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California Environmental Quality Act        
Initial Study 
 
 
Project Title and File No.: Rich Haven Specific Plan, File No. PSP05-004 
 
Related File No(s).:  
 
Submittal Date:  5/4/06 
 
Lead Agency:   City of Ontario  
    303 East “B” Street 
    Ontario, CA 91764 
    (909) 395-2036 
 
Project Contact:  Richard Ayala 
    Senior Planner 
    303 East “B” Street 
    Ontario, CA 91764 
    (909) 395-2036 
 
Project Sponsors:  Richland Communities 
    Attn: Jim Powers 
    4100 Newport Place, Suite 800 
    Newport Beach, CA 92660 
    (949) 261-7010 
 
    Watt Commercial Properties 
    Attn: Chuck Davis 
    2716 Ocean Park Blvd., Ste. 3020 
    Santa Monica, CA 90405 
    (310) 314-5041 
 
Project Location: The project is located in southwestern San Bernardino County, within the City of Ontario (see 

Exhibit 1, Regional Location).  The City of Ontario is located approximately 40 miles east of 
downtown Los Angeles, 20 miles west of San Bernardino, and 30 miles northeast of Orange 
County.  The project site consists of approximately 510-gross acres of land generally located 
south of Riverside Drive and the Southern California Edison substation, west of Milliken Avenue, 
north of the proposed Esperanza Specific Plan and the new Edison Avenue alignment, and east of 
Haven Avenue (see Exhibit 2, Local Vicinity Map).  The applicant is proposing the Rich Haven 
Specific Plan, comprised of portions of Planning Subareas 6 and 12, and all of Subarea 19, taken 
from the City of Ontario’s Sphere of Influence New Model Colony (NMC) General Plan 
Amendment (see Exhibit 3, NMC General Plan Specific Plan Subareas). 

 
Project Description: The proposed Rich-Haven Specific Plan encompasses approximately 510 gross acres with a 

maximum development capacity of 4,259 dwelling units and 848,400 square feet of regional 
commercial/office.  The Land Use Plan for the Specific Plan includes a Residential District and 
Commercial District comprised of twenty-one Planning Areas (PAs).  The Residential District 
includes nineteen PAs providing a mixture of low-, medium-, and high-density residential uses 
with a maximum of 4,259 dwelling units and a Regional Commercial District that includes three 
PAs.  The Regional Commercial District includes three PAs (20, 21A, and 21B) planned for a 
mixture of a variety of uses including commercial, office, vertical residential, medical office, and 
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research, as well as a “Stand Alone Residential Only Overlay” allowing for stand alone 
residential neighborhoods (see Exhibit 4, Specific Plan - Land Use Plan).  The Regional 
Commercial District includes PA 20 incorporating 725 residential units and 400,000 square feet 
of commercial/office uses, while PA 21 (21A and 21B) will include a total of 448,400 square feet 
of commercial uses and 1,052 residential units.  The public facilities within the Specific Plan 
include 20.1-acre Southern California Edison easements, and a 24.8-acre Middle School.  Final 
plans for the project would include an allowance for a transfer of residential density from the 
Regional Commercial District within Planning Areas 20 and/or 21 to residential PAs within the 
Residential District (PAs 8 to 19). 

 
 

The Specific Plan Land Use Plan (see Exhibit 4) proposes the following: 
 

• Development standards and guidelines for the various land use designations; 
• Development of  up to 4,259 residential dwelling units; 
• Development of a minimum of 848,400 square feet of regional commercial/office 
• Development maximum daily vehicle trips not to exceed 49,271 daily trips. 
• Development of approximately 27.00 acres of parks; 
• A proposed 24.8-acre Middle School; 
• Provisions for providing infrastructure and utilities to serve the site; and 
• Vehicular circulation in and around the Specific Plan boundaries. 

 
A General Plan Amendment is required to change the NMC General Plan land use designation for 
Subarea 12 (Specific Plan PAs 8-19) from 4.6 du/ac average gross density (Exhibit 5, Baseline 
Existing NMC General Plan Land Use Designations) to 6.1 to 12 du/ac average gross density and 
12.1 to 18 du/ac average gross density (Exhibit 4). The General Plan Amendment would allow for 
the transfer of units based on density/trips from the adjacent Regional Commercial District. 

 
 

Trip Budget.  The maximum allowable daily trips for the Specific Plan area are 49,271 daily 
trips.  In order to provide the maximum flexibility to respond to market demands within the 
Regional Commercial District, a variety of uses as allowed by the NMC General Plan 
Amendment (GPA), are identified in the Specific Plan, with the mixture of uses limited by 
maximum daily vehicle trip in the amount of 37,022 daily vehicle trips within the Regional 
Commercial District.  The intent of the Specific Plan is to further refine the NMC GPA 
mechanism through the use of a comprehensive implementation mechanism identifying a variety 
of requirements, including a Trip Budget Tracking System, which would allow a number of land 
use mixes within the final development plan, and track the number of residential units that may 
be transferred from the Regional Commercial District to the Residential District.  

 
Other Approvals Required.  The project will also include Tentative Tract map(s) for 
subdivision purposes, Williamson Act contract cancellations, and may include a Development 
Agreement with the City of Ontario.  A General Plan Amendment is required to change the NMC 
General Plan land use designation for Subarea 12 (Specific Plan PAs 8-19) from 4.6 du/ac 
average gross density (Exhibit 5) to 6.1 to 12 du/ac average gross density and 12.1 to 18 du/ac 
average gross density (Exhibit 4).  The existing General Plan permits the trade-out of commercial 
square footage for multiple-family residential dwelling units based on vehicle trips.  The General 
Plan Amendment would allow for the transfer of units based on density/trips from the Regional 
Commercial District to the adjacent Residential District. 
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EIR Alternatives Analysis 
 
The EIR Alternatives Analysis will include an expanded Alternatives analysis for the Baseline 
Condition.  The “Baseline Expanded Alternative--Land Use Plan” includes a Regional 
Commercial District, which fully implements and entitles the land use categories of the City’s 
NMC General Plan Amendment (Exhibit 5).  Under this Alternative, the nineteen planning areas 
of the Residential District would include a mixture of low- and medium-density residential uses 
with a maximum of 1,268 dwelling units.  The public facilities include the 20.1-acre Southern 
California Edison easements, and a proposed 24.8-acre Middle School.  The three planning areas 
(20, 21A, and 21B) within the Regional Commercial District would include a maximum total of 
1,306,800 square feet of regional commercial uses.  Under this Alternative, as identified within 
the General Plan Amendment land use criteria, a mixture of commercial uses may be proposed 
within the Regional Commercial District, including large-scale retail, office, entertainment, 
sports, and similar uses. 
 
