 
potential to result in significant environmental change in the environment, directly or 
ultimately. (See CEQA Guidelines §15378.) 

Public Hearing. A public hearing is a mechanism for providing the public an 
opportunity to comment on and present evidence relating to a proposed project and 
its Draft EIR. 

Responsible Agencies. According to CEQA, responsible agencies are all public 
agencies other than the Lead Agency that have discretionary approval power over 
the project. (See CEQA Guidelines §15381.) 

Reviewing Agencies. Reviewing agencies are local, State and Federal agencies 
with jurisdiction over the project area or resources potentially affected by the project. 
Cities and counties are also considered reviewing agencies. 

Scoping Meeting. A scoping meeting is an optional meeting pursuant to CEQA in 
which the lead agency meets with members of the public or agency representatives 
after the Notice of Preparation has been issued to discuss environmental issues 
related to a project. Scoping sessions provide the opportunity to discuss 
environmental issues, project alternatives and potential mitigation measures that 
may warrant in-depth analysis in the environmental review process. 

Sensitive Receptors. Sensitive receptors are people or institutions with people that 
are particularly susceptible to illness from environmental pollution, such as the 
elderly, very young children, people already weakened by illness (e.g., asthmatics), 
and persons engaged in strenuous exercise.  

Significant Effect on the Environment. A significant effect on the environment 
means a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical 
conditions within the area affected by the project including land, air, water, minerals, 
flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance (CEQA 
Guidelines §15382).  

Thresholds of Significance. Thresholds of significance are criteria for each 
environmental issue area to assist with determinations of significance of project 
impacts. They are based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G.  

Trustee Agency. According to CEQA, a Trustee agency is a State agency that has 
jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by a project which are held in trust 
for the people of the State of California. (See CEQA Guidelines §15386.) 
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Volume (Transportation). The volume of traffic is the total number of vehicles that 
pass over a given point or section of a roadway during a given time interval. 
Volumes may be expressed in terms of annual, daily, hourly, or sub-hourly periods. 

Wastewater. Wastewater is water carrying dissolved or suspended solids from 
homes, farms, businesses, and industries. The wastewater treatment process 
includes any process that modifies characteristics of the wastewater, usually for the 
purpose of meeting effluent standards. 

Zoning. Regulation by zone districts of the height, use, and area of structures, the 
use of land, and the density of population and intensity of allowable uses. 
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