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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This Addendum has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as amended, 
to evaluate the Environmental Impact Report for the Iron Horse Hills Residential Project (referenced herein as the 
“approved project”) prepared by Michael Brandman Associates (2006 EIR; State Clearinghouse No. 2005041028), 
certified in 2006. The project site is located within the City of Colton to the north of the City’s boundary with Riverside 
County, southeast of Barton Road, and west of Reche Canyon Road; refer to Exhibit 1-1, Regional Vicinity and Exhibit 
1-2, Project Vicinity.  

This Addendum focuses on the current project proposal (referenced herein as the “revised project”), which includes 
the development of 184 single-family detached residential units, as well as three parks, open space, detention basins, 
and other related infrastructure throughout the 119.6-acre site. Refer to Exhibit 3, Conceptual Site Plan. A previous 
version of the project was approved by the City of Colton in September 2006 that allowed the development of up to 
187 single family detached residential units; however, the project has since been revised to include additional right-
of-way surrounding “Street A” between Barton Road (the western project boundary) and Westwood Street (the eastern 
project boundary). Although not proposed as part of this project, the additional right-of-way would ensure project 
consistency with Colton General Plan Mobility Element Figure M-3 (Long-Term Roadway Improvements), which 
identifies this road as a “Planned Arterial” between Barton Road and Westwood Street.  These improvements resulted 
in the loss of three single family detached residential units.  

Additionally, it is anticipated that the proposed project will not result in new or substantially more severe significant 
environmental impacts compared with the impacts disclosed in the certified 2006 EIR, nor are there any other 
circumstances that require the preparation of a subsequent EIR. If it is determined that a subsequent EIR or other 
environmental compliance document is the appropriate CEQA document, future documentation would be developed.  

1.1 PURPOSE OF AN ADDENDUM 

CEQA, a Statewide environmental law contained in Public Resource Code (PRC) Sections 21000–21177, applies to 
most public agency decisions which carry out, authorize, or approve actions that have the potential to adversely affect 
the environment. The CEQA Guidelines allow for updating and using a previously certified EIR for projects that have 
changed or are different from the previous project or conditions analyzed in the certified EIR. In cases where changes 
or additions occur with no new significant environmental impacts, an addendum to a previously certified EIR may be 
prepared, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15164. This Addendum has been prepared in accordance with 
Section 21166 of CEQA and Sections 15162 and 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Section 15164(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states that “the lead agency or a responsible agency shall prepare an 
addendum to a previously certified EIR if some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described 
in Section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred.” Pursuant to Section 15162(a) of the 
CEQA Guidelines, a Subsequent EIR or Negative Declaration is only required when: 

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

2. Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken which 
will require major revision of the previous EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental 
increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; or 
 

3. New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been known with 
the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as complete, shows any 
of the following: 
 

(a) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR; 
 
(b) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the 

previous EIR; 
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(c) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be 

feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but the 
project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or 

 
(d) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed in 

the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment, 
but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative. (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15162[a])   

The following describes the requirements of an Addendum, as defined by CEQA Guidelines Section 15164: 

1. The lead agency or a responsible agency shall prepare an addendum to a previously certified EIR if 
some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling 
for preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred. 
 

2. An addendum to an adopted negative declaration may be prepared if only minor technical changes or 
additions are necessary or none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for the preparation 
of a subsequent EIR or negative declaration have occurred. 
 

3. An addendum need not be circulated for public review but can be included in or attached to the final 
EIR or adopted negative declaration. 
 

4. The decision-making body shall consider the addendum with the final EIR or adopted negative 
declaration prior to making a decision on the project.  
 

5. A brief explanation of the decision not to prepare a subsequent EIR pursuant to Section 15162 should 
be included in an addendum to an EIR, the lead agency’s findings on the project, or elsewhere in the 
record. The explanation must be supported by substantial evidence.  

If none of these circumstances are present, and only minor technical changes or additions are necessary to update the 
previously certified EIR, an Addendum may be prepared, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15164.  

This Addendum to the 2006 EIR has been prepared because the evaluation of the proposed modifications does not 
result in any of the circumstances requiring a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR. Although the proposed modifications 
would result in development that differs in use than what was assumed in the 2006 EIR, those modifications do not 
trigger the need for preparation of a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR under the criteria listed in CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15162 and 15163, respectively. Section 2.0, Project Information, and Section 3.0, Environmental Analysis, 
of this Addendum demonstrate that no substantial changes would result from the proposed project modifications nor 
have the existing conditions in the project vicinity substantially changed such that major revisions to the 2006 EIR 
would be required. The project would not result in a new significant environmental effect or a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously identified significant effects. Specifically, the proposed development, as compared to the 
2006 EIR, do not result in new or substantially greater significant impacts because the scale and nature of the proposed 
development is sufficiently similar to that analyzed in the 2006 EIR such that the impacts of the proposed development 
are within the levels and types of environmental impacts disclosed in the 2006 EIR. 

In addition, no substantial changes in circumstances under Section 15162(a)(2) have occurred since the certification 
of the 2006 EIR for the adopted approved project that would result in new significant impacts or substantially increase 
the severity of significant impacts previously identified, since the background environmental conditions have not 
significantly changed since that time. The City of Colton has received no information indicating there has been a 
substantial change in any circumstances that would result in a new or substantially greater significant impact. 

Furthermore, no new information, which was not known and could not have been known at the time of the 2006 EIR 
preparation, has been revealed that shows new or substantially greater significant impacts would result (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15162[a][3]). There are no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives that would 
substantially reduce one or more significant impacts of the adopted approved project but that are not adopted. The 
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proposed modifications do not identify or require adoption of any further mitigation measures or alternatives beyond 
those provided in the 2006 EIR for the adopted approved project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15162[a][3]).  

This Addendum relies on the 2006 EIR and the related administrative record, in addition to the additional 
documentation included to support the Addendum. The Addendum is to be included or attached to the 2006 EIR and 
is not to be considered as an independent or separate document. As this Addendum does not identify new or 
substantially greater significant impacts, circulation for public review and comment is not required under CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15164(c).  

1.2 PROJECT LOCATION 

The City of Colton (City) is located in the southwest portion of the County of San Bernardino, within the Inland 
Empire region of the County; refer to Exhibit 1, Regional Vicinity. As shown in Exhibit 2, Project Vicinity, the 
proposed project is located in the eastern portion of the City of Colton to the north of the City’s boundary with 
Riverside County Line, southeast of Barton Road, and west of Reche Canyon Road. Regional access to the site is 
provided by Interstate 215 freeway (I-215) and I-10 freeway. Local access is provided by various roadways in the 
vicinity of site, including Barton Road and Washington Street (east-west), and Reche Canyon Road, La Cadena 
Avenue, Waterman Avenue, and Center Drive (north-south).  

The project is located within the boundaries of the Reche Canyon Specific Plan. The Reche Canyon Specific Plan was 
developed to maintain the semi-rural character of Reche Canyon by providing lower density residential land uses 
while preserving the canyon’s natural features and open space. The proposed project currently spans most of Planning 
Area 1 and 25.7 acres of Planning Areas 2 and 6 of the Reche Canyon Specific Plan. 

1.2.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The project site is currently vacant and undeveloped with native and ruderal vegetation. The project site is within a 
northwest trending canyon area that has valley and hillside topography. The project site also consists of hilly and steep 
canyon topography with elevations ranging from approximately 1,020 feet above mean sea level (amsl) to 1,280 feet 
amsl. 

The project site is traversed by trails and dirt roads that provide access to the transmission lines that cross the project 
site. The primary dirt road also connects Barton Road to Reche Canyon Road via Westwood Street. The dirt roads and 
trails are currently used for utilities for maintenance of onsite facilities, recreation by dirt bikes and mountain bikes, 
circulation for local and pass through traffic between Reche Canyon Road and Barton Road, and illicit activities such 
as dumping and loitering.  

GENERAL PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATION AND ZONING 

Based on the Reche Canyon Specific Plan, the project site consists primarily of residential and open space areas. The 
land use and zoning designation for the project site is Reche Canyon Specific Plan. Within the Reche Canyon Specific 
Plan designations, the project site is zoned residential (low, intermediate, and high density; rural density; and estate 
density) and open space. 

SURROUNDING LAND USES AND ZONING 

Surrounding land uses include a mixture of open space and residential uses. Specifically, land uses surrounding the 
project site include: 

• North:  Residential uses to the north of the project site are designated Reche Canyon Specific Plan. 

• East: Properties to the east of the project site are designated for Estate Density. These properties feature 2 
dwelling units per acre.  

• South: Properties to the south of the project site are designated for Estate Density. These properties feature 2 
dwelling units per acre. 
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• West:  Properties to the west of the project site are located within the City of Grand Terrace and are designated 
by the City as low density residential. These properties feature 2 to 4 dwelling units per acre. 

1.3 PROJECT BACKGROUND 
1.3.1 CERTIFIED 2006 EIR 

In April 2005, an Initial Study was prepared pursuant to the State and local CEQA Guidelines as a first step in the 
evaluation of the environmental consequences of the proposed residential project. The Initial Study evaluated a more 
intensive project — a residential development including 247 units with a different circulation plan. The Initial Study 
determined that potentially significant impacts would occur in the following areas: air quality; biological resources; 
land use and planning; and public services (schools). Therefore, the City determined that an Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) should be prepared to evaluate these environmental issues. However, during preparation of the Draft 
EIR, the project was modified to reduce the development intensity from 247 residential units to 187 residential units. 

On April 6, 2005, the City circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 
2005041028) for the proposed project, evaluating 187 residential units. The Draft EIR was completed on April 13, 
2006 and was publicly circulated. On September 5, 2006, following a public hearing, the City Council adopted 
Ordinance No. 0-15-06, approving the Specific Plan Amendment (SPA) to the Reche Canyon Specific Plan and 
affirmed Planning Commission Resolutions No. R-06-06 and R-08-06 certifying the EIR and approving Tentative 
Tract Map No. 16798 to allow the development of the Iron Horse Hills project. The City Council adopted a Statement 
of Overriding Considerations to address significant and unavoidable impacts relative to air quality that the 2006 EIR 
determined would result from implementation of the approved project.  

Since the time of the adoption of the 2006 EIR, the project has been modified again to reduce the residential unit count 
from 187 units to 184 units, comprising the revised project evaluated herein.  

1.4 DOCUMENTS INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE 

The following documents were utilized during preparation of this Addendum and are incorporated into this document 
by reference. The documents are available for review at the City of Colton’s website 
(https://www.ci.colton.ca.us/782/Planning-Division) and at the City’s Planning Department located at 659 N. La 
Cadena Drive Colton, CA 92324. 

• Reche Canyon Specific Plan. As detailed in the 2006 EIR, the proposed project is located within the Reche 
Canyon Specific Plan. The Reche Canyon Specific Plan was developed to create a detailed land use, 
circulation, public service, design, and landscaping standards for the Reche Canyon area between Barton 
Road and the San Bernardino County line, and to maintain the semi-rural character of Reche Canyon. The 
project analyzed in the 2006 EIR provided lower density residential land uses while persevering the canyon’s 
open space and natural features. The project site currently falls into Planning Area 1 and 25.7 acres of 
Planning Area 2 and 6 of the Reche Canyon Specific Plan. 

• City of Colton General Plan. The City of Colton General Plan (General Plan) was adopted by the City 
Council in 1987 and several of its elements have been updated since 1987. The General Plan is the City’s 
comprehensive, long-range planning and policy document that not only guides growth and change within 
Colton, but also preserves and protects the unique qualities that the community values most. The General 
Plan goals and policies serve as a guide for future development and desired conditions in support of the City’s 
overall vision.  

The General Plan is organized by elements. Each element includes an introduction to describe the element 
and its organization. Goals and policies are organized by topical areas specific to each element. The General 
Plan contains the following elements: 

• Air Quality; 
• Cultural Resources; 
• Housing (last amended February 2014); 

https://www.ci.colton.ca.us/782/Planning-Division
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• Land Use; 
• Mobility (last amended 2016) 
• Noise; 
• Open Space and Conservation; and 
• Safety. 

• City of Colton General Plan Update Environmental Impact Report. The City of Colton General Plan Update 
Environmental Impact Report (General Plan EIR) prepared and approved in 2013 analyzed updates to the 
General Plan Land Use, Housing, and Mobility Elements. The General Plan EIR identifies potential 
significant environmental impacts of General Plan Update proposals, alternatives with fewer adverse impacts, 
and potential ways to reduce or avoid environmental damage, thereby addressing significant environmental 
impacts and mitigation options. The General Plan EIR evaluates the proposed General Plan Update’s effect 
on the physical environment as it is now, and the impact on the environment that would exist under the 
proposed General Plan Update, including secondary and cumulative effects. 

• Colton Municipal Code. The Colton Municipal Code (Municipal Code) consists of all the regulatory and 
penal ordinances and administrative ordinances of the City of Colton. The Municipal Code is one of the 
City’s primary tools to implement control of land uses, in accordance with General Plan goals and policies. 
The Colton Zoning Code, included as Municipal Code Title 18, Zoning, provides the legislative framework 
to implement and enhance the General Plan by classifying and regulating the uses of land and structures 
within the City. Additionally, Municipal Code Title 15, Buildings and Construction, specifies rules and 
regulations for construction, alteration, and building for uses of human habitation. 

• Initial Study for Iron Horse Hills Vesting Tentative Tract 16798, A Residential Project. In April 2005, the 
City prepared an Initial Study for the proposed project. The project description at that time allowed for the 
development of up to 247 residential units within the project area. Since the Initial Study found that several 
environmental topics required further evaluation due to potentially significant impacts, the City determined 
that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was required and was subsequently prepared, as described below. 
The mitigation measures included in the Initial Study were carried over into the 2006 EIR. The Initial Study 
is provided as an appendix to the 2006 EIR.  

• Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Iron Horse Hills Residential Project (certified August 8, 2006). 
Following completion and circulation of the above-referenced Initial Study in 2005, the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) was completed in April 2006. This document analyzed a different residential unit county 
than the 2005 Initial Study, as the project applicant had reduced the development intensity. Specifically, the 
residential unit count was revised from 247 units to 187 units. The 2006 EIR found that all environmental 
impacts—with the exception of construction-related air quality impacts which were found to be significant 
and unavoidable—were able to be mitigated to a less than significant level. The 2006 EIR includes the same 
mitigation measures that were included in the Initial Study, which included mitigation for the following 
environmental topic areas: air quality; biological resources; cultural resources; geology and soils; hazards 
and hazardous materials; hydrology and water quality; land use and planning; noise; and public services. 
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1.5 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
1.5.1 PROJECT COMPONENTS 

CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN 

The proposed project is comprised of a new residential development on 119.6 acres within the Reche Canyon Specific 
Plan area. The project components include the construction of three distinct neighborhoods (consisting of 
Neighborhoods I, II, and III), three parks, multiple open space areas, detention basins, and other related infrastructure, 
as shown on Exhibit 3, Conceptual Site Plan. “Street A” is identified as the main backbone roadway for the 
development that traverses the project site in a northwest-southeast orientation.  

SITE ACCESS 
 
Primary access to the project site would be provided via a signalized entry point along Barton Road to “Street A” at 
the project’s western boundary. Gated access for emergency vehicles only would also be provided at the project’s 
eastern boundary at Westwood Street. No other access points are proposed for the project site. 
 
UTILITIES AND SERVICES 
 
The following utilities and services would serve the project site: 

• Water. The approved project proposed development of a reservoir and booster station with water services 
provided via the City of Colton Water Department. These features are no longer proposed under the revised 
project. Rather, the revised project would construct a groundwater well located on an approximately 0.5 acres 
of Lot B or Lot F. A pressure reducing station would also be constructed on an approximately 0.25-acre 
portion of Lot H. Both features would be dedicated to the City and operated by the City’s Water Department.  
  

• Sewer. The City owns and operates the Colton Wastewater Reclamation Facility (CWRF), a secondary 
wastewater treatment plant, from which treated wastewater is directed to the jointly owned Colton/San 
Bernardino Rapid Infiltration-Extraction (RIX) facility for tertiary treatment and disinfection prior to being 
discharged into the Santa Ana River. 
  

• Drainage. The City of Colton Engineering Department oversees the maintenance and operation of most of 
the storm drain facilities within the City. The San Bernardino County Flood Control District provides regional 
drainage and flood control infrastructure within its planning area, which includes the project site. 

 
• Electricity and Natural Gas. The City of Colton Electric Utility and Southern California Gas Company 

(SoCalGas) would provide electricity and natural gas services, respectively, to the project site via buried 
conduit and natural gas lines.  
 

1.5.2 CHANGES AS COMPARED TO THE APPROVED PROJECT 

The main component of the approved project that comprises a change in the project description as part of the revised 
project is the residential unit count. The analysis contained in the 2006 EIR was for a residential development including 
187 units, whereas the revised project has removed three of the proposed units in order to accommodate the additional 
right-of-way surrounding “Street A” between Barton Road (the western project boundary) and Westwood Street (the 
eastern project boundary). Although not proposed as part of this project, the additional right-of-way would ensure 
project consistency with Colton General Plan Mobility Element Figure M-3 (Long-Term Roadway Improvements), 
which identifies this road as a “Planned Arterial” between Barton Road and Westwood Street.1 As such, the revised 
project includes a residential unit count of 184 units, as described previously. 

 
1 Ultimate buildout of “Street A” to its General Plan designation of Planned Arterial is not considered as part of this project and 
would be subject to separate CEQA review.  
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The approved project proposed development of a reservoir and booster station with water services provided via the 
City of Colton Water Department. These features are no longer proposed under the revised project. Rather, the revised 
project would construct a groundwater well located on an approximately 0.5 acres of Lot B or Lot F. A pressure 
reducing station would also be constructed on an approximately 0.25-acre portion of Lot H. Both features would be 
dedicated to the City and operated by the City’s Water Department. 

In addition, the approved project had also included two entitlements that are no longer being proposed as part of the 
revised project. The General Plan Amendment and Specific Plan Amendment (to amend the Reche Canyon Specific 
Plan) have been removed from the revised project and are not included as part of the analysis in this Addendum.  

1.5.3 PHASING/CONSTRUCTION 

Residential development on the project site would occur in incremental phases over time, based largely on economic 
considerations, market demand, and other planning considerations. The phasing and exact details of each project phase 
would be evaluated by the City. 

1.6 DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS 
 
The City of Colton is the Lead Agency under CEQA and has discretionary authority over the proposed project. The 
project would be subject to various City permits and approvals, including, but not limited to:  
 

• California Environmental Quality Act review;  
• Design Review; and 
• Site Plan Review. 

 
The project would also require administrative approvals from the City for issuance of grading, building, and occupancy 
permits, as well as connection permits from utility providers to be processed. 
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2.0 PROJECT INFORMATION 
 

1. Project Title:  Iron Horse Hills Residential Project 
2. Lead Agency Name and Address: 

City of Colton 
659 N La Cadena Drive   
Colton, CA 92324 

3. Contact Person and Phone Number: 
Mario Suarez  
Planning Manager, AICP, CNU-A 
909-370-5079 

4. Project Location: The proposed project is located in the eastern portion of the City of Colton, southeast 
of Barton Road, west of Reche Canyon Road, and north of Palm Avenue.  

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address: 
Iron Horse Hills LLC 
701N. 44th Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85008 

6. General Plan Designation: Reche Canyon Specific Plan 
7. Zoning: Reche Canyon Specific Plan 
8. Description of the Project: Refer to Section 1.5, Project Description. 
9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: Surrounding land uses include a mixture of open space and 

residential uses; refer to Section 1.2.1, Environmental Setting.  
10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval or participation 

agreement). As identified in the 2006 EIR, other public agencies whose approval may be required include: 
 

• South Coast Air Quality Management District;  
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; and 
• California Department of Fish and Wildlife.  
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
 
This section describes the environmental impacts of the proposed project as compared to those identified in the 2006 
EIR and discusses any substantial changes to existing conditions or regulatory setting since the 2006 EIR was certified. 
The issue areas evaluated in this document include the following, pursuant to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, 
and have been modified to evaluate the proposed project changes for which an EIR has been previously certified to 
assist in the determination of the need for a supplemental EIR or an Addendum.  
 
In December 2018, the Natural Resources Agency amended the CEQA Guidelines, which included modifications to 
Appendix G, Environmental Checklist Form. As such, the following analysis identifies where modifications to the 
Appendix G topical areas and thresholds have been added and/or updated since the 2006 EIR was prepared. 
Specifically, the topics of energy, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, tribal cultural resources, and wildfire were not 
discussed on a project specific basis in the previously certified 2006 EIR as these topics were not a subject matter that 
required evaluation pursuant to CEQA at that time. As such, this Addendum also analyzes the project’s potential 
impacts in these topical areas. 

• Aesthetics 
• Agriculture and Forestry Resources 
• Air Quality 
• Biological Resources 
• Cultural Resources 
• Energy 
• Geology and Soils 
• Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
• Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
• Hydrology and Water Quality 
• Land Use and Planning 
• Mineral Resources 
• Noise 
• Population and Housing 
• Public Services 
• Recreation 
• Transportation 
• Tribal Cultural Resources 
• Utilities and Service Systems 
• Wildfire 
• Mandatory Findings of Significance 

  
A summary of impacts of the adopted approved project and the mitigation measures imposed is provided along with 
an analysis of the potential impacts resulting from the revised project and whether those impacts substantially exceeds 
those discussed in the certified 2006 EIR. 
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3.1 AESTHETICS 
 
This section corresponds with the 2006 EIR Effects Found Not to Be Significant (Aesthetics) section and the 2005 
Initial Study Appendix I, Aesthetics.  
 
Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project: 
  
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

Approved Project: As detailed in the 2006 EIR, the project site is a highly disturbed undeveloped property that is 
crossed by high-tension electrical transmission lines and is surrounded by residential development. Since the project 
site is highly disturbed, the existing site is not considered an important or scenic vista. The approved project would 
convert its visual character into  a residential neighborhood visual setting. Given the existing site disturbance and 
surrounding visual setting, project implementation would not create a significant contrast with the surrounding 
residential land uses. The future residential setting would become a compatible part of the existing rural/suburban 
residential scenic vistas available to residents. Therefore, the 2006 EIR determined that the approved project would 
not have a substantial adverse effect on the site’s existing visual setting or any scenic vista and a less than significant 
impact would occur.  

Revised Project: The revised project involves the same project footprint as analyzed in the 2006 EIR. The total number 
of residential dwelling units was reduced from 187 to 184 units, which would reduce impacts to scenic vistas. The 
revised project would not exacerbate impacts to the site’s existing visual setting or scenic vista. Therefore, given the 
existing site disturbance and surrounding visual setting, Thus, similar to the approved project, the revised project 
would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista and impacts would be less than significant. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required.  
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 

historic buildings within a State scenic highway? 
 
Approved Project: According to the 2006 EIR, the project site is highly disturbed and vacant. The project site is 
located in an urbanized area of the City in between  Barton Road and Reche Canyon. No major historic structures, 
rock outcroppings or trees are not located on the site. Additionally, no designated State or County scenic highways 
are located near the site. Therefore, the approved project would not disturb any scenic resources, including trees, rock 
outcroppings or unique landmark features.  
 
Revised Project: The revised project involves the same project footprint as analyzed in the 2006 EIR. According to 
the California Department of Transportation’s California Scenic Highway Mapping System website, the only officially 
designated State scenic highway in San Bernardino County is a 16-mile portion of SR-38 from South Fork 
Campground to State Lane, approximately 6.5 miles east of the project site.2  Additionally, there are no major historic 
structures, rock outcroppings, or trees within the project site. Thus, similar to the approved project, the revised project 
would not substantially damage scenic resources within a State scenic highway and no impact would occur. 
 
Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: No Impact. 
 

 
2  California Department of Transportation, Scenic Highway Mapping System, 
https://dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/16_livability/scenic_highways/index.htm, accessed January 25, 2022. 
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c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its 
surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). 
If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other 
regulations governing scenic quality? 

Approved Project: As detailed in the 2006 EIR, the approved project site is highly disturbed and vacant. The approved 
project would convert an existing non-native and highly disturbed landscape into a suburban residential community. 
The General Plan and Specific Plan established residential land use designations that were envisioned to change the 
approximate 4.6-mile Specific Plan area. The change must comply with the Specific Plan design standards to represent 
the visual character and quality of the planning area, including the project site. The conversion of the existing disturbed 
site into a suburban residential area, would not degrade the existing visual character or its surroundings. Therefore, no 
mitigation is required since compliance with the Specific Plan design guidelines is mandatory. Impacts were 
determined to be less than significant.  

Revised Project: The revised project involves the same project site as analyzed in the 2006 EIR. The revised project 
would be constructed to conform with Chapter 15.06, Building Code, of the Colton Municipal Code, which is the 
presiding building code within the City for purposes of regulating construction, demolition, occupancy, height, and 
area maintenance of all structures. Therefore, similar to the approved project, the revised project would not 
substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the revised project site and a less than 
significant impact would occur. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required.  
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would adversely affect day or nighttime views 

in the area? 

Approved Project: As detailed in the 2006 EIR, the approved project would include new sources of light and glare. 
However, the City’s Development Code exterior and street lighting standards have established acceptable levels of 
lighting that control light and glare sources considered acceptable by the City. All exterior lights would be incorporated 
with the appropriate lighting standards and would be installed during construction to produce a less than significant 
impact during construction hours. Therefore, no additional mitigation measures are required since project 
implementation would be consistent with the City’s exterior and street lighting standards.  

Revised Project: Lighting and glare are regulated within the City by Colton Municipal Code Section 18.42.090, Light, 
which allows lighting in a manner that provides for proper illumination without producing an adverse impact on 
neighboring property. Additionally, Colton Municipal Code Section 18.42.100, Glare, prohibits direct or reflected 
glare that is visible from the boundary line of the property on which the glare is produced. 