The Baseline Expanded Alternative Land Use Plan (Exhibit 5) proposes the following: 

 
• Development standards and guidelines for the various land use designations; 
• Development of a maximum of 1,268 residential dwelling units; 
• Development of a maximum of 1,306,800 square feet of regional commercial.  
• Development maximum daily vehicle trips not to exceed 49,271 daily trips.  
• Development of approximately 27.00 acres of parks; 
• A proposed 24.8-acre Middle School; 
• Provisions for providing infrastructure and utilities to serve the site; and 
• Vehicular circulation in and around the Specific Plan boundaries. 
 

 
 
General Plan Designation: Residential - Low Density Residential (4.6 du/ac average) and Regional Commercial 
 
Zoning Designation:  “SP” (Specific Plan/Ag Overlay) 
 
Existing Land Use:  Dairies (5), agricultural fields, residence, SCE electrical transmission lines 
 
Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses: 
 
 

 Zoning Existing Land Use 
North Creekside Community Specific Plan Residential Subdivisions 
South “SP”(Specific Plan/AG Overlay) Dairy, Agriculture 
East High School, 

“SP”(Specific Plan/AG Overlay), 
Industrial Park (County of Riverside) 

Colony High School 
SCE Substation 
Light Industrial 

West “SP”(Specific Plan/AG Overlay) Dairy, Agriculture 
 
   

Site Size (AC./SQ. FT.): 510.6 gross acres 
 
Assessor’s Parcel No(s).: 218-161-01, 04, 05, 09-11, 13, 14; 218-211-, 02, 05, 08, 12, 15, 17, 21, 23-26  
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Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g. permits, financing approval, participation agreement) 
 

• Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board - NPDES Permit 
• San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
• Inland Empire Utilities Agency 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 
 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact that 
is “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 

 Aesthetics  Hazards & Hazardous Materials  Public Services 

 Agriculture Resources  Hydrology/Water Quality  Recreation 

 Air Quality  Land Use/Planning  Transportation/Traffic 

 Biological Resources  Mineral Resources  Utilities/Service Systems 

 Cultural Resources  Noise  Energy 

 Geology/Soils  Population/Housing  Mandatory Findings 

 
 
DETERMINATION: 
 
On the basis of this evaluation: 
 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant impact on the environment and a NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant impact on the environment, there will not be a 

significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project 
proponent.  A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment and an ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT REPORT is required. 
 

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

 
 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all 

potentially significant effects 1) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and 2) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier 
EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the 
proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 
 
Approved: __________________________    Date: ___________________________ 
       Richard Ayala 
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I.  AESTHETICS:  Would the project: 

 
 a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?     
 b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to 
  trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic 
  highway?     
 c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality 
  of the site and its surroundings?     
 d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would  adversely 
  affect day or nighttime views in the area?     

 
II. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES:  Would the project: 

 
 a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
  Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared 
  pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
  California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?     
 b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a  
  Williamson Act contract?     
 c) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due 
  to their location or nature, could result in conversion of  
  Farmland, to non-agricultural use?     
 
III. AIR QUALITY:  Would the project: 

 
 a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
  quality plan?     
 b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to 
  an existing or projected air quality violation?     
 c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 
  pollutants for which the project region is non-attainment under 
  applicable federal or state ambient air quality standards (including 
  releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
  precursors)?     
 d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant  
  concentrations?     
 e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 
  people?     
 
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES:  Would the project: 

 
 a) Have substantial adverse effects, either directly or through  habitat 
  modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or 
  special status species in local or regional plans, policies or  
  regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or the  
  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?     
 b) Have substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other 
  sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, 
  policies, and regulations or by the California Department of Fish and 
  Game or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?     
 c) Have 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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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.): Would the project: 

 
 d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or 
  migratory fish or wildlife species or  with established native resident 
  or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife 
  nursery sites?     
 e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting  
  biological resources, such as tree preservation policy or  
  ordinance?     
 f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat  
  Conservation Plan, Natural Community conservation Plan, or 
  other approved local, regional or state habitat conservation  plan?     

 
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES:  Would the project: 

 
 a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
  historical resource as defined in §15064.5?      
 b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
  archaeological resource as defined in §15064.5?     
 c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or 
  site or unique geologic feature?     
 d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside 
  of formal cemeteries?     

 
VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS:  Would the project: 

 
 a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 
  including the risk of loss, injury or death involving     
   i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the 
  most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning map 
  issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other 
  substantial evidence of a known fault?  (Refer to Division 
  of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.)     
   ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     
   iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?     
   iv) Landslides?     
 b) Result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil?     
 c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or would 
  become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in 
  on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or 
  collapse?     
 d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the 
  Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or 
  property?     
 e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks 
  or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not 
  available for the disposal of wastewater?     

 
VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS:  Would the project: 
 
 a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
  the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?     
 b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
  reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the 
  release of hazardous materials into the environment?     
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VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS (cont.):  Would the project: 
     
 c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
  materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an 
  existing or proposed school?     
 d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials 
  sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as 
  a result, would create a significant hazard to the public or  
  environment?     
 e) For a project located within an airport land use plan, or where such a 
  plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport, 
  would the project result in a safety hazard for people working or 
  residing in the project area?     
 f) Impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted 
  emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?     
 g) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
  the presence or release of methane gas?     

 
VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY:  Would the project: 

 
 a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?     
 b) 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 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)?     
 c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
  including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in 
  a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or 
  off-site?     
 d) 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 of amount of surface runoff in a 
  manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site?     
 e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of 
  existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide 
  substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?     
 f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     
 g) 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?     
 h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would 
  impede or redirect flood flows?     
 i) 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?     
 j) Inundation by seiche or mudflow?     
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IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING:  Would the project: 

 
 a) Physically divide an established community?     
 b) Conflict with applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of 
  agencies with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not 
  limited to general plan, specific plan, or development code) adopted 
  for the purpose of avoiding or mitigation an environmental  effect?     
 c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural 
  community conservation plan?     

 
X. MINERAL RESOURCES:  Would the project: 

 
 a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that 
  would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?     
 b) Result in the loss of availability of a  locally important mineral 
  resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific 
  plan or other land use plan?     

 
XI. NOISE:  Would the project result in: 

 
 a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of 
  standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance or 
  applicable standards of other agencies?     
 b) Exposure of person to or generation of excessive groundborne 
  vibration or groundborne noise levels?     
 c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
  project vicinity above levels existing without the project?     
 d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels 
  in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?     
 e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a 
  plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport, 
  would the project expose people residing or working in the project 
  area to excessive noise levels?     

 
XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING:  Would the project: 

 
 a) 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)?     
 b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the 
  construction of replacement housing elsewhere?     
 c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the  
  construction of replacement housing elsewhere?     
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XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES:   

 
 a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
  associated with the  need for, or 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:     
    i) Fire protection?     
   ii) Police protection?     
   iii) Schools?     
   iv) Parks?     
   v) Other public facilities?     

 
XIV. RECREATION: 

 
 a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and 
  regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial 
  physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?     
 b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the 
  construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an 
  adverse physical effect on the environment?     

 
XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC:  Would the project: 

 
 a) Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the 
  existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a 
  substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume 
  to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?     
 b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service 
  standard established by the county congestion management agency 
  for designated roads or highways?     
 c) 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?     
 d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp 
  curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
  equipment)?     
 e) Result in inadequate emergency access?      
 f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?      
 g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs supporting 
  alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?     

 
XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS:  Would the project: 

 
 a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 
  Regional Water Quality Control Board?     
 b) 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?     
 c) 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?     
 d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from 
  existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded 
  entitlements needed?     
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XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS (cont.):  Would the project: 

 
 e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that 
  serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve 
  the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
  commitments?     
 f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 
  accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?     
 g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related 
  to solid waste?     

 
XVII. ENERGY:  Would the project: 

 
 a) Result in an adverse impact on local and regional energy supplies, 
  including base or peak period demands, regardless of the presence of 
  a will-serve letter from the appropriate energy provider?     
 b) Conflict with existing energy standards?     

 
XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE: 

 
 a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the 
  environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife 
  species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
  sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
  reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant 
  or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of 
  California history or prehistory?     
 b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but 
  cumulatively considerable?  (“Cumulatively considerable” means 
  that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when 
  viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of 
  other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.)     
 c) Does the project have environmental effects that will cause  
  substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 
  indirectly?     
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Explanation of Checklist Responses 
 
 
I.  AESTHETICS:  Would the project: 
 

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

Less than Significant - The project site does not contain any scenic vistas nor is the site located within or adjacent 
to a State-designated scenic highway.  The site does have, however, partial views of the San Gabriel Mountains to 
the north.  Views of the mountains will be maintained within the low-rise residential areas on Planning Areas 6 
and 12.  Higher density residential buildings and commercial buildings may partially or fully obscure views along 
New Edison Avenue from certain vantage points.  However, no scenic vistas will be impacted, and this impact is 
considered less than significant. 
 

 
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 

buildings within a state scenic highway?  
 

Less than Significant - The project site is not located within or adjacent to a State-designated scenic highway.  
Although the site does contain eucalyptus tree windrows along the southeastern perimeter of the project site 
adjacent to Edison Avenue, these trees are not considered scenic resources.  The project site does not contain any 
rock outcroppings.  Although several of the structures on the site will be evaluated for historic significance (see 
following discussion under Section V - Cultural Resources), these structures are not located within or near a state 
scenic highway.  As a result, potential impacts to scenic resources are considered less than significant. 

  
 

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?  
 
 Less than Significant - The project site and surrounding environment contains visual resource elements that are 

aesthetically unappealing.  These include dairy farms and their related uses and structures, agricultural fields, and 
SCE easements and nearby SCE substation.  These negative visual resources include stockpiles of manure, 
sewage lagoons, stormwater retention ponds, metal-sided buildings, cluttered outdoor material storage areas, 
debris piles and other uses typically associated with commercial dairies.  The development of the project site 
properties would result in the elimination of some of these negative resources and provide a development that 
would create a unique visual character in conformance with the vision of the New Model Colony using “livable 
street” and “traditional neighborhood design” concepts.  Development of the residential component of the project 
would be compatible with the existing residential subdivisions north of Riverside Drive, and planned residential 
development in surrounding Specific Plan sub-areas.  As a result, the potential to degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and surrounding areas is considered less than significant. 

 
 

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

 Less than Significant - The proposed development will introduce new sources of light and glare through the 
construction of new homes and commercial uses.  The lighting is expected to be in the form of streetlights and 
other low-level lighting, such as security lighting, signage, and landscape lighting that may be used to illuminate 
localized areas.  The proposed development would also be required to comply with the mandatory obligations 
related to lighting and glare contained in Article 33 (Environmental Performance Standards) of the Ontario 
Municipal Code.  As a result, the potential to significantly affect day or nighttime views from light or glare is 
considered less than significant. 
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II. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES:  Would the project: 
 
 a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on 

the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources 
Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

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

 
c) Involve other changes in the existing environment, which, due to their location or nature, could result in 

conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use? 
 

Potentially Significant (a-c) - The project site is currently occupied by commercial dairies, a hog farm, 
agricultural fields, residences, and SCE electrical transmission lines, and as such would be considered prime 
farmland.  A total of four property owners have properties currently under Williamson Act contracts.  The Di 
Tommosso property, Scristmier property, and Visser properties are currently on “Active Contract” status.  The 
Pietersma property is currently under a Williamson Act contract that expires in 2010.  Currently, Williamson Act 
non-renewal letters are being processed for the Scritsmeir and Visser properties.   
 
Development of the proposed project would convert prime farmland to non-agricultural use.  The City adopted an 
Agricultural Overlay Zoning District (Section 9-1.2700 of the Municipal Code) in order to allow for the 
continuation of agricultural uses on an interim basis until the more intensive urban uses proposed in the New 
Model Colony are developed. 
 
The EIR will evaluate the potential impacts on the proposed development from the continuation of agricultural 
uses adjacent to or in close proximity to the project site and will also evaluate the potential impacts related to the 
loss of the existing site as prime farmland.  The EIR will also recommend mitigation measures that may be 
required to reduce any potentially significant impacts to below the level of significance. 
 

 
 
III. AIR QUALITY:  Would the project: 
 

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

 b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation? 
 

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutants for which the project region is 
non-attainment under applicable federal or state ambient air quality standards (including releasing emissions 
that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

 
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

 
Potentially Significant (a-d) - The project site is located within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), which is 
identified a non-attainment area for various criteria pollutants.  As a result, any new emissions into the SCAB are 
considered significant and adverse impacts.  In addition, because the proposed project would convert agricultural 
land to a permanent urban, non-agricultural use, long-term impacts on air quality could result by the increased 
contribution of ozone, carbon monoxide, and other pollutants.  An air quality technical report will be prepared by 
the City’s EIR consultant, Michael Brandman Associates (MBA), to assist in the evaluation of the potential 
impacts related to air quality that would result from project implementation.  This technical report will be 
summarized in the EIR and included in its entirety as an appendix to the EIR.   

 
The conversion of the project site from agricultural to non-agricultural uses may result in both short- and long-
term impacts to air quality.  The EIR will determine if the proposed project will have a significant short-term 
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and/or long-term impact on the environment.  The EIR will evaluate the project’s conformity to the current Air 
Quality Management Plan (AQMP). 