The revised project involves the same project footprint as analyzed in the 2006 EIR. The revised project would 
introduce new light sources in the form of street, vehicle, and home lighting, as well as glare sources. However, 
lighting would be consistent with surrounding residences and glare from residences would not be significant. In 
addition, the revised project would conform with the regulations included in the Colton Municipal Code as discussed 
above. Therefore, a less than significant impact would occur. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact.   
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3.2 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 
 
This section corresponds with the 2006 EIR “Effects Found Not to Be Significant” (Agricultural Resources) and the 
2005 Initial Study Appendix II, Agriculture Resources. 
 
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may 
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California 
Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In 
determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
regarding the State’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest 
Legacy Assessment Project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by 
the California Air Resources Board. Would the project:  
 
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 

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

Approved Project: According to the 2006 EIR, the approved project site is located within a historically semi-rural 
residential portion of the City. At the time of the 2006 analysis, no agricultural uses were being conducted on the site 
nor within the immediate area. In addition, the 2006 EIR states that the approved project was not designated as Prime, 
Statewide Important, Unique, or Locally Important Farmland. Therefore, the 2006 EIR determined that the project 
would not convert Prime, Statewide Important, Unique, or Locally Important Farmland into non-agricultural use 
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency.  

Revised Project: The revised project involves the same project footprint as analyzed in the 2006 EIR; however, 
changes in farmland designations have occurred since the time of the 2006 EIR analysis. According to a recent inquiry 
with the Department of Conservation’s (DOC) California Important Farmland Finder Map, the revised project and 
surrounding areas are designated as Urban and Built-Up Land. 3  The revised project would not convert Prime, 
Statewide Important, Unique, or Locally Important Farmland into non-agricultural use pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency. Thus, no impact would occur and the revised 
project would not result in greater impacts than those previously analyzed in the 2006 EIR. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: No Impact. 
 
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? 

Approved Project: Based on the 2006 EIR, the approved project would not conflict with an existing agricultural use, 
or a Williamson Act contract. Therefore, the 2006 EIR determined that no impact would occur.  

Revised Project: The revised project involves the same project footprint as analyzed in the 2006 EIR. Thus, 
implementation of the revised project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson 
Act contract. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: No Impact. 
 

 
3  California Department of Conservation Important Farmland Finder Map. https://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp 
Accessed January 25, 2022. 
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c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning, of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources 
Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland 
zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))? 

Approved Project: Based on the 2006 EIR, there was no forest land, timberland, or timberland production land in the 
approved project area at the time of the 2006 analysis. The 2006 EIR determined that no impact would occur in this 
regard. 

Revised Project: The revised project involves the same project footprint as analyzed in the 2006 EIR and continues to 
have no existing forest land or timberlands on-site. Thus, similar to the approved project, implementation of the revised 
project would not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production. No impact would occur.  

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: No Impact. 
 
d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

Approved Project: The approved project site is a vacant lot that does not contain any forest land, as defined in Impact 
3.2(c), above. Furthermore, the project site is not zoned for forestland. Therefore, the approved project would not 
result in the loss of forestland or the conversion of forestland to non-forest use and no impact would occur.  

Revised Project: Refer to Impact 3.2(c), above. Development of the revised project would not result in greater impacts 
in this regard than previously analyzed in the 2006 EIR. No impact would occur. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: No Impact. 
 
e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result 

in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

Approved Project: Implementation of the approved project would not result in the conversion of farmlands or forest 
lands since there is no farmland or forest land on or in the vicinity of the project site. Therefore, the 2006 EIR 
determined that no impact would occur in this regard.  

Revised Project: As discussed above, the revised project would not convert farmland or forest land since such lands 
do not occur on the revised project site. Therefore, no impact would occur as a result of the revised project. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: No Impact.  
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3.3 AIR QUALITY 

This section corresponds with 2006 EIR Section 3.1, Air Quality and 2005 Initial Study Appendix III, Air Quality. 
According to the 2006 EIR, an air quality assessment was prepared for the approved project that analyzed development 
of 187 residential units, as proposed at that time.  

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

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

Approved Project: The approved project is located within the South Coast Air Basin (Basin), which is under the 
jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). According to the 2006 EIR, consistency 
with the SCAQMD’s 2003 Air Quality Management Plan for the South Coast Air Basin (2003 AQMP) was analyzed 
to determine whether the approved project was consistent with the goals, objectives, and assumptions set forth in the 
2003 AQMP. According to the 2006 EIR, the approved project would not be consistent with the 2003 AQMP. The 
criteria for determining consistency with the AQMP is defined by the following indicators: 

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

• Consistency Criterion No. 2:  The proposed project will not exceed the assumptions in the AQMP based on 
the years of project buildout phase. 

Concerning Consistency Criterion No. 1, the approved project area is designated as a non-attainment area for ozone 
and particulate matter less than 10 microns in size (PM10). As summarized in the Air Quality section of the 2006 EIR, 
project related long-term operational emissions are less than significant. However, construction of the approved 
project would have a significant impact because nitrous oxides (NOx) emissions are over the SCAQMD threshold. 
Construction of projects within the Basin occurs on a continuous basis. Emissions from construction of each project 
must be under the threshold to be consistent with the AQMP. Therefore, because short-term emissions of NOx are 
over the threshold, the approved project fails this criterion and is not consistent with the AQMP. 

Concerning Consistency Criterion No. 2, according to the 2003 AQMP, the control measures that will bring the Basin 
into attainment consist of: 1) SCAQMD Stationary and Mobile Source Control Measures; 2) State Control Measures 
proposed by CARB; and 3) Transportation Control Measures provided by the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG). Therefore, this criterion is applied because according to the 2003 AQMP, the SCAQMD’s 
control measures, along with the other two control measures identified above, will bring the Basin into attainment of 
PM10 and ozone. Therefore, the approved project meets this criterion, as it will comply with all applicable SCAQMD 
rules and regulations. 

The approved project was not consistent with the AQMP because it is over the threshold for short-term emissions. 
Therefore, the 2006 EIR concluded that the project’s incremental contribution to criteria air pollutant emissions is 
cumulatively considerable. Adherence to SCAQMD rules and regulations, General Plan policies, and implementation 
of Mitigation Measures AQ-1, AQ-2, and AQ-3 would reduce this impact, but not to a less than significant level. This  
impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Revised Project:  Since certification of the 2006 EIR, SCAQMD has adopted the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan 
(2016 AQMP) to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants for which the Basin is in a nonattainment status. The 2016 
AQMP is a regional and multi-agency effort including the SCAQMD, the California Air Resources Board (CARB), 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to 
establish a program of rules and regulations directed at reducing air pollutant emissions and achieving State and 
Federal air quality standards. The 2016 AQMP pollutant control strategies are based on the latest scientific and 
technical information and planning assumptions, including SCAG’s 2016 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), updated emission inventory methodologies for various source categories, and 
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SCAG’s latest growth forecasts. SCAG’s latest growth forecasts were defined in consultation with local governments 
and with reference to local general plans. The revised project is subject to the SCAQMD’s 2016 AQMP. 

Concerning Consistency Criterion No. 1, the revised project would not involve a change of land use which would 
increase the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations, or cause or contribute to new violations, or delay 
the attainment of air quality or the interim emissions reductions specified in the 2016 AQMP. The violations to which 
Consistency Criterion No. 1 refers are the California ambient air quality standards (CAAQS) and the national ambient 
air quality standards (NAAQS). The revised project would involve a reduction of three residential units as compared 
to the approved project. Thus, the revised project would not exceed short-term construction or long-term operational 
air quality thresholds set by the SCAQMD to a greater extent than concluded in the 2006 EIR.  

Concerning Consistency Criterion No. 2, the 2016 AQMP contains air pollutant reduction strategies based on SCAG’s 
latest growth forecasts; SCAG’s growth forecasts were defined in consultation with local governments and with 
reference to local general plans. The revised project site is designated for residential uses within the Reche Canyon 
Specific Plan land use and zoning designations. As such, the proposed uses are consistent with the General Plan land 
use designation and the revised project is consistent with this criterion. Therefore, the revised project would not exceed 
the population or job growth projections used by the SCAQMD to develop the 2016 AQMP. Thus, the revised project 
would be consistent with the second criterion and a less than significant impact would occur. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  The 2006 EIR includes mitigation measures to reduce potential air quality 
impacts. The following measures from the 2006 EIR are applicable to the revised project.  

AQ-1 The following measures are proposed to reduce the impacts of construction equipment, work vehicle, 
and painting emissions.  
A. During construction of the proposed improvements, construction equipment will be properly 

maintained and will undergo 9-day low-NOX tune-ups for off-road equipment.  
B. During construction of the proposed improvements, all contractors will be advised not to idle 

construction equipment onsite for more than 5 minutes. 
C. During the paint application phase of construction of the proposed project, only low volatility paints 

and coating as defined in South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 1113 
shall be used. All paints shall be applied using either high-volume low-pressure (HVLP) spray 
equipment or by hand application. The paint application phase shall be spread out over a longer 
period of time to use no more than 100 gallons of low-VOC paint per day. 

D. The project proponent shall develop ride share incentive program for the construction workers. The 
program shall be submitted to the City for review and approval. 

E. During construction of the proposed project, the project applicant shall make arrangements to have 
a lunch wagon visit the construction site during the lunch break. This will reduce emissions from 
worker trips. 

F. During grading of the site, the off-road grading equipment shall be equipped with cooled exhaust 
gas recirculation, as verified by the California Air Resources Board 
(http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/verdev/level3/level3.htm). 

G. During the building phase of construction, the off-road diesel equipment shall be equipped with 
diesel particulate filters as verified by the California Air Resources Board 
(http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/verdev/level3/level3.htm).  

H. Limit lane closures to off-peak travel periods.  
I. Encourage receipt of material during non-peak traffic hours.  

 
AQ-2 Prior to construction of the proposed improvements, the applicant will provide to the City and SCAQMD 

with a project specific dust control plan for further review and approval. The dust control plan will be 
consistent with methodology found in the SCAQMD publication titled “Rule 403 Implementation 
Handbook” and will include Best Available Control Measures. The dust control plan shall take place 
during construction of the proposed project. At a minimum, the dust control plan shall include the 
following: 
A. Water all active construction area at least twice daily. 
B. Cover all haul trucks or maintain at least two feet of freeboard. 
C. Pave all haul roads. 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/verdev/level3/level3.htm
http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/verdev/level3/level3.htm
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D. Sweep or wash any site access points within 30 minutes of any visible dirt deposition on any public 
roadway.  

E. Cover or water twice daily any on-site stockpiles of debris, dirt, or other dusty material. 
F. Develop and implement a high wind, dust control plan if winds exceed 25 miles per hour.  
G. Establish permanent, stabilizing ground cover on finished sites. 
H. Park construction vehicles off traveled roadways.  
I. Reduce speed on any unpaved roads to less than 15 miles per hour.  
 

AQ-3 The following measures are proposed to reduce impacts of operation on air quality: 
A. The proposed project shall provide an attractive pedestrian environment to encourage walking and 

bicycling. 
B. All homes constructed shall meet minimum statewide energy construction requirements. 
C. All residential units shall include features that encourage trip elimination or trip diversion to 

alternative transportation (e.g., pre-writing for telecommunications systems).  
 

Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance:  Significant and Unavoidable – No New Impact. 
 
b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project 

region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard? 

Approved Project:  

Construction Impacts 

Construction emissions are typically generated from onsite and offsite emissions. Onsite emissions principally consist 
of exhaust emissions including nitrogen oxide (NOx), sulfur oxide (SOx), carbon monoxide (CO), reactive organic 
gases (ROG), and PM10 from heavy-duty construction equipment and fugitive dust (PM10) from disturbed soil. Offsite 
emissions are caused by motor vehicle exhaust from delivery vehicles, worker traffic, and road dust (PM10). Major 
construction-related activities associated to the approved project include the following: grading/clearing; excavation 
and earth moving for infrastructure construction of the utilities, channel and dwelling unit foundations and footings; 
asphalt paving of access roads throughout the development; the construction of the homes; and application of 
architectural coatings for outdoor and interior painting. 

According to the 2006 EIR, construction emission analysis was performed by using the California Air Resource Board 
URBEMIS2002 emissions inventory model, which separates the construction process into two distinct phases (site 
preparation and building/finishing) and quantifies daily emissions for each phase for the various pollutants. During 
grading, the soil would be balanced onsite. Construction equipment such as scrapers, dozers, forklifts, and water trucks 
are expected to be used on the approved project site and would result in emissions consisting of CO, NOx, ROG, SOx, 
and PM10. Table 3-1 shows the expected daily air emissions during construction of the approved project with a 
comparison to the SCAQMD significant emission thresholds for the construction phase. The grading and building 
phases do not occur at the same time. Accordingly, the maximum daily emissions are the emissions from the phase 
that would contribute the maximum amount of emissions in one day. 

As shown in the table, the 2006 EIR determined that construction of the approved project would exceed daily 
SCAQMD thresholds for NOx, ROG, and PM10. The NOx emissions would primarily occur during grading, the ROG 
emissions from architectural coatings, and the PM10 emissions from fugitive dust.  
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Table 3-1: Unmitigated Daily Air Emissions From Construction 

POLLUTION SOURCE ROG 
(LBS/DAY) 

NOX 
(LBS/DAY) 

CO 
(LBS/DAY) 

SOX 
(LBS/DAY) 

PM10 DIESEL 
(LBS/DAY) 

PM10 DUST 
(LBS/DAY) 

Grading 66.65 447.76 545.28 0.01 18.96 1342.29 
Building, Paving and 
Architectural Coatings 

182.22 90.88 117.34 0.02 3.87 0.19 

Maximum Daily Emissions 182.22 447.76 545.28 0.02 18.96 1342.29 
SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 
Exceeds Thresholds? YES YES NO NO YES 
Source: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Iron Horse Hills Residential Project. August 8, 2006. Table 3.1-3. 

According to the 2006 EIR, even with implementation of the above Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2, short-term 
impacts related to NOx emissions during construction would still exceed significance thresholds, as shown in Table 
3-2, below. Therefore, short-term impacts relative to construction of the approved project would create significant air 
quality impacts even with feasible mitigation. 

In addition, it is possible that emissions of NOx from construction could result in ozone formation downwind of the 
site, contributing to ambient concentrations of ozone. This has the potential to cause health effects as discussed in 
Impact 3.3(c), below. However, these impacts would be limited to the short-term since approved project operations 
would not exceed significance thresholds. 

Table 3-2: Mitigated Daily Air Emissions From Construction 

POLLUTION SOURCE ROG 
(LBS/DAY) 

NOX 
(LBS/DAY) 

CO 
(LBS/DAY) 

SOX 
(LBS/DAY) 

PM10 DIESEL 
(LBS/DAY) 

PM10 DUST 
(LBS/DAY) 

Grading 6.09 228.78 55.12 0.01 2.43 36.11 
Building, Paving and 
Architectural Coatings 

71.03 77.25 103.09 0.02 2.77 0.19 

Maximum Daily Emissions 71.03 228.78 103.09 0.02 2.77 36.11 
SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 
Exceeds Thresholds? NO YES NO NO NO 
Source: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Iron Horse Hills Residential Project. August 8, 2006. Table 3.1-6. 

Operational Impacts 

According to the 2006 EIR, long-term operational emissions resulting from the approved project would result from 
stationary and mobile sources. Stationary sources include consumer products, water and area heaters, and other 
products that consume natural gas, as well as gasoline-powered landscaping equipment. Mobile emissions (i.e., motor 
vehicles) are the primary source for operational emissions in residential developments. The approved project’s 
operational emissions were evaluated using URBEMIS2002 (version 8.7.0). Based on the original 247 dwelling units, 
it was determined that the approved project would generate approximately 2,374 daily trips when the development is 
built out. 

Table 3-3 shows the operational emissions from the approved project. As shown in Table 3-3, when these emissions 
are compared to the SCAQMD suggested thresholds for significance, long-term emissions generated by the approved 
project would remain below established thresholds, and therefore, are considered less than significant. Although the 
criteria thresholds would not be exceeded through operation of the approved project, reasonably available mitigation 
should be implemented because of the non-attainment status of the Basin. Therefore, Mitigation Measure AQ-3, 
described above, would offset some of the increase in emissions as a result of the approved project. 
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Table 3-3: Estimated Daily Operational Emissions 

POLLUTION SOURCE ROG 
(LBS/DAY) 

NOX 
(LBS/DAY) 

CO 
(LBS/DAY) 

SOX 
(LBS/DAY) 

PM10 
(LBS/DAY) 

Mobile Emissions 24.82 26.33 293.92 0.26 24.11 
Natural Gas Consumption 0.24 3.09 1.32 NG 0.01 
Landscape Equipment 1.32 0.04 8.96 0.10 0.03 
Consumer Products 12.08 NG NG NG NG 
Paint Applications 8.41 NG NG NG NG 
Emissions Totals 46.88 29.47 304.19 0.36 24.15 
SCAQMD Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 
Exceeds Thresholds? NO NO NO NO NO 
Source: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Iron Horse Hills Residential Project. August 8, 2006. Table 3.1-4. 
Note: NG designates criteria pollutants that have estimated negligible values. 

Revised Project: As discussed above, the approved project would exceed construction-related emissions for NOx and 
result in a potentially significant impact but would not exceed operational emissions. The revised project involves the 
same project footprint as the approved project, and air quality impacts relative to construction-related and operational 
would be similar to those of the approved project with a nominal reduction in development intensity from 187 
residential units to 184 residential units. The reduction of three dwelling units would not involve greater air quality 
impacts than the approved project.  

Similar to the approved project, the revised project is anticipated to exceed the numerical thresholds of significance 
established by the SCAQMD. No feasible mitigation measures exist that would reduce these emissions to levels that 
are less than significant. Therefore, a significant, unavoidable impact would occur, even with implementation of 
Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2, as identified in the 2006 EIR. Nonetheless, the significant NOx impact would 
not be substantially greater than what was identified for the approved project site in the 2006 EIR. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  Refer to Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-3. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance:  Significant and Unavoidable – No New Impact. 
 
c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Approved Project:  Sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the approved project site include residential uses. According 
to the 2006 EIR, unmitigated, short-term emissions of ROG, NOx, and PM10 during construction would result in 
significant short-term impacts to air quality. With mitigation, NOx would exceed SCAQMD’s thresholds. ROG and 
NOx are precursors to the formation of ozone. Therefore, it is possible that emissions of NOx from construction of 
the approved project would have the potential to expose sensitive receptors to pollutants and impact the health of 
surrounding residents. The health effects from nitrogen dioxide exposure of greatest concern are mild changes in 
airway responsiveness and pulmonary function. At unrealistic levels of nitrogen dioxide, acute bronchitis (25 to 100 
parts per million [ppm]) or death (150 ppm) can occur. The formation of ozone may not occur directly around the 
approved project site but has the potential to mix with the ambient air and form ozone downwind of the project site. 
The greatest risk is to those who are more active outdoors during smoggy periods, such as children, athletes, and 
outdoor workers. 

According to the 2006 EIR, diesel particulate matter (DPM) would also be emitted during construction of the approved 
project. Diesel particulate matter has carcinogenic components. Some of the health effects of DPM include eye, nose, 
and throat irritation as well as coughing, nausea, and phlegm. Mitigation Measure AQ-1, which requires cooled 
exhaust gas recirculation during grading, would reduce emissions of DPM by approximately 85 percent. In addition, 
Mitigation Measure AQ-1, which requires diesel particulate filters during the building phase, would reduce emissions 
of DPM by approximately 80 percent. These measures would reduce emissions of DPM and therefore the health 
effects of DPM from construction to the greatest extent feasible. 
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The 2006 EIR also states that long-term operational impacts from the approved project would result in less than 
significant impacts relative to criteria pollutants. The majority of long-term operational emissions are from mobile 
vehicles. A CO hotspot analysis determined that the levels of CO at impacted intersections are below the state and 
federal ambient air quality standards. Therefore, localized concentrations of CO are not a significant impact in the 
approved project area and would not pose significant localized health impacts. 

Revised Project: The revised project involves the same project footprint as the approved project and would involve a 
reduction in three residential units. With implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1, no new significant air quality 
impact or substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts in the 2006 EIR would occur.  

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  Refer to Mitigation Measure AQ-1.  
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Significant and Unavoidable – No New Impact. 
 
d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors adversely affecting a substantial number of 

people)? 

Approved Project: The 2006 EIR concluded that diesel equipment operating during construction may generate some 
nuisance odors; however, due to the temporary nature of construction, odors associated with project construction 
would not be significant. Regarding operational impacts, as a residential development, the approved project would not 
generate objectionable odors during operation since such odors are not typically associated with residential uses. Thus, 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Revised Project: Land uses associated with odor complaints typically include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment 
plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding.4  The 
revised project does not include any such uses identified by SCAQMD as being associated with odors. Potential 
sources that may emit odors during the ongoing operations of the revised project would include odor emissions from 
the intermittent diesel delivery truck emissions and trash storage areas. Through compliance with SCAQMD’s Rule 
402 regarding public nuisances, no significant impact related to odors would occur during the ongoing operations of 
the revised project. 

Construction activities associated with the revised project may generate detectable odors from heavy-duty equipment 
exhaust and architectural coatings. However, construction-related odors would be short term in nature and cease upon 
project completion. In addition, the revised project would be required to comply with the California Code of 
Regulations, Title 13, Sections 2449(d)(3) and 2485, which minimizes the idling time of construction equipment either 
by shutting it off when not in use or by reducing the time of idling to no more than five minutes. This would further 
reduce the detectable odors from heavy-duty equipment exhaust. The revised project would also comply with  
SCAQMD Rule 1113, which would minimize odor impacts from ROG emissions during architectural coating. Any 
impacts to existing adjacent land uses would be short term and would be less than significant.  

The project would require similar levels of construction activities as the residential use contemplated in the 2006 EIR, 
and would not result in greater construction emissions, including those leading to odors. As noted, the proposed project 
would be constructed on the same project footprint as the project contemplated in the 2006 EIR. In addition, the project 
would use off-road construction equipment with newer diesel engines that generate fewer air pollutants emissions than 
those analyzed in the 2006 EIR. Therefore, the revised project would result in a less than significant impact regarding 
objectionable odors. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance:  Less Than Significant Impact.  

 
  
4  South Coast Air Quality Management District. 1993. CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  
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3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
This section corresponds with 2006 EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources. According to the 2006 EIR, multiple 
habitat assessments, focused surveys, and a jurisdictional delineation, were prepared for the approved project. 
 
Would the project: 
 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species 

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

Approved Project:  

Sensitive Plant and Wildlife Species 

As detailed in the 2006 EIR, no sensitive plant species or vegetation communities were observed in the approved 
project area, nor any suitable habitat for sensitive plant species. There were four dominant plant communities onsite 
at the time of the 2006 analysis, which included the following: 

• Disturbed annual grassland (34.8 acres): Occurs on level or gently sloping terrain in the northern and central 
portions of the site.  

• Coastal sage scrub (170.5 acres): Occurs on gentle and steep slopes throughout the site. 

• Mulefat scrub (3.8 acres): Occurs primarily in a set of old and abandoned settling basins in the northern 
portion of the site, along the valley bottom. 

• Riparian woodland (0.95-acre): Occurs along the main creek drainage on the western side of the site and in 
scattered locations in the smaller drainages elsewhere on the site. 

However, the 2006 EIR determined that the approved project site provides suitable habitat for the federally-threatened 
California gnatcatcher (CAGN) and the presence of CAGN has been recorded in past surveys. Therefore, Mitigation 
Measure B-1, below, requires the approved project to conduct continued annual surveys to confirm the absence of the 
CAGN. With implementation of Mitigation Measure B-1, the 2006 EIR concluded that potentially significant impacts 
relative to CAGN would be reduced to less than significant. 

During clearing and grubbing of the approved project site, vegetation that supports nesting birds would be removed. 
Destruction of active nests would be considered a significant impact. Burrowing owls (Athene cunicularia) (BUOW) 
are a species of Special Concern in California and are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). They 
have been known to move into areas where they are not expected. Although BUOW were not present at the approved 
project site during previous biological surveys, they could occupy the site at some point in the future since marginally 
suitable habitat does occur. Significant impact to BUOW on the site could occur if occupied burrows are collapsed or 
destroyed. Therefore, the approved project was required to implement Mitigation Measures B-2, B-3, and B-4, below, 
to reduce potentially significant impacts to BUOW. Compliance with these measures would reduce this impact to less 
than significant.  

Based on the 2006 EIR, development of the approved project would adversely impact six sensitive wildlife species as 
follows: San Diego homed lizard (Phrynosoma coronatum blainvillii), rufous-crowned sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps), 
California homed lark (Eremophila alpestris), San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californiciis bennettii), 
northwestern San Diego pocket mouse (Chaetodipis fallax fallax), and San Diego desert woodrat (Neotoma lepida 
intermedia). However, the species were not present in substantial numbers and were not afforded any legal protection 
at the time of the 2006 analysis. Therefore, the 2006 EIR determined that a less than significant impact would occur 
relative to these species.  
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Nesting Birds 

The approved project site contains suitable nesting bird habitat; however, no active nest was found during the habitat 
assessments. Construction-related temporary indirect impacts, such as noise, motion, and human activity, are 
considered significant to sensitive species, such as rufous-crowned sparrow and Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii), 
when nesting. These activities may disrupt the natural foraging patterns or lead to startle effects that reduce 
productivity of the nests. Therefore, Mitigation Measure B-5, below, required the approved project to conduct a pre-
construction nesting bird survey conducted no more than seven days prior to any ground disturbing activities, if 
construction occurs during the avian nesting season. With implementation of Mitigation Measure B-5, impacts relative 
to nesting birds would be reduced to less than significant. 

Revised Project: The revised project involves the same project footprint as analyzed in the 2006 EIR and the same 
mitigation measures required for the approved project would also be applicable to the revised project. Consistent with 
the approved project, implementation of Mitigation Measures B-1 through B-5 would reduce the revised project’s 
significant impacts relative to threatened or endangered species, and/or any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, 
or special status species, to a less than significant level.  