 
Sensitive receptors are defined as populations that are more susceptible to the effects of pollution than the 
population at large.  The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) identifies the following as 
sensitive receptors: long-term health care facilities, rehabilitation centers, convalescent centers, retirement homes, 
residences, schools, playgrounds, childcare centers, and athletic facilities.  According to the SCAQMD, projects 
have the potential to create significant impacts if they are located within one-quarter mile of sensitive receptors 
and would emit toxic air contaminants identified in SCAQMD Rule 1401.  The EIR will evaluate the project’s 
potential impacts on identified sensitive receptors. 

 
The EIR will evaluate how the proposed project would conform to the mandatory obligations for the control of 
dust and the potential requirement for a Dust Control Permit, contained in Article 33 (Environmental Performance 
Standards) of the Ontario Municipal Code. 

 
The EIR will also recommend mitigation measures that may be required to reduce potentially significant impacts 
below the level of significance. 
 
  

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 
 

No Impact - The project will replace five active dairies and a hog farm, which are a source of odor.  The proposed 
residential uses are not expected to generate any objectionable odors.  The development of commercial uses 
would be restricted from generating any objectionable odors in conformance with the mandatory obligation 
contained in Article 33 (Environmental Performance Standards) of the Ontario Municipal Code.  This 
performance standard prohibits the emission of objectionable odors.  As a result, no impacts associated with the 
creation of objectionable odors that could affect a substantial number of people are anticipated. 

 
 
 
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES:  Would the project: 
 
 a) Have substantial adverse effects, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a 

candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies or regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 
 b) Have substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local 

or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service? 

 
 d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 

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

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

 
 f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, 

or other approved local, regional or state habitat conservation plan? 
 
Potentially Significant (a-b, d-f) - Implementation of the proposed project would convert agricultural uses to 
residential and commercial uses.   
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Focused biological surveys of the project site for the Western burrowing owl and for the Delhi Sands flower-
loving fly (DSF) were prepared by Bonterra Consulting in August 2005 and November 2005, respectively.  The 
results of the burrowing owl survey indicate that five active and inactive burrows were found on site.  Six adult 
and four juvenile burrowing owls were observed during the surveys.  The results of the DSF focused survey 
indicate that no DSF were observed on the project site.  However, a second year of surveys is required to meet the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service protocol, before the fly’s absence can be confirmed.  Focused surveys and 
habitat assessments were conducted for San Bernardino kangaroo rat, Los Angeles pocket mouse, Northwestern 
San Diego pocket mouse, San Diego Desert woodrat, as well as special-status plant species; these surveys did not 
reveal the presence of any of these on the project site.   
 
The results of all surveys will be summarized in the EIR.  The EIR will evaluate the potential impacts of the 
proposed project on the burrowing owl, other raptors, DSF, and the San Diego horned lizard.  Although the site 
may be within the area containing Delhi Sands, active agriculture over the years has prevented DSF from 
establishing populations in the area.  The project site is not located within the boundaries of an adopted habitat 
conservation plan or natural community conservation plan.   
 
The EIR will also evaluate the removal of the eucalyptus tree windrows along the southern portion of the project 
site that are potential habitat for foraging raptors.  The EIR will identify any local policies and ordinances that 
relate to the protection of biological resources and evaluate the applicability and any impact to these policies or 
ordinances.  The results will be summarized in the EIR.  
 
The EIR will also recommend mitigation measures that may be required to reduce potentially significant impacts 
below the level of significance. 
 

 
 c) Have 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? 

 
No Impact - The site does not contain any wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act.  As 
a result, no impact to protected wetlands is anticipated. 

 
 
 
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES:  Would the project: 
 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource as defined in §15064.5?  
 

Potentially Significant Impact (a) - Based on the results of a cultural resources survey prepared by Cogstone 
Resource Management, Inc. for the project sponsor in August 2005, no historic structures, as defined by Section 
15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines, were identified on the project site.  The survey did identify the northern 
most portion of the project site as being traversed by the Anza Trail.  However, a previous City-prepared 
reconnaissance-level survey of potential historic buildings for the entire NMC indicated that two potential 
resources are located on the project site (APNs 218-161-04 and 218-211-15).  The EIR will evaluate these 
resources to determine if any buildings, structures, or landscapes are considered historically significant in 
conformance with the criteria outlined in the State CEQA Guidelines.  The evaluation of the potential resources 
will include the following:  

1. Criteria contained in Section 15024 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 
2. Information contained in the Historic Context for the NMC. 
3. Eligibility criteria contained in the National Register of Historic Places, California Register of 

Historical Resources, and the City of Ontario local landmark criteria. 
4. Use of Form No. DPR523B to document the resource(s). 
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5. Conform to the U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Archaeology and Historic Preservation, 
National Register Bulletin No. 24 Guidelines for Local Surveys: A Basis for Preservation Planning 
and the Office of Historic Preservation’s Instructions for Recording Historical Resources. 

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

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

 
 d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? 
 

Potentially Significant Impact unless Mitigated (b-d) -The cultural resources survey prepared by Cogstone 
Resource Management, Inc. (2005) did not identify any archaeological resources on the project site, and no 
mitigation measures were recommended.  With regard to paleontology, the project site was determined to have 
moderate potential to impact fossil-producing Pleistocene older alluvial deposits known to lie beneath the locally 
mapped Younger Eolian surface deposits.  Impact on the Pleistocene deposits depends heavily on the depth of 
proposed excavations as local fossil deposits seem to occur six feet or more under the present ground surface.  As 
a result, construction related activities could disturb these deposits, if present.   
 
Cogstone’s findings of ‘minimal’ sensitivity with regard to potential archaeological remains, and ‘moderate’ 
potential to impact fossil-producing Pleistocene older alluvial deposits six feet or more below ground surface, are 
consistent with nearby, similarly situated properties within the NMC.  Nevertheless, the EIR will summarize 
survey results and address the potential for development to impact possible archaeological resources, human 
remains, and/or paleontological resources.  If necessary, mitigation measures will be identified to reduce any 
potentially significant impacts.  

 
 
 
VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS:  Would the project: 
 
 a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or death 

involving: 
 

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

 
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 
 
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 
 
iv) Landslides? 
 

No Impact (iv) - The project site is located in an area of generally level terrain that would not produce a 
landslide.  As a result, no impacts related to landslides would occur. 

 
 b) Result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil? 
 
 c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or would become unstable as a result of the project, and 

potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 
 
 d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 

substantial risks to life or property? 
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Potentially Significant (a, i-iii, b-d) - The project site is located in an area subject to occasional high wind 
conditions and the potential for seismic events.  Development of the project has the potential to subject a large 
area to wind and water erosion during the construction phase.  In addition, development of the project has the 
potential to subject residents and others on the project site to seismic events.  A preliminary geotechnical 
investigation was conducted by Petra Geotechnical, Inc. to assist in the evaluation of the potential impacts related 
to geology and soils that would result from project implementation.  The preliminary investigation indicated 
development of the site consistent with proposed plans is considered feasible, but that subsequent property site-
specific geotechnical reports will be required to address geotechnical conditions commonly found in the area.  
Petra’s technical report will be summarized in the EIR and included as an appendix to the EIR. 