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: The 2006 EIR includes mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts. 
The following measures from the 2006 EIR are applicable to the revised project.  

B-1 A focused survey for the federally endangered California Gnatcatcher (CAGN) shall be conducted by a U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) permitted biologist each year that the property remains in an 
undeveloped state to confirm the continued absence of CAGN. The survey shall include all areas within the 
site. In the event that CAGN is detected or observed within the disturbance footprint, avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures shall be developed through consultation with the USFWS under 
Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) (or Section 7 as appropriate). Construction activities shall 
not be conducted so that such activities would result in an unlawful take under the ESA or California 
Endangered Species Act (CESA). At a minimum, mitigation measures shall include the timing of 
construction activities outside of the breeding season (February 15 to August 31) and/or the purchase of 
offsite suitable habitat that is known to support CAGN. 

 
B-2 A burrowing owl pre-construction survey shall be completed no sooner than 30 days prior to commencement 

of construction to detect any burrowing owls moving onto the site.  
 
B-3 If burrowing owls are detected during the pre-construction survey, they shall be actively or passively 

relocated prior to construction activity. Once all burrows on the project site are confirmed to be absent of 
burrowing owls, they shall be systematically collapsed. 

 
B-4 If burrowing owls are detected during the pre-construction survey, offsite replacement of burrowing owl 

habitat shall be purchased and/or placed in a conservation easement in perpetuity and managed to maintain 
suitable burrowing owl habitat. One alternate natural or artificial burrow shall be provided for each burrow 
that would be excavated in the project impact zone. The offsite replacement of suitable burrowing owl habitat 
shall follow one of the following scenarios: 

 
1. Replacement of occupied habitat with offsite occupied habitat: 9.75 acres per pair or single bird. 
2. Replacement of occupied habitat with offsite suitable unoccupied habitat: 19.5 acres per pair or single bird. 

 
B-5 The removal of vegetation or other potential nesting habitat shall be conducted outside of avian nesting 

season (February through August). If construction occurs during the avian nesting season, a pre-construction 
nesting bird survey shall be conducted no more than seven days prior to any ground disturbing activities. If 
birds are found to be nesting inside the impact area, construction shall be postponed until a qualified biologist 
determines that nests are no longer active.  

 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact With 2006 EIR Mitigation Incorporated. 
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b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and 
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Approved Project: As discussed in Impact 3.4(a), above, there were 0.95-acre of riparian woodland onsite at the time 
of the 2006 analysis, along the main creek drainage on the western side of the site and in scattered locations in the 
smaller drainages elsewhere on the site. No sensitive natural communities were located on the approved project site. 
The 2006 EIR provided mitigation relative to wetlands and jurisdictional waters. Mitigation Measure B-6 requires the 
approved project to obtain approval of a Streambed Alteration Agreement by CDFW pursuant to Fish and Game Code 
Section 1602, as described in Impact 3.4(c), below. With implementation of Mitigation Measure B-6, potentially 
significant impacts to riparian habitat would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Revised Project: Since the revised project involves the same project footprint as the approved project, the revised 
project may impact riparian habitat onsite. The revised project would also be subject to Mitigation Measure B-6, which 
requires the approval of a Streambed Alteration Agreement by CDFW. Therefore, consistent with the 2006 EIR, this 
impact would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  Refer to Mitigation Measure B-6, described in Impact 3.4(c), below.  
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact With 2006 EIR Mitigation Incorporated.  
 
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on State or Federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited 

to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

Approved Project: According to the 2006 EIR, a Jurisdictional Delineation was prepared for the approved project site 
as part of the biological resources assessment. The results of the Jurisdictional Delineation confirmed that no U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) jurisdictional waters occur on the approved project site. However, there are total 
of 1.61 acres of CDFW jurisdictional streambed on the approved project site. Therefore, the approved project was 
required to implement Mitigation Measure B-6 (Streambed Alteration Agreement) to reduce impacts in this regard to 
a less than significant level. 

Revised Project: The revised project involves the same project footprint as analyzed in the 2006 EIR. As such, the 
revised project is also required to implement Mitigation Measure B-6 to reduce impacts relative to wetlands and 
jurisdictional features to a less than significant level. Development of the revised project would not result in greater 
impacts than previously analyzed in the 2006 EIR in this regard. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  The 2006 EIR includes mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts. 
The following measures from the 2006 EIR are applicable to the revised project. 
 
B-6 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the project proponent shall provide the City with a copy of the 

Streambed Alteration Agreement pursuant to Fish and Game Code 1602. All terms of the agreement are made 
conditions of project approval. California Department of Fish and Wildlife may require enhancement and/or 
preservation of regional state water as conditions of the streambed alteration agreement. In addition, copies 
of all mitigation monitoring and reporting documents and correspondence shall be provided to the City.  

 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact With 2006 EIR Mitigation Incorporated.  
 
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? 
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Approved Project: According to the 2006 EIR, although local resident wildlife uses the approved project site and 
would make daily movements from foraging to cover and nest sites, field investigations and aerial photography 
conducted at the time of the 2006 analysis showed that the approved project site is not connected to a distinct 
movement corridor. The approved project site is adjacent to residential development to the east, north and west. The 
approved project site in its current undeveloped state is connected to similar undeveloped habitat to the south, although 
at its narrowest this adjoining habitat is 0.2-mile wide, with residential development on both sides. The approved 
project site would not provide east-west or north-south movement due to existing urbanization. Therefore, the 2006 
EIR determined that the approved project site would not provide a wildlife corridor integral in providing regional 
connectivity to other similar habitats and impacts were determined to be less than significant. 

Revised Project: The revised project site involves the same project footprint analyzed in the 2006 EIR. Existing 
conditions relative to migratory wildlife corridors remain similar to the conditions described in the 2006 EIR. 
Therefore, the revised project would not interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory 
fish or wildlife species. Impacts on native resident or migratory fish would be less than significant. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No new additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact.  
 
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 

preservation policy or ordinance? 

Approved Project: According to the 2006 EIR, there were no local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources that were applied to the approved project area at the time of 2006 analysis. Therefore, the 2006 EIR 
determined that this impact was less than significant. 

Revised Project: Since the time of the 2006 analysis, the City has developed a local ordinance relative to tree 
protection. Specifically, Title 12, Chapter 12.20 of the Colton Municipal Code outlines guidelines for the protection, 
removal, and preservation of trees. "Protected tree" means a native, specimen, heritage-eligible, mature (except for 
the trees in RS or RM-12 zones), or public tree. Most of the guidelines pertain to trees on public property; however, 
the code provides several guidelines for trees on private property that contain a City easement. 

According to the 2006 EIR, there were several existing Peruvian pepper trees (Schinus molle) present on the project 
site at the time of the 2006 analysis. Removal of these trees would be subject to the provisions of the City’s tree 
protection ordinance as defined in the Municipal Code. Compliance with these requirements would ensure that the 
revised project would not conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. This impact would 
be less than significant, and development of the revised project would not result in greater impacts than previously 
analyzed in the 2006 EIR.  

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No new additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact.  
 
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? 

Approved Project: According to the 2006 EIR, there were no habitat management or conservation plans that applied 
to the approved project area at the time of 2006 analysis. Therefore, the 2006 EIR determined that no impact would 
occur. 

Revised Project: The revised project does not lie within the boundaries of any Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) and/or 
Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) and would have no impact on any such plans. 
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Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: No Impact. 
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3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
This section corresponds with the 2006 EIR Effects Found Not to Be Significant (Cultural Resources) section and the 
2005 Initial Study Appendix V, Cultural Resources.  
 
Would the project: 
 
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to §15064.5? 

Approved Project: According to the 2006 EIR, a cultural resources assessment was conducted in 1999 and two historic 
period sites were discovered. However, both sites were determined to be ineligible for either the State or Federal 
registers of historic places. No further actions were considered due to lack of historical significance or research 
potential and no mitigation was required in the 2006 EIR. Therefore, the approved project was determined to have a 
less than significant impact relative to historical resources. 

Revised Project: The revised project is located on the same previously disturbed site as the approved project. 
Therefore, it is not anticipated that the revised project would have a significant impact on historical resources and no 
mitigation is required.  

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to § 

15064.5? 

Approved Project: The cultural resources assessment prepared for the 2006 EIR did not identify archaeological 
resource sites within the property boundary. However, the cultural resources assessment noted that, due to the dense 
vegetation and ground visibility, it was difficult to verify the presence or absence of any additional archeological 
resources. Therefore, Mitigation Measure CR-1, below, requires the presence of an archaeological monitor on the 
approved project site during all clearing and grubbing activities. The 2006 EIR determined that the approved project 
would result in a less than significant impact to archaeological resources with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
CR-1.  

Revised Project: The revised project would be located on the same project footprint as analyzed by the 2006 EIR. 
Mitigation Measure CR-1 from the 2006 EIR would also apply to the revised project, and impacts would be reduced 
to a less than significant level. Impacts in this regard would not be greater than previously analyzed in the 2006 EIR. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: The 2006 EIR includes mitigation measures to reduce potential cultural 
resources impacts. The following measure from the 2006 EIR is applicable to the revised project.  

CR-1 During all clearing and grubbing of the site, an archaeological monitor shall be present. If archeological 
materials are exposed during clearing of the site, the monitor shall have the authority to direct clearing 
activities away from the site until the significance of any discovery is determined. If the exposed resource 
is significant enough to justify collection, recordation and/or curation, the developer shall pay to have 
the material removed from the project site and properly documented and curated. This shall include 
consultation with local Native American representatives, if justified. A report of findings shall be 
prepared and at a minimum shall be made available to the City and the County Museum. 

 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact With 2006 EIR Mitigation Incorporated.  
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c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? 
 
Approved Project: Based on the 2006 EIR, no available information suggests that human remains may occur on the 
project site and the potential for such occurrence is low. If human remains are found, work in the affected area would 
be halted immediately and both the San Bernardino County Coroner’s Office and the City of Colton Police Department 
would be notified in accordance with State and local laws including the California Health and Safety Code Section 
7050.5. Compliance with this requirement would ensure that impacts are less than significant.  
 
Revised Project: The revised project would be located on the same project footprint as analyzed by the 2006 EIR. 
Like the approved project, impacts related to inadvertent discovery of human remains would be reduced through 
compliance with State and local laws such as California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5. Thus, development 
of the revised project would not result in greater impacts than previously analyzed in the 2006 EIR.  
 
Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact. 
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3.6 ENERGY 
 
Would the project: 
 
a)  Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 

consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation? 

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

Approved Project: The 2006 EIR did not include an assessment of energy impacts because the document pre-dates 
the updates that occurred to the CEQA Appendix G checklist in 2019, including the addition of an Energy subsection.  

Revised Project: The revised project involves the same project footprint as analyzed in the 2006 EIR. Electricity would 
be provided to the revised project site by the City of Colton Electric Utility. The Electric Utility owns and operates its 
own power plant, five substations and the entire electrical infrastructure including the transmission and distribution 
lines within the City boundaries. The Electric Utility serves approximately 16,000 residential customers and 2,500 
commercial and industrial customers, with a peak load of 90 megawatts56 

Natural gas would be provided to the revised project site by Southern California Gas (SoCalGas). SoCalGas is 
regulated by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), which regulates natural gas rates and natural gas 
services, including in-state transportation over the utilities' transmission and distribution pipeline systems, storage, 
procurement, metering, and billing. 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15007(c), “If a document meets the content requirements in effect when the 
document is sent out for public review, the document shall not need to be revised to conform to any new content 
requirements in Guideline amendments taking effect before the document is finally approved.” Since circulation of an 
Addendum is not required in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, and an assessment of energy impacts 
was not required when the previously certified EIR was circulated for public review, an analysis of energy impacts is 
not required under CEQA. Nonetheless, the revised project would be subject to Federal, State, and local regulatory 
requirements related to energy efficiency. Further, the revised project would be required to comply with goals, 
policies, and measures contained in the City’s General Plan intended to mitigate potential impacts to energy resources. 
Therefore, a less than significant impact relative to energy usage would occur. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: The 2006 EIR did not evaluate energy impacts; therefore, no mitigation 
measures were included. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact.  

 
 
6  City of Colton. 2015. Electric Utility Information website. https://www.ci.colton.ca.us/316/Electric-Utility-Information  
Accessed February 3, 2022. 

https://www.ci.colton.ca.us/316/Electric-Utility-Information
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3.7 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 
This section corresponds with 2006 EIR Effects Found Not to Be Significant (Geology and Soils) section and the 2005 
Initial Study Appendix VI, Geology and Soils. 
 
Would the project: 
 
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss injury, or 

death involving: 
 
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 

Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence 
of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. 

Approved Project: According to the 2006 EIR and the Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation Report that was 
prepared for the approved project, the project site contains hills known as badlands, which represent a block of land 
that have been uplifted along the San Jacinto Fault. The block of land is primarily comprised of alluvium Pliocene and 
Pleistocene age overlying metamorphic and igneous bedrock. According to the Reche Canyon Specific Plan, the 
project site is located approximately nine miles southwest of the San Andreas Fault and approximately 0.6 mile 
southwest of the San Jacinto Fault. Additionally, the Rialto-Colton Fault passes through the southwestern portion of 
the Reche Canyon Specific Plan Planning Area and the Reche Canyon Specific Plan describes the fault as “highly 
conjectural” and “appears to be relatively old and inactive.” Based on the above, the 2006 EIR determined that 
development of the approved project site would not cause adverse effects relative to the rupture of a known earthquake 
fault. The 2006 EIR determined that this impact is less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required. 