 
The EIR will evaluate on-site soil conditions, slope stability, potential for erosion, liquefaction, dynamic 
settlement, groundwater conditions, subsidence and the location of any faults.  In addition, over-excavation and 
site preparation requirements for potential organic soils will be considered in the EIR.  The EIR will also include 
applicable geologic and soils information from the General Plan Amendment prepared for the New Model 
Colony.  Mitigation measures will be identified to reduce any potentially significant impacts below the level of 
significance. 

 
 

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

 
No Impact - The project does not include the use of septic systems or alternative wastewater treatment systems.  
As a result, no impacts relating to septic or alternative wastewater systems would occur. 

 
 
 
VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS:  Would the project: 
 
 a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of 

hazardous materials? 
 

No Impact - The project does not involve the transportation, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.  Small 
amounts of cleaning agents used in residences and commercial businesses may be used.  However, use of small 
amounts of these cleaning agents is not expected to create a significant hazard.  As a result, no impacts related to 
acutely hazardous materials would occur. 

 
 b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 

accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment? 
 

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

 
g) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the presence or release of methane gas? 
 

Potentially Significant (b, d, g) - The project site includes several commercial dairies, a commercial hog farm, 
agricultural production, and single-family residences associated with the dairies.  On-site uses associated with 
residential dwellings and dairies include aboveground storage tanks, water wells, septic systems, debris pile, 
pipelines, power lines, transformers, cow milking barn, hay sheds, cattle pens, and shade canopies.  Historic use 
of portions of the project site as dairy or hog farm has the potential to concentrate methane gas, hydrocarbons, and 
vehicular fluids in the soil.  Preliminary Phase I Environmental Site Assessments were prepared for separate 
portions of the site by GeoKinetics and RBF Consulting in February 2003, February 2004, January 2005, and 
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October 2005.  The results of the preliminary Phase I Environmental Site Assessments indicated the possibility of 
hydrocarbon contamination, residual pesticide contamination, heavy metal contamination, and methane gas 
accumulation within various portions of the site.  

 
Preliminary Subsurface Methane Gas Investigations and Subsurface Methane Gas Investigations were performed 
for separate portions of the property in November 2002, February 2003, January 2004, February 2004, and 
January 2005.  Most of the project site was found not to have subsurface methane present.  However, elevated 
methane concentrations were found in the southwestern portion of the site, near the hog farming facility.  The 
methane studies concluded that earth-moving activities during the construction phase of the project could require 
the stockpiling of this soil that could result in different levels of methane concentrations than those observed in 
the previous investigations.   
 
The EIR will summarize the results of Phase I Environmental Site Assessments and methane studies, and the 
reports will be included in their entirety in an appendix.  The potential for hazardous materials releases through 
earth-moving activities will be evaluated.  If necessary, mitigation measures will be identified to reduce any 
potentially significant impacts below the level of significance.  

 
 
 c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 

one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 
 

No Impact - The project does not propose to process or store any acutely hazardous materials.  As a result, no 
impacts related to acutely hazardous materials would occur. 

 
 
 e) For a project located within an airport land use plan, or where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 

miles of a public airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people working or residing in the 
project area? 

 
Potentially Significant - A portion of the project site is located within two miles of Ontario International Airport.  
An Airport Land Use Plan has not been adopted for this facility.  The EIR will evaluate and describe any potential 
safety hazards related to the proposed development.  The EIR will also recommend mitigation measures that may 
be required to reduce potentially significant impacts below the level of significance. 

 
 
 f) Impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 

evacuation plan? 
 

No Impact - The project does not propose to modify any of the surrounding roadways in a manner that would 
limit or restrict access.  Similarly, the project will not restrict access to any of the existing SCE corridors that 
traverse the site.  As a result, interference with any emergency plans is not anticipated. 

 
 
 
VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY:  Would the project: 
 
 a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? 
 
 b) 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 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)? 
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 c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the 

course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 
 
 d) 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 of amount of surface runoff in a manner that 
would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

 
 e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 

systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 
 
 f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 
 

Potentially Significant (a-f) - The project site is currently developed with several commercial dairies, agricultural 
fields, residences and a hog farm.  Development of the project site would substantially alter the on-site drainage 
pattern and require installation of on-site stormwater conveyance features and modification or installation of off-
site drainage facilities due to the increased amount of stormwater runoff.  A different rate of groundwater recharge 
through percolation would result due to the difference in type of ground cover and type and extent of 
improvements.  In addition, because of the conversion of the project site to urban uses, the potential for water 
quality impacts to stormwater discharged off-site would occur.  The EIR will evaluate and summarize storm drain 
plans and hydrology studies provided by the project sponsor’s engineer in preparing this section of the EIR.  In 
addition, the EIR will evaluate potential impacts related to flooding, groundwater, and water quality. 

 
The existing storm drain system in the vicinity of the project site is generally unimproved and consists primarily 
of open earthen swales along area roadways or curbed roadway surfaces.  The potential for storm-induced 
flooding, and whether the site could be affected by debris flows or floods, will be evaluated.  The EIR will 
evaluate the project site’s susceptibility to existing and future flood impacts based on a review of flood mitigation 
policies, strategies and design solutions developed pursuant to the New Model Colony Drainage Master Plan and 
the City’s storm drain master plan. 
 
Groundwater within the vicinity of the project site has the potential to contain high concentrations of salt due to 
past agricultural activities.  In addition, the high organic content of soils on the project site has contributed 
incrementally to the degradation of groundwater quality.  The EIR will evaluate whether the proposed project 
could negatively impact groundwater quality. 

 
The EIR will evaluate requirements for compliance with the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) related to NPDES, MS4, and related best management practices (BMPs). 

 
The EIR will also recommend mitigation measures that may be required to reduce potentially significant impacts 
below the level of significance.  In addition, best management practices will be identified and presented in the 
EIR. 

 
 

 g) 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? 

 
 h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect flood flows? 
 
 i) 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? 
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No Impact (g-i) - The project site is not located within a flood hazard area or area subject to flooding.  In addition, 
the project is not subject to inundation resulting from the failure of a dam or levee.  As a result, no impacts related 
to flood hazards or flooding would occur. 

 
 j) Inundation by seiche or mudflow? 
 

No Impact - The project site is not located near any bodies of water capable of producing a seiche that would 
inundate the project site.  In addition, the project site is located in an area of generally level terrain that would not 
produce a mudflow.  As a result, no impacts related to a seiche or mudflow would occur. 

 
 
 
IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING:  Would the project: 
 

a) Physically divide an established community? 
 

No Impact - The City of Ontario adopted a Sphere of Influence General Plan Amendment that resulted in the 
annexation of approximately 8,200 acres of the area known, at that time, as the San Bernardino Agricultural 
Preserve.  This action established a unified development vision for the area, identified as the New Model Colony 
(NMC) that identified expectations and intent for the development of this planning area.  The Environmental 
Impact Report prepared for the NMC provided guidelines for the preparation of future Specific Plans within the 
area encompassed by the NMC.  Several specific plans have been proposed within the NMC, and are in various 
stages of review and approval.  The Rich Haven project Specific Plan represents the next in a series of Specific 
Plans for the NMC.  Because the Rich Haven Specific Plan was originally identified as part of the NMC, 
development of the subareas encompassed by this Specific Plan does not have the potential to divide the planned 
community physically.  Rather, this development is a logical component in the planned sequence of development 
in the NMC.  In addition, Rich Haven is located in an area undergoing conversion from predominantly 
agricultural uses to urban uses, with existing urban uses adjacent to the site.  The proposed development does not 
remove existing roadways or any other physical features that have the potential to divide an established 
community.  As a result, there is no impact related to the division of an established community. 

 
 

 b) Conflict with applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of agencies with jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to general plan, specific plan, or development code) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigation an environmental effect? 

 
Potentially Significant Impact - The proposed project specific plan is consistent with the policies contained in the 
Sphere of Influence General Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Report prepared for the New Model 
Colony.  The proposed Specific Plan Land Use Plan includes low-density residential, medium density residential, 
high-density residential and regional commercial/mixed use areas.  With the exception of the medium- and high-
density residential uses, the Specific Plan land uses were anticipated for the project site in the Sphere of Influence 
General Plan Amendment.  A General Plan Amendment (GPA) is required, however, to change the NMC General 
Plan land use designation for Subarea 12 from 4.6 du/ac average density to 12.0 du/ac and 18.0 du/ac average 
density, allowing for a transfer of density/trips from the adjacent Regional Commercial District.  This requirement 
for a GPA, in and of itself, does not represent a conflict with an adopted plan that would result in a significant 
environmental effect.  However, land use and policy issues associated with this Amendment, the range of 
residential densities proposed, transfer of density and trips, and the mixed use overlay on the Regional 
Commercial District will be fully considered in the EIR.  

 
 
 c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan? 
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 No Impact - The proposed project is not located within the boundaries of an established natural community 
conservation plan (NCCP) or habitat conservation plan (HCP).  Planning efforts for the creation of an HCP 
known as the Valley Wide Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan have begun, but have not been completed.  
As a result, the proposed project would not conflict with an NCCP or HCP. 

 
 
 
X. MINERAL RESOURCES:  Would the project: 
 
 a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the 

residents of the state? 
 
 b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 

general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 
 
 No Impact (a-b) - The project site is not identified as a mineral resource site on any plans.  In addition, the project 

site is not known to contain any mineral resources.  As a result, no impact to mineral resources would result. 
 
 
 
XI. NOISE:  Would the project result in: 
 
 a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan 

or noise ordinance or applicable standards of other agencies? 
 
 b) Exposure of person to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 
 
 c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without 

the project? 
 
 d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 

without the project? 
 

Potentially Significant (a-d) - Implementation of the proposed project would result in an increase in traffic related 
to the increased density from the residential and commercial land uses and from the widening of roadways.  This 
change would result in an increase in vehicular-generated noise along roadways, possibly located in proximity to 
sensitive receptors.  A noise technical report will be prepared to assist in the evaluation of the potential impacts 
related to noise that would result from project implementation.  This technical report will be summarized in the 
EIR and included in its entirety as a appendix to the EIR. 

 
The EIR will evaluate the cumulative effects of road noise on surrounding land uses.  The EIR will also evaluate 
the short-term construction-related noise impacts. 

 
The EIR will also evaluate the interior and exterior noise levels for residential uses on the project in relation to the 
City’s established noise criteria thresholds set forth in Article 33 (Environmental Performance Standards) of the 
Ontario Municipal Code.  Generally, these are 65 dBA CNEL for outdoor living areas and 45 dBA CNEL for 
indoor living areas.  The evaluation will also identify the need for noise barriers at residential locations on the 
project site, including variables such as height, location, and type. 

 
The EIR will also recommend mitigation measures that may be required to reduce potentially significant impacts 
below the level of significance. 
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e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels? 

 
No Impact - The project site is not located within the 65, 70, or 75 dB noise contour lines of Ontario International 
Airport, as depicted on City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles World Airports’ Map No. 4Q03, and is not located 
within noise contour lines adopted for Chino Municipal Airport to the southwest.  As a result, no impacts from 
excessive noise levels related to airport operations would occur. 

 
 
 
XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING:  Would the project: 
 
 a) 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)? 
 

Potentially significant – Development of the proposed project would require a General Plan Amendment to allow 
the increase in density within NMC General Plan Subarea 12 (Specific Plan PAs 8-19). The proposed unit count 
exceeds what was originally anticipated for Subarea 12 by approximately 1,214 dwelling units.  In addition, the 
Specific Plan (PAs 20, 21A, and 21B) proposes approximately 848,800 square feet of regional commercial uses, 
which is a reduction of approximately 458,000 square feet from what the General Plan anticipated.  The reduction 
in the regional commercial uses will result in the addition of 1,777 residential units.  
 

 b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

 
 c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 
  

Less than Significant (b-c) - Implementation of the proposed project would result in the closing of existing dairies 
and a hog farm, and removal of the residences onsite.  Two residential dwellings, representing between 6 to 10 
people would be displaced by the project.  This displacement is not considered substantial.  As a result, less than 
significant impacts related to the displacement of housing and population would occur. 

 
 
 
XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES:   
 
 a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the need for, or 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: 

 
  i) Fire protection? 
 
 ii) Police protection? 
 
 iii) Schools? 
 
 iv) Parks? 
 
 v) Other public facilities? 
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Potentially Significant (i-v) - The project site is currently developed with several commercial dairies, 
agricultural fields and hog farm.  Conversion of the project site to urban uses would require an increase in 
the provision of public services.  Although public services such as police and fire are available to serve 
the project site, the residential and commercial development proposed would significantly increase the 
demand for these services (see following discussion under Section XIV - Recreation for a discussion of 
parks).  The EIR will evaluate the existing level of service provision and the potential impacts to these 
service providers that would result from the proposed project.  Specifically, the EIR will evaluate, for 
each type of public service, what additional service requirements are necessary, if new facilities or 
modifications to existing facilities related to the provision of these public services are required, and the 
timing of the provisions of these public services.  The EIR will also recommend mitigation measures that 
may be required to reduce potentially significant impacts below the level of significance. 

 
 
 
XIV. RECREATION: 
 
 a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities 

such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? 
 