Revised Project: The revised project involves the same project footprint as analyzed in the 2006 EIR. As discussed 
above, the potential for fault rupture at the site is considered low. Although no active faults surround the project site, 
is the revised project would be required to comply with the requirements of the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning 
Act, as well as with the 2019 California Building Code (CBC), which includes specific design measures intended to 
maximize structural stability in the event of an earthquake.  

The revised project would be required to conform with the seismic building regulations contained in these sections of 
the Colton Municipal Code. Title 15, Buildings and Construction, of the Colton Municipal Code includes specific 
requirements for grading plans and building plans, which are reviewed by a building official prior to approval. Colton 
Municipal Code Chapter 18.41, Hillside Standards, establishes regulations for the preservation of hillsides and 
ridgelines with important topographic features relative to geology and soils. Therefore, similar to the approved project, 
the revised project would have a less than significant impact in this regard. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR.  
 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact.  
 
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

Approved Project: According to the 2006 EIR, the approved project area could be subject to ground shaking based on 
the project area’s location within a seismically active region of Southern California and in close proximity to two 
faults. However, the 2006 EIR determined that compliance with Colton Municipal Code regulations cited above and 
Uniform Building Code (UBC) requirements would ensure the safety of proposed structures at the approved project 
area, as well as conformance to standard practices of the Association of Structural Engineers of California and 
compliance with the Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. In addition, the approved project would implement 
2006 EIR Mitigation Measure G-1 to reduce potentially significant impacts in this regard. Therefore, impacts would 
be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Revised Project: The revised project involves the same project footprint as analyzed in the 2006 EIR. Additionally, the 
revised project would not result in greater impacts than previously analyzed in the 2006 EIR. Development of the 
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revised project would also be subject to the existing seismic design requirements identified in the Colton Municipal 
Code, UBC, Association of Structural Engineers of California, and Title 24 requirements. Similarly, the 
recommendations of the project-specific Geotechnical Investigation would be followed to further reduce impacts 
concerning strong seismic ground shaking (2006 EIR Mitigation Measure G-1). Thus, impacts would remain less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated.  

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: The 2006 EIR includes mitigation measures to reduce potential geology 
and soils impacts. The following measures from the 2006 EIR are applicable to the proposed project.  

G-1 A comprehensive Geotechnical Investigation shall be required prior to finalizing the design of the residential 
buildings. The performance requirements of the investigations shall at a minimum provide for protecting 
structures exposed to .72g of acceleration, or an alternative value as determined by the geologist. The 
performance standard to be applied to design requirements shall be the following: 

 
• Risk Class IV, Ordinary Risk Tolerance, including single family residences: 

 
o Acceptable Damage: An “ordinary” degree of risk is acceptable. The criteria envisioned 

by the Structural Engineers Association of California provide the best definition of the 
“ordinary” level of acceptable risk. These criteria require that buildings be able to: 

 
A. Resist minor earthquakes without damage; 
B. Resist moderate earthquakes without structural damage, but with some non-structural 

damage, or 
C. Resist major earthquakes, of the intensity or severity of the strongest experienced in 

California, without collapse, but with some structural, as well as non-structural 
damage. 

 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact With 2006 EIR Mitigation Incorporated.  
 
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Approved Project: Based on the 2006 EIR, the groundwater table beneath the approved project site is located in excess 
of 100 feet or more below ground surface (bgs). Additionally, the approved project site contains sandy loam soils 
which would reduce the potential for liquefaction to a less than significant impact. Impacts were determined to be less 
than significant in this regard.  

Revised Project: The revised project would not result in greater impacts than previously analyzed in the 2006 EIR 
since the revised project would involve the same project footprint as the approved project. As stated, the project site 
is not located within a liquefaction hazard area. A less than significant impact would occur.  

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required.  
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
iv) Landslides? 

Approved Project: According to the 2006 EIR, no evidence of the potential for landslides or soil instability exists on 
the approved project site based on the Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation. Therefore, no potential exposure to 
future residents would occur. A less than significant impact would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.  

Revised Project: The revised project involves the same project footprint as analyzed in the 2006 EIR. As a result, 
implementation of the revised project would not expose people or structures to seismic induced landslides. 
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Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Approved Project: Based on the 2006 EIR, project implementation would generate urban non-point pollutants that 
would enter the stormwater system. The approved project has the potential to discharge pollutants into the regional 
drainage system that leads to the Santa Ana River. The urban pollutants include motor oil, pesticides, detergents, 
animal waste, etc. into downstream waters. However, the approved project is not anticipated to discharge pollutants 
that would require pollution controls beyond those already implemented into the project required by the City. 

The City and County have adopted the best management practices (BMPs) designed to control the discharge of 
pollutants that comply with the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board. The implementation of BMPs 
would ensure that neither significant erosion, sedimentation, or other water quality degrading impacts would occur 
during construction. The approved project must comply with BMPs and pollutant discharge is required. Therefore, 
Mitigation Measures WQ-1 and WQ-2 would be implemented to ensure BMPs are successful. Refer to Section 3.10, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, for the applicable measures.  

Revised Project: The revised project involves the same project footprint as analyzed in the 2006 EIR. Additionally, 
excavation activities associated with the revised project would not result in significant erosion impacts or loss of 
topsoil. To reduce impacts related to soil erosion and loss of topsoil, all demolition and construction activities would 
be subject to compliance with the 2019 CBC. An erosion control plan would be implemented during inclement weather 
periods to reduce on-site erosion. In accordance with Clean Water Act and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) requirements, water erosion during construction would be minimized by limiting construction to 
dry weather, covering exposed excavated dirt during periods of rain, and protecting excavated areas from flooding 
with temporary berms. In addition, site preparation would be conducted in compliance with BMPs and state and local 
codes and requirements for erosion control, grading, and soil remediation. 

Long-term operation of the revised project would not result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil, following 
implementation of an approved landscape and irrigation plan, and with implementation of 2006 EIR Mitigation 
Measures WQ-1 and WQ-2, which are also applicable to the revised project. Potential impacts associated with erosion 
during construction and operation of the revised project would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
In addition, the revised project would not result in greater impacts than previously analyzed in the 2006 EIR. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: The 2006 EIR includes mitigation measures to reduce potential geology 
and soils impacts. Refer to Section 3.10, for the applicable measures for the revised project. 

Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact With 2006 EIR Mitigation Incorporated. 
 
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the 

project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction 
or collapse? 

Approved Project: Refer to Impact 3.7(a)(iii), 3.7(a)(iv), and 3.7(d) for a discussion concerning liquefaction, 
landslides, and collapse (from expansive soils), respectively. As stated in the 2006 EIR, the approved project site is 
not located in a geologic unit that has any known instability. The soil review determined that San Emigdio sandy loam 
and San Timoteo loam are the two soil types located on the project site. According to the 2005 Initial Study, these 
soils are not unstable but are not highly suitable for septic tank/sub-surface leach systems due to their location in 
steeper slopes. The 2006 EIR determined that this impact is less than significant. 

Revised Project: The revised project involves the same project footprint as analyzed in the 2006 EIR and would 
therefore be exposed to similar geologic conditions. Existing geologic conditions continue to be similar to those 
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analyzed at the time of the 2006 EIR analysis and the revised project would not result in greater impacts relative to 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse than previously analyzed in the 2006 EIR. Therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact.  
 
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 

creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

Approved Project: Based on the two soil types found on the project site, shrink-swell potential is moderately low and 
are not considered “expansive soils” as defined in Table 18-1-B of the UBC. Therefore, the 2006 EIR determined that 
future residences would not be impacted by soil expansion and no impact would occur. 

Revised Project: The revised project involves the same project footprint as analyzed in the 2006 EIR and would 
therefore be exposed to similar geologic conditions. Therefore, similar to the approved project, no impact would occur 
in this regard.  

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR.  
 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: No Impact. 
 
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water 

disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water? 

Approved Project: Based on the 2006 EIR, no impact would occur relative to septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems since the approved project would connect to the City’s wastewater reclamation plant.  

Revised Project: The revised project does not propose the construction of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems. As with the approved project, no impact would occur in this regard. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: No Impact. 
 
f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

Approved Project: According to the 2006 EIR, one geologic formation found in the approved project site may contain 
paleontological resources. The three underlying earth materials found on the site include artificial fill, Quaternary 
alluvium, and Cretaceous granodiorite. Although these formations have no or low potential to contain paleontological 
resources, the Quaternary-Tertiary San Timoteo Formation does have a potential to contain potentially significant 
paleontological resources. Therefore, Mitigation Measure CR-2 was provided for the approved project to reduce 
potentially significant impacts to paleontological resources. With implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-2, this 
impact would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Revised Project: The revised project is located on the same previously disturbed site as the approved project. Similar 
to the approved project, the revised project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource, 
or site, or unique geologic feature with implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-2. Mitigation Measure CR-2 from 
the 2006 EIR would also apply to the revised project, and impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
Impacts in this regard would not be greater than previously analyzed in the 2006 EIR. 
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Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: The 2006 EIR includes mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts. 
The following measure from the 2006 EIR is applicable to the proposed project.  

  
CR-2 During all initial grading and excavation activities within the San Timoteo Formation on the site a 

paleontological monitor shall be present. If paleontological material is exposed during grading of the 
site, the monitor shall have the authority to direct clearing activities away from the site until the 
significance of any discovery is determined. If the exposed resources are significant enough to justify 
collection, recordation and/or curation, the developer shall pay to have the material removed from the 
project site and properly documented and curated. A report of findings shall be prepared and at a 
minimum shall be made available to the City and the County Museum.  

 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 

 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact With 2006 EIR Mitigation Incorporated. 

  



 IRON HORSE HILLS PROJECT 
 Final Addendum 

 

 
October 2022 3-28 Environmental Analysis 

This page intentionally left blank 

  



 IRON HORSE HILLS PROJECT 
 Final Addendum 

 

 
October 2022 3-29 Environmental Analysis 

3.8 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
 
The previously certified 2006 EIR did not evaluate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions on a project specific basis as it 
was not required in the CEQA Guidelines at the time the 2006 EIR was prepared.  
 
In 2006, the City of Colton certified the 2006 EIR that analyzed the potential impacts associated with development of 
the approved project. Although this previous environmental document did not include a GHG analysis, a supplemental 
environmental analysis of GHG impacts cannot be required absent new information on that front. (Citizens for 
Responsible Equitable Environmental Development [CREED] v. City of San Diego, [2011] 196 Cal.App.4th 515, 
531.)  Information on the effect of GHG emissions on climate have been generally known before the City approved 
the 2006 EIR. (Id.) Thus, the effect of GHG emissions on climate could have been raised in 2006 when the City 
considered the EIR. A challenge to an EIR must be brought within 30 days of the lead agency’s notice of approval. 
(Pub. Resources Code, § 21167[b].) Under Public Resources Code section 21166(c), an agency may not require a 
supplemental environmental review unless new information, which was not known and could not have been known at 
the time the EIR was approved, becomes available. After a project has been subjected to environmental review, the 
statutory presumption flips in favor of the project proponent and against further review. (Moss v. County of Humboldt 
[2008] 162 Cal.App.4th 1041, 1049-1050.)  “‘[S]ection 21166 comes into play precisely because in-depth review has 
already occurred [and] the time for challenging the sufficiency of the original EIR has long since expired.’”  (Id., 
1050.) There is no evidence of new information of severe impact, and thus the City may rely on an addendum. 
Accordingly, the City finds that GHG impacts, and climate change are not “new information” under Public Resources 
Code Section 21166. 
 
Would the project: 
 
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact 

on the environment? 

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

Approved Project: The 2006 EIR did not include an assessment of GHG emissions impacts because the document 
pre-dates the subsequent updates that occurred to the CEQA Appendix G checklist, including the addition of a GHG 
Emissions subsection. 

Revised Project: As stated, GHG impacts were not evaluated in the 2006 EIR. The revised project would be 
constructed on the same site as the residential use contemplated in the 2006 EIR and, based on the proposed reduction 
of three residential dwelling units, would not result in an increase in construction or operational GHG emissions 
compared to the approved project. In fact, the project would result in an overall decrease in GHG emissions due to the 
use of construction equipment with newer and more energy efficient engines, fewer vehicle trips, improved vehicle 
emission standards, and compliance with more stringent energy efficiency standards. As such, there is no evidence 
that mitigation is necessary to reduce the revised project’s GHG impacts, and impacts would be less than significant. 
Additionally, as noted above, the City has determined that GHG emissions and climate change do not constitute new 
information under Public Resources Code Section 21166. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact. 
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3.9 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 
This section corresponds with 2006 EIR Effects Found Not to Be Significant (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) 
section and 2005 Initial Study Appendix 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? 