Less than Significant - The proposed Specific Plan includes three small parks that will serve the adjacent 
residences.  In addition, two parks are identified in the portion of the site designated for regional commercial and 
mixed use.  Residents from the proposed development, in addition to using the parks, could potentially use other 
regional or neighborhood recreational facilities.  Existing recreational facilities in the vicinity of the project site 
are Creekside and Whispering Lakes Golf Courses, and Westwind Park, all located northwest of the project site.  
Portions of the project also adjoin Colony High School athletic fields.  Because the project includes five parks 
sized and located to meet the needs of its residents, it is not expected that substantial use of Westwind Park by 
project residents would occur.  Use of the two golf courses by residents of the proposed development is not 
anticipated to result in the substantial deterioration of these facilities.  As access to high school grounds and 
playfields is controlled by the school, no substantial deterioration would result from development of the proposed 
project.  As a result, less than significant impacts to existing neighborhood and regional recreational facilities 
would occur.    

 
 
 b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational 

facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 
 

No Impact - The proposed development includes five parks located throughout the project.  These parks are 
intended to serve the adjacent residences.  Because the parks are planned as an integral as part of the overall 
development, no unforeseen adverse physical effects on the environment would occur.  As a result, no impacts 
from the development of recreation facilities would occur. 

 
 
 
XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC:  Would the project: 
 
 a) Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street 

system (i.e., result in a  substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio 
on roads, or congestion at intersections)? 

 
 b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the county congestion 

management agency for designated roads or highways? 
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 d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

 
Potentially Significant (a-b, d) - Development of the proposed project would result in an increase in traffic and a 
modification to existing roadways.  A traffic analysis technical report will be prepared by Meyer Mohaddes 
Associates to assist in the evaluation of the potential impacts related to traffic that would result from project 
implementation.  This technical report will be summarized in the EIR and included in its entirety as an appendix 
to the EIR. 

 
Because the proposed land uses were included in the approved General Plan Amendment for the New Model 
Colony, a Congestion Management Plan (CMP) Traffic Impact Analysis will not be required.  The EIR will 
evaluate potential traffic impacts related to AM and PM peak hour turning movements at specified study 
intersections, evaluate right-of-way requirements and alignment options for Edison Avenue, evaluate future 
operating conditions, evaluate potential impacts related to the proposed Galena/I-15 interchange, and evaluate 
potential impacts related to the City’s fee program and the phasing of improvements. 
 
Currently the proposed alignment for Mill Creek Avenue could have a potential impact associated with the 
location of existing power poles and transmission towers.  Once the final alignment is determined, the EIR will 
address any impacts that may be associated with this issue.   
 

 
The EIR will also recommend mitigation measures that may be required to reduce potentially significant impacts 
below the level of significance. 

 
 

 c) 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? 

 
No Impact - A portion of the project site is located within two miles of the Ontario International Airport.  The site 
is located approximately three miles from Chino Municipal Airport.  The project proposes low-rise residential 
structures (one to three stories), and mid-rise vertical mixed-use commercial structures (up to four stories/65 feet).  
However, none of the proposed structures would penetrate the FAA imaginary surfaces projected for either 
airport.  In addition, the increase in resident and daytime population that would result from the development is not 
anticipated to increase use of this airport to a level that would significantly increase air traffic levels or require a 
change in air traffic patterns.  As a result, no impacts related to air traffic patterns or traffic levels would occur. 

 
 
 e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 
 

No Impact - The proposed project includes access to the commercial uses from New Edison Avenue, Mill Creek 
Avenue, and Milliken Avenue.  The residential development will be readily accessed from, Riverside Drive, 
Haven Avenue, and extensions of Mill Creek Avenue and New Edison Avenue.  The existing and proposed access 
would be sufficient to provide emergency vehicular access to the project.  In addition, the project land use plan 
does not prohibit vehicular access to the SCE easements across the site should emergency access become 
necessary.  As a result, no impacts related to emergency access would occur. 

 
 
 f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?  
 

No Impact - The proposed project would be required to include a sufficient amount of parking spaces in 
conformance with the parking regulations as set forth in the Ontario Municipal Code.  As a result, no impacts 
related to parking capacity would occur. 
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 g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, 

bicycle racks)? 
 

No Impact - The proposed project would be expected to include sufficient parking capacity for van pools and 
adequate space for bicycle racks.  As a result, no impacts related to alternative transportation would occur. 

 
 
 
XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS:  Would the project: 
 
 a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 
 
 b) 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? 
 
 c) 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? 
 
 d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or are 

new or expanded entitlements needed? 
 
 e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that serves or may serve the project that it has 

adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 
 
 f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal 

needs? 
 
 g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 
 

Potentially Significant (a-g) - The EIR will analyze project-related impacts to utility and service systems and will 
be coordinated with existing infrastructure master plan information in the New Model Colony (NMC).  It will also 
draw upon recent environmental compliance information related to infrastructure prepared for the NMC by the 
City.  City Departments, utilities such as the Inland Empire Utilities Agency and other service providers will 
provide data on current and planned capacities for their respective service type.  These services will include 
sewer, water, power, solid waste collection/disposal, natural gas, electricity, and telephone.  Current and 
anticipated future service capacities will be evaluated with respect to the proposed project.  The availability of 
temporary utility connections to serve the site until master planned facilities are provided will also be evaluated.   

 
The EIR will analyze current studies to extend sewer service to the vicinity of the project site via a Master Plan 
offsite sewer main in Mill Creek Avenue, and will analyze potential plans to extend domestic water service to the 
vicinity of the project via the planned NMC water system line extension along Milliken Avenue.  Storm drainage 
plans involving a Master Plan Storm Drain in Mill Creek Avenue will be addressed.  

 
The EIR will compile water supply information for the proposed project to meet the requirements of recently 
enacted Senate Bills 610 and 221.  This information will be summarized in the EIR and included in the appendix 
to the EIR, as appropriate.  The EIR will also recommend mitigation measures that may be required to reduce 
potentially significant impacts below the level of significance. 
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XVII. ENERGY:  Would the project: 
 
 a) Result in an adverse impact on local and regional energy supplies, including base or peak period demands, 

regardless of the presence of a will-serve letter from the appropriate energy provider? 
 

Less than Significant - Implementation of the proposed project would result in increased energy requirements 
above those existing requirements on the project site.  This increase in energy consumption was anticipated and 
evaluated in the City of Ontario Sphere of Influence Final Environmental Impact Report.  Written conformation 
of availability of energy supplies will be solicited from service providers (see previous discussion under Section 
XVI - Utilities and Service Systems).  As a result, less than significant impacts related to energy supplies would 
occur.    

 
 
 b) Conflict with existing energy standards? 

 
Less than Significant - The proposed project would be expected to use energy efficient lighting and building 
materials.  As a result, no conflicts with energy standards would occur.    

 
 
 
XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE: 
 
 a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat 

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

 
Potentially Significant - The proposed project would convert existing commercial dairies, a hog farm, and 
agricultural fields to urban uses.  As a result, undeveloped portions of the site or portions of the project site used 
for agricultural production that may serve as habitat would be permanently converted to urban uses.  This 
conversion while potentially significant, is not anticipated to substantially degrade the quality of the environment 
in the vicinity of the project site, nor cause wildlife populations to drop below self-sustaining levels, nor threaten 
or eliminate an entire plant or animal community, nor reduce their number or restrict their range.  The potential 
for several structures on the project site to have historical significance will be evaluated.  Although important 
examples of California history or prehistory would not be eliminated, the possibility remains that archaeological 
and/or paleontological materials could be uncovered with construction phase excavations on the project.    

 
 
 b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?  (“Cumulatively 

considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with 
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.) 

 
Potentially Significant - The proposed project is one in a logical sequence of developments intended to implement 
the New Model Colony.  The project site is located in an area that is undergoing conversion from rural to urban 
uses.  As a result of this conversion to more intensive urban uses, cumulative effects are expected related to traffic 
and air quality.    

 
 
 c) Does the project have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 

directly or indirectly? 
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Less than Significant - The proposed project is a component of the New Model Colony, planned to include 
residential neighborhoods, and commercial and other employment-generating uses where people would shop and 
work.  The proposed development would be required to conform to applicable public safety standards, and would 
not expose people to substantial adverse effects, either directly or indirectly.    

 
 
 
XIX. EARLIER ANALYSES:  Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA 

process, one or more effects have been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or Negative Declaration.  Section 15063 
(c) (3) (D).   

 
a) Earlier analyses used.  Identify earlier analyses used and state where they are available for review. 

 
1) Ontario, City of. Sphere of Influence General Plan Amendment, January 1998. 
 
2) Ontario, City of. Sphere of Influence Final Environmental Impact Report (“SOI FEIR”), October 1997 

(SCH# 97-061035) 
 
3) Ontario, City of.  Master Plan of Drainage for the NMC, City of Ontario.  October 2000. 
 
4) Ontario, City of.  City of Ontario Water Master Plan.  August 2000. 
 
5) Ontario, City of.  NMC Sewer Master Plan.  January 2001. 
 
6) Ontario, City of.  Edenglen Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report, July 2005. 
 
All documents listed above are on file with the City of Ontario Planning Department, 303 East “B” Street, 
Ontario, California 91764, (909)395-2036. 

 
b) Impacts adequately addressed.  Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of and 

adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards. 
 
1) Comment I(c), Aesthetics.  The change in the visual character and quality of Subareas 6, 12 and 19 was 

adequately analyzed as part of the SOI GPA and FEIR. 
  
2) Comment IX(a), Land Use.  Development of Subareas 6, 12, and 19 was included in the SOI GPA, and 

therefore would not result in the division of an established community. 
 

3) Comment IX(b), Land Use.  Development of Subarea 6, 12, and 19 was included in the SOI GPA, and 
therefore would not result in conflicts with applicable land use policies. 

 
4) Comment XII(a), Population and Housing.  Development of Subareas 6, 12, and 19 was included in the 

SOI GPA and therefore would not induce substantial unplanned population growth. 
 

5) Comment XV(a), Transportation/Traffic.  The proposed land uses were included in the FEIR of the SOI 
GPA, and therefore do not require the preparation of a Congestion Management Plan Traffic Impact 
Analysis. 

 
6) Comment XVII(a), Energy Supplies, The proposed increase in energy usage was included in the FEIR of 

the SOI GPA and therefore would not result in an adverse impact to regional energy supplies. 
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XX. MITIGATION MEASURES: For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated,” describe the 
mitigation measures, which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they 
address site-specific conditions for the project. 
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A-2 Correspondence on Notice of Preparation 
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A-3 Scoping Meeting Information 
 



 



 

 
 

The City of Ontario invites 

All interested parties 

to an 

INFORMATION AND  
ENVIRONMENTAL SCOPING SESSION 

 
Regarding the proposed Rich Haven Specific Plan, 

generally located south of Riverside Drive and the Southern California Edison 
substation, west of Milliken Avenue, north of the proposed Esperanza Specific 

Plan, and east of Haven Avenue. 
 

The proposed Rich Haven Specific Plan encompasses approximately 510 gross 
acres with a maximum development capacity of 4,259 dwelling units and 848,400 
square feet of regional commercial/office.  The public facilities within the 
Specific Plan include 20.1-acre Southern California Edison easements, and a 24.8-
acre Middle School. 

 
The meeting will take place: 

 
Thursday, June 1, 2006 

6:30pm at the  

Ontario Police Department Community Room  

2500 S. Archibald Avenue, Ontario, CA 91761 

 
For further information regarding this meeting or the Draft Environmental Impact 

Report, contact Richard Ayala at (909) 395-2036 or e-mail at 
rayala@ci.ontario.ca.us  

 
To reach the Police Department Community Room, take Highway 60, exit Archibald Avenue and 

proceed south.  The building is immediately on the right (west) side of Archibald Avenue (the former 
Fedco building). 

 



Name Company Phone Email
Dennis Mejia City of Ontario - Engineering 909.395.2144 dmejia@ci.ontario.ca.us
Louis Abi-Younes City of Ontario - Engineering 909.395.2146 labiyoun@ci.ontario.ca.us
Ramiro Adeva City of Ontario - Engineering 909.395.2149 radeva@ci.ontario.ca.us
Lorena Godinez City of Ontario - Planning 909.395.2276 lgodinez@ci.ontario.ca.us
Nancy Martinez City of Ontario - Planning 909.395.2281 nmartinez@ci.ontario.ca.us
Richard Ayala City of Ontario - Planning 909.395.2421 rayala@ci.ontario.ca.us
Rudy Zeledon City of Ontario - Planning 909.395.2422 rzeledon@ci.ontario.ca.us
Scott Murphy City of Ontario - Planning 909.395.2419 smurphy@ci.ontario.ca.us
Jay Bautista City of Ontario - Traffic 909.395.2120 jbautista@ci.ontario.ca.us
Hersel Zahab LDC 714.630.5770 scldcinc@pacbell.net
Bruce Cashin LDG 949.551.2966 land.dev.grp@worldnet.att.net
Ken Dalena MBA 714.508.4100 kdalena@brandman.com
Tom Holm MBA 714.508.4100 tholm@brandman.com
Viggen Davidian Meyer Mohaddes Assoc. 213.488.0345 vjd@iteris.com
Aaron Pfannenstiel RBF Consulting 909.974.4917 ajp@rbf.com
Kevin Thomas RBF Consulting 714.269.7427 kthomas@rbf.com
Kim Ruddins RBF Consulting 949.855.5703 kruddins@rbf.com
Margit Allen RBF Consulting 949.855.3651 mallen@rbf.com
Jim Powers Richland Communities 626.483.6837 power5@adelphia.net
Chuck Davis Watt Genton Associates 310.314.5041 cdavis@wattcommercial.com

Sign-In Sheet