Approved Project: According to the 2006 EIR, implementation of the approved project would not create a significant 
hazard to the public or environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials following 
conformance with standard construction Best Management Practices (BMPs) and the existing regulatory framework 
in place for hazardous materials. A less than significant impact would occur.  

Revised Project: The revised project involves the same project footprint as analyzed in the 2006 EIR. Like the approved 
project, construction activities associated with the revised project could involve the routine transport, use, or disposal 
of hazardous materials, such as petroleum-based fuels or hydraulic fluid used for construction equipment. To reduce 
hazards to the public or environment, standard construction practices would be observed which minimize the potential 
for hazards and ensure that any materials released are appropriately contained and remediated as required by local, 
state, and federal law.  

Relative to operational impacts, the revised project would involve similar operations (i.e. residential  uses) as those 
analyzed under the approved project and would not involve the storage of hazardous substances other than the small 
amounts of cleaning and degreasing solvents, fertilizers, pesticides, and other materials used in the regular 
maintenance of buildings and landscaping. Thus, construction and operation of the revised project would result in less 
than significant impacts in this regard. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
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? 

Approved Project: Based on construction factors, the potential for accidental release of petroleum products in 
sufficient qualities may pose a significant hazard to people and the environment during implementation of the 
approved project. Thus, the 2006 EIR required that Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 be incorporated into the project’s 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to reduce impacts relative to hazardous materials to a less than 
significant level. Since quantities of hazardous materials on the project site after development would be household 
quantities, the 2006 EIR determined that the potential for significant release of hazardous materials would be a less 
than significant impact.  

Revised Project: The revised project involves the same project footprint as analyzed in the 2006 EIR. Thus, Mitigation 
Measure HAZ-1 would be incorporated into the revised project to reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: The 2006 EIR includes mitigation measures to reduce potential hazardous 
materials impacts. The following measures from the 2006 EIR are applicable to the revised project. 
 
HAZ-1 All spills or leakage of petroleum products during construction activities shall be remediated in 

compliance with applicable State and local regulations regarding cleanup and disposal of the 
contaminant released. The contaminated waste shall be collected and disposed of at an appropriately 
licensed disposal or treatment facility. 

 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
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Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact With 2006 EIR Mitigation Incorporated.  
 
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 

within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

Approved Project: The approved project site is not located within one-quarter of a mile of an existing or proposed 
school. Thus, no impact would occur. 

Revised Project: The revised project involves the same project footprint as that analyzed in the 2006 EIR. The nearest 
school to the revised project site is Cooley Ranch Elementary School located approximately 0.52-mile northwest of 
the site. Thus, implementation of the revised project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 0.25-mile of an existing or proposed school. As with the 
approved project, no impact would occur in this regard. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: No Impact. 
 
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 

Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment? 

Approved Project: Based on the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment prepared for the 2006 EIR, no contaminated 
sites were identified on the approved project site. Some contaminated sites were located approximately one-quarter 
mile from the approved project site; however, the approved project site would not be subject to offsite contamination 
and no impact would occur in this regard.  

Revised Project: The revised project involves the same project footprint as analyzed in the 2006 EIR. Based on an 
updated search of Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) hazardous waste and substance site list, the revised 
project is not located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government 
Code Section 65962.57. No impact would occur in this regard. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: No Impact. 
 
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 

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

Approved Project: According to the 2006 EIR, the approved project site is not located within two miles of a public 
airport nor a public airport land use plan area. No impact would occur.  

Revised Project: The revised project involves the same project footprint as analyzed in the 2006 EIR. The nearest 
public use airport is San Bernardino International Airport (SBIA) located approximately 3.7 miles northwest of the 
project site. The revised project is not located in SBIA’s Airport Influence Area or any of SBIA’s safety zones, based 

 
7  Department of Toxic Substances Control, Hazardous Waste and Substance Site List (CORTESE),  
https://calepa.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/CorteseList/, accessed on January 25, 2022. 
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on a review of the SBIA Planning Area Boundaries Map (Figure LU-4) of the City of San Bernardino General Plan8. 
Therefore, similar to the approved project, no impact would occur in this regard. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: No Impact. 
 
f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 

emergency evacuation plan? 

Approved Project: The 2006 EIR determined that the approved project would not impair implementation of or 
physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or an emergency evacuation plan. Limited construction 
is proposed for either Barton Road or Reche Canyon Road. The City requires a traffic management plan to be 
submitted in order to address any encroachment on collector roads like Barton Road or Reche Canyon. In addition, 
the approved project would be required to conduct traffic management control during any road construction activities. 
Therefore, the 2006 EIR determined that impacts would be less than significant. 

Revised Project: The revised project involves the same project footprint as analyzed in the 2006 EIR. As with the 
approved project, implementation of a traffic management plan during construction of the revised project would 
minimize congestion and ensure safe travel, including emergency access in the revised project vicinity. Similar to the 
approved project, the revised project would have a less than significant impact in this regard. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 

involving wildland fires? 

Approved Project: According to the 2006 EIR, the Reche Canyon area is recognized by the City General Plan as a 
high wildfire hazard area. However, the approved project would improve access to the project area with expanded 
roadways and provide dependable water supply with adequate fire flow to support fire protection services as part of a 
mandatory provision from the City. These improvements, combined with Mitigation Measure HAZ-2, would ensure 
that impacts related to wildland fires are reduced to a less than significant level.  

Revised Project: The revised project involves the same project footprint as that analyzed in the 2006 EIR. As discussed 
above, the revised project site is located in an undeveloped area surrounded by residential uses and is designated as a 
Very High Fire Hazard Area by CalFire9. Like the approved project, the revised project would improve access to the 
project area with expanded roadways and provide dependable water supply with adequate fire flow to support fire 
protection services as part of a mandatory provision from the City. With implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-
2, similar less than significant impacts would occur. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: The 2006 EIR includes mitigation measures to reduce potential wildland 
fire impacts. The following measure from the 2006 EIR is applicable to the revised project. 
 
HAZ-2 For those areas of the project site that are within 200 feet of high fire hazard vegetation areas, the 

developer shall provide the City with a wildland fire management plan that shall identify either 

 
8  City of San Bernardino General Plan. http://www.ci.san-
bernardino.ca.us/pdf/DevSvcs/General%20Plan%20Document.pdf accessed February 1, 2022. 
9  California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. 2022. Fire and Resource Assessment Program: FHSZ Viewer. 
https://egis.fire.ca.gov/FHSZ/ accessed January 25, 2022. 

http://www.ci.san-bernardino.ca.us/pdf/DevSvcs/General%20Plan%20Document.pdf
http://www.ci.san-bernardino.ca.us/pdf/DevSvcs/General%20Plan%20Document.pdf
https://egis.fire.ca.gov/FHSZ/
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adequate buffers to separate structures from significant exposure to wildlife or provide alternative 
buffering or defensible measures to protect homes that might be exposed to wildland fire hazards.  

 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact With 2006 EIR Mitigation Incorporated. 
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3.10 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
 
This section corresponds with 2006 EIR Effects Found Not to Be Significant (Hydrology and Water Quality) section 
and 2005 Initial Study Appendix VIII, Hydrology and Water Quality.  
 
Would the project: 
 
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially 

degrade surface or groundwater quality? 

Approved Project: The 2006 EIR determined the approved project’s potential impacts to water quality include the 
discharge of surface water and generation of wastewater during operation of the approved project. All wastewater 
from the approved project site would be delivered to the City’s wastewater discharge facilities which comply with 
wastewater discharge requirements. The potential for discharge of degraded surface water during storm events would 
occur during construction and during operation of the approved project. Therefore, Mitigation Measure WQ-1 and 
WQ-2 would be implemented to ensure the approved project would not violate storm water discharge requirements 
established by Santa Ana RWQCB. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Revised Project: As part of Section 402 of the Clean Water Act, the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has 
established regulations under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program to control direct 
stormwater discharges. In California, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) administers the NPDES 
permitting program and is responsible for developing NPDES permitting requirements. The NPDES program regulates 
industrial pollutant discharges, which include construction activities. The SWRCB works in coordination with the 
Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCB) to preserve, protect, enhance, and restore water quality. Like the 
approved project, the revised project site is within the jurisdiction of the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB). 

Impacts related to water quality typically range over three different periods: 1) during the earthwork and construction 
phase, when the potential for erosion, siltation, and sedimentation would be the greatest; 2) following construction, 
prior to the establishment of ground cover, when the erosion potential may remain relatively high; and 3) following 
completion of the project, when impacts related to sedimentation would decrease markedly, but those associated with 
urban runoff would increase. 

Project construction could result in short-term impacts to water quality due to the handling, storage, and disposal of 
construction materials, maintenance and operation of construction equipment, and earthmoving activities. These 
potential pollutants could damage downstream waterbodies. Dischargers whose projects disturb one or more acres of 
soil, or whose projects disturb less than one acre but are part of a larger common plan of development that in total 
disturbs one or more acres, are required to obtain coverage under the SWRCB’s General Permit for Discharges of 
Stormwater Associated with Construction Activity Construction General Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ 
(Construction General Permit). The Construction General Permit requires the project applicant to prepare and 
implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP would specify BMPs to be used during 
revised project construction to minimize or avoid water pollution, thereby reducing potential short-term impacts to 
water quality. Upon completion of the revised project, the project applicant would be required to submit a Notice of 
Termination to the SWRCB to indicate that construction has been completed. 

Following conformance with the Construction General Permit, SWPPP, implementation of BMPs, and Mitigation 
Measures WQ-1 and WQ-2, the revised project’s short-term impacts to water quality and waste discharge requirements 
would be less than significant. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: The 2006 EIR includes mitigation measures to reduce potential hydrology 
and water quality impacts. The following measures from the 2006 EIR are applicable to the revised project. 
 
WQ-1 The project proponent shall select best management practices from the Riverside County DAMP 

Supplement A Attachment (or equivalent measures) that achieve an 80 percent reduction in 
pollutants, during construction and following construction during occupancy to control urban runoff 
water quality impacts after the project is constructed. 
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WQ-2 The project shall install drainage improvements, including detention basins and connections to 
existing drainage facilities that limit the volume of runoff from the developed site to the pre-existing 
storm runoff discharge. The detention facilities and drainage inlets shall include fossil fuel filters to 
capture trash and urban pollutants. 

 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact With 2006 EIR Mitigation Incorporated.  
 
b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 

such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin? 

Approved Project: Based on the 2006 EIR, the approved project site is located on existing geology substrates that do 
not serve as a primary water recharge location within the Reche Canyon. Existing vegetative cover tends to intercept 
most the precipitation that falls into the project site. The approved project would not use any onsite wells that would 
adversely impact the existing groundwater basin within Reche Canyon. However, water from the Colton/Rialto Water 
Basin would be utilized. The City of Colton obtains domestic water supplies from wells located in the Colton/Rialto 
Water Basin. Any groundwater extractions are required to be offset by percolation of imported water, which is 
obtained from the San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District (SBVMWD). Therefore, this requirement to offset 
groundwater extraction in excess of recharge would reduce the potential to substantially deplete groundwater supplies.  

Additionally, the approved project includes the construction of a detention basin, and maintenance of open space on 
the approved project site would support groundwater infiltration. Therefore, the 2006 EIR determined that a less than 
significant impact relative to groundwater resources would result from approved project implementation.  

Revised Project: The revised project site is not currently used for groundwater recharge purposes, and the revised 
project includes the same project features (i.e. detention basins) as the approved project. The project site is not 
currently used for groundwater recharge purposes. The revised project would construct a groundwater well located on 
an approximately 0.5 acres of Lot B or Lot F. A pressure reducing station would also be constructed on an 
approximately 0.25-acre portion of Lot H. Both features would be dedicated to the City and operated by the City’s 
Water Department. As discussed, groundwater extractions are required to be offset by percolation of imported water, 
which is obtained from the SBVMWD. Therefore, this requirement to offset groundwater extraction in excess of 
recharge would reduce the potential to substantially deplete groundwater supplies. 

As such, the revised project would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management. Impacts would be less 
than significant in this regard. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 

of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner that 
would: 

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

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

Approved Project: Based on the 2006 EIR, the onsite drainage system would be substantially altered; however, 
discharge points from the approved project site would remain the same. Mitigation Measures WQ-1 and WQ-2 would 
ensure that flow rates would not exceed existent flow rates and the volume or runoff discharged from the approved 
project would not significantly increase. Additionally, the onsite controls on surface water runoff would reduce 
impacts to a less than significant impact.  
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Revised Project: The revised project involves the same physical footprint as analyzed in the 2006 EIR and would 
result in similar drainage patterns as the approved project. Similar to the approved project, implementation of 
Mitigation Measures WQ-1 and WQ-2 would reduce impacts relative to erosion or siltation to a less than significant 
impact. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: Refer to Mitigation Measures WQ-1 and WQ-2.  
 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact With 2006 EIR Mitigation Incorporated. 
 
iii)  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? 

Approved Project: Refer to the discussion in Impact 3.10 (c)(i) and (c)(ii). The 2006 EIR determined that the volume 
of surface runoff discharged from the project site would not exceed the capacity of the downstream drainage system 
since future discharges would not exceed current discharges. A less than significant impact would occur in this regard. 

Revised Project: On-site stormwater runoff associated with the revised project would be conveyed through public 
street improvements and on-site infiltration to dispose of stormwater. Additionally, with required adherence to a 
SWPPP and WQMP as discussed above, the revised project would not be a substantial source of polluted runoff. The 
project would not create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm 
water drainage systems. In addition, the revised project would be required to implement stormwater management 
practices as discussed in Colton Municipal Code Title 14, Storm Drains and Floodplain Management. A less than 
significant impact would occur. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR.  
 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact With 2006 EIR Mitigation. 
 
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation? 

Approved Project: The 2006 EIR determined the approved project had a potential to place people and structures within 
a 100-year flood hazard area. However, with implementation of the Mitigation Measure WQ-3, flood hazard impacts 
would be reduced to a less than significant level.  

Revised Project: According to the FEMA National Flood Hazard Layer Viewer, which has been updated since 
preparation of the 2006 EIR, the revised project site is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area.10 According 
to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) (dated September 16, 
2016), the approved project site is located within Zone AE. Zone AE is located outside of the special flood hazard 
areas subject to inundation by the 0.2 percent annual chance of flood, and no floodplain management regulations were 
identified as required. The revised project site is located approximately 49 miles from the Pacific Ocean and is not 
adjacent to any marine or inland water bodies. Thus, a less than significant impact would occur in this regard. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: The 2006 EIR includes mitigation measures to reduce potential flooding 
impacts. The following measures from the 2006 EIR are applicable to the revised project.  
 
WQ-3 All habitable structures shall be elevated at least one foot above the 100-year flood elevation on the 

property following grading. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 

 
10  Federal Emergency Management Agency. N.d. National Flood Hazard Layer Viewer. https://www.fema.gov/national -
flood-hazard-layer-nfhl.  Accessed January 26, 2022. 
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Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact With 2006 EIR Mitigation Incorporated. 
 
e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater 

management plan? 

Approved Project: As discussed in Impacts 3.10(a) and (b) above, based on the 2006 EIR, the approved project would 
not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, nor would it substantially deplete 
groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge. As such, the 2006 EIR determined that the 
approved project would have a less than significant impact relative to water quality control plans and/or sustainable 
groundwater management plans. 

Revised Project: The revised project site is located in the Santa Ana River Hydrologic Unit in the South Coast 
Hydrologic Region. The Santa Ana RWQCB oversees basin planning and water quality in the Santa Ana River 
Hydrologic Unit. The Santa Ana RWQCB prepares the Water Quality Control Plan for the Santa Ana River Basin 
(Basin Plan) to protect local surface waters and groundwater basins. The Basin Plan designates beneficial uses of 
water in the region and provides objectives to maintain or improve water quality in the region. 

As described in Responses 3.10(c)iii) and 3.10(c)iv) above, the revised project would install onsite detention basins. 
Since the NPDES permit is intended to protect water quality, compliance with the permit would ensure that the revised 
project would not impair existing or potential beneficial uses of nearby or downstream water bodies and would not 
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the Basin Plan. The revised project would use the existing water main to 
receive water from the SBVMWD. Since the revised project would not use groundwater, the revised project would 
not conflict with a groundwater management plan. Additionally, the reduction in dwelling units would reduce impacts 
to available supplies. Thus, impacts to a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan would 
be less than significant. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact.  
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3.11 LAND USE AND PLANNING 
 
This section corresponds with 2006 EIR Section 3.2, Land Use and Planning.  
 
Would the project: 
 
a) Physically divide an established community? 

Approved Project: Based on the 2006 EIR, the approved project site is described as an infill project that is surrounded 
by a variety of residential uses in all directions. The approved project would create a new residential neighborhood 
that would become a part of the existing residential community at the mouth of Reche Canyon. Thus, there is no 
potential to create a physical division within an established community and a less than significant impact would occur.  

Revised Project: The physical division of an established community is typically associated with construction of a 
linear feature, such as a major highway or railroad tracks, or removal of a means of access, such as a local road or 
bridge, which would impair mobility within an existing community or between a community and an outlying area. 

Consistent with the approved project, the revised project would be developed on the same project site with the same 
proposed uses (i.e., residential). None of the revised project components would constitute a barrier that would 
physically divide an established community. Access to and movement throughout the revised project area and the City 
would not be physically impaired due to the revised project. Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or 

regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

Approved Project: The 2006 EIR determined that the approved project would conflict with the Reche Canyon Specific 
Plan due to project inconsistencies with the Reche Canyon Specific Plan. However, at the time of the 2006 analysis, 
the approved project included a Specific Plan Amendment (SPA) that included changes to Planning Area boundaries, 
land use designations, circulation, parks and trails, and grading, as detailed in Section 3.2.3, Project Impact Analysis, 
of the 2006 EIR. Approval of the SPA eliminated the approved project’s conflicts with the Reche Canyon Specific 
Plan for all components except the parks and trails component since the approved project would have resulted in 
deficient park amenities even with the inclusion of new park areas within the residential development. Therefore, 
Mitigation Measure LU-1 was included in the 2006 EIR to require the approved project to implement additional park 
amenities and reduce potentially significant impacts in this regard. The 2006 EIR determined that with implementation 
of Mitigation Measure LU-1, the approved project would not cause a significant impact due to a conflict with any land 
use plan, policy, or regulation. This impact is less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  

Revised Project: As discussed previously, both the land use designation and the zoning designation of the revised 
project site is Reche Canyon Specific Plan. The revised project’s land use is consistent with the Reche Canyon Specific 
Plan designation and does not propose any land use designation changes. In addition, the revised project has been 
designed to meet the regulations of the Reche Canyon Specific Plan zoning designation as the project would comply 
with the minimum lot standards for area, width, and depth. The proposed buildings would comply with height, floor 
area ratio, and setback regulations. In addition, although not proposed as part of this project, the additional right-of-
way surrounding “Street A” would ensure project consistency with Colton General Plan Mobility Element Figure M-
3 (Long-Term Roadway Improvements), which identifies this road as a “Planned Arterial” between Barton Road and 
Westwood Street.   

As revised, the revised project would still be required to implement Mitigation Measure LU-1, similar to the approved 
project. Therefore, the revised project would not conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation with 
implementation of this measure. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigated incorporated. 
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Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: The 2006 EIR includes mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts 
relative to park facilities. The following measures from the 2006 EIR are applicable to the revised project. 
 
LU-1 The applicant shall provide additional park amenities to provide for family-oriented and/or sports-

oriented uses and provide park restrooms. Examples of additional amenities may include picnic 
tables, barbecues, benches, and sports equipment (pull up bars, balance beams, etc.). The specific 
mix of amenities shall be determined between the City and the Applicant during the design review 
process. 

 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact With 2006 EIR Mitigation Incorporated. 
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3.12 MINERAL RESOURCES 
 
This section corresponds with 2006 EIR Effects Found Not to Be Significant (Mineral Resources) section and 2005 
Initial Study Appendix X, Mineral Resources. 
 
Would the project: 
 
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource of value to the region and the residents 

of the State? 

Approved Project: The 2006 EIR determined that the approved project is not within any designated Mineral Resource 
Zones (MRZ). In addition, no known mineral resources are known to exist within the approved project area. Therefore, 
no impacts to mineral resources would occur.  

Revised Project: The revised project involves the same project footprint as analyzed in the 2006 EIR. Thus, no impacts 
to known mineral resources of value to the region and residents would occur. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: No Impact. 
 
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? 

Approved Project: According to the 2006 EIR, the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery 
site would not occur as a result of the approved project, and no mineral resources are anticipated to occur within the 
approved project area. Therefore, no impact would occur in this regard. 

Revised Project: Refer to Response 3.12(a). No mineral resources impacts would occur with the revised project. 
 
Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: No Impact. 
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3.13 NOISE 
 
This section corresponds with 2006 EIR Effects Found Not to Be Significant (Noise) section and 2005 Initial Study 
Appendix XI, Noise. 
 
Would the project result in? 
 
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity 

of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies? 

Approved Project: 

Construction Impacts 

The City of Colton’s noise ordinance has not established noise performance standards for construction activities. 
Therefore, this analysis used the construction noise performance standards found in the County of San Bernardino 
Development Code which restricts such noise producing construction activity to daytime hours. Specifically, the 
County of San Bernardino Development Code, Section 83.01.080, indicated that noise producing construction 
activities are restricted to between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. Monday to Saturday, with no such activity 
permitted on Sundays or Federal holidays. 

Based on the 2006 EIR, a Noise Impact Analysis was prepared for the approved project. Existing noise levels adjacent 
to Barton Road were measured as 75 A-weighted decibels (dBA), which were based on existing traffic volumes on 
Barton Road. Due to the large amount of grading that would occur with construction of the approved project, grading 
equipment may generate 90+ A- dBA during the day. Therefore, Mitigation Measure N-1, below, which limits the 
permitted hours of construction based on established standards, would reduce potentially significant construction-
related noise impacts to a less than significant level.  

Operational Impacts 

The City of Colton establishes its noise performance standards in the City’s Municipal Code. The noise ordinance 
(Municipal Code § 18.42.040) establishes a threshold of 65 dBA as the maximum operational sound level permitted 
to be generated, when measured at the boundary line of the property on which the sound is generated. While the City 
does not indicate the noise metric for this performance threshold, for purposes of this analysis it is assumed the 
applicable noise metric is an hourly average noise exposure level (65 dBA Leq(h)) applicable to all daytime and 
nighttime hours. 

The 2006 EIR determined that with the approved project, existing residences near Barton Road may be exposed to 
higher operational noise levels than those permitted by the City standards. Therefore, Mitigation Measures N-2 
through N-4, which contain project design features intended to address long-term noise impacts, would reduce 
potentially significant operational noise impacts to a less than significant level.  

Revised Project:  The revised project involves the same project footprint as analyzed in the 2006 EIR. Similar to the 
approved project, the revised project site would not involve greater noise impacts due to the reduction of three dwelling 
units. Thus, construction and operational noise impacts would be less than significant. 

Construction Impacts 

The revised project would result in similar construction-related noise impacts as those identified for the approved 
project in the 2006 EIR. However, similar to the approved project, construction would occur within the City’s 
permitted hours of operation in accordance with Mitigation Measure N-1. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant with mitigation and the revised project would not result in greater impacts than previously analyzed in the 
2006 EIR. 

Operational Impacts 
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The revised project would result in similar operational noise impacts as those identified for the approved project in 
the 2006 EIR, relative to the existing residential units near Barton Road. Similar to the approved project, operational 
noise impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with the implementation of Mitigation Measures N-2, 
N-3, and N-4. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  The 2006 EIR includes mitigation measures to reduce potential noise 
impacts. The following measures from the 2006 EIR are applicable to the revised project. It should be noted that the 
permitted hours of construction were different at the time of the 2006 analysis and have since been revised. Therefore, 
any modifications to the original mitigation measures are shown in strikethrough for deleted text and new, inserted 
text is underlined. 

 
N-1 Permitted exterior work hours shall be limited to 7:00 a.m. to 57:00 p.m. Monday through Friday 

Saturday. No exterior work shall be done between the hours of 57:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., nor on 
Saturdays, Sundays, or legal holidays without the permission of the City, except in case of an 
emergency. 

 
N-2 A minimum of a 7-foot-high masonry perimeter wall shall be constructed along Barton Road where 

the 60 dBA Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) noise contour extends into the proposed 
residential area. 

 
N-3 Second stories of residences directly backing up to Barton Road shall be equipped with air 

conditioning and dual-paned windows in all habitable room with a direct view of Barton Road. The 
windows shall achieve a minimum sound transmission class (STC) 28. 

 
N-4  Verification that residential interior standards of 45 dBA CNEL can be met with proposed building 

components shall be demonstrated through computer modeling at the time of plan check.  
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact With 2006 EIR Mitigation Incorporated. 
 
b) Generation of excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne noise levels? 

Approved Project: According to the 2006 EIR, grading activities would be extensive, however, no blasting or pile 
driving is anticipated. Thus, the 2006 EIR determined that the approved project would not generate excessive ground 
borne vibration or noise and a less than significant impact would occur.  

Revised Project: The revised project would not generate or expose persons or structures to excessive ground borne 
vibration from construction. Construction of the revised project would have the potential to result in varying degrees 
of temporary ground borne vibration, depending on the specific construction equipment used and the operations 
involved. Vibration generated by construction equipment spreads through the ground and diminishes in magnitude 
with increases in distance. The results from ground borne vibration can range from no perceptible effects at the lowest 
vibration levels, to low rumbling sounds and perceptible vibration at moderate levels, to slight structure damage at the 
highest levels. Ground borne vibrations from construction activities rarely reach levels that damage structures. 

The majority of construction activities would not involve equipment that would generate excessive vibration impacts 
to the nearby sensitive receptors. However, the revised project does propose the use of heavy-duty construction 
equipment (e.g., loaded trucks). It should be acknowledged that construction activities would occur throughout the 
project site and would not be concentrated at the point closest to the sensitive receptors. Therefore, ground borne 
vibration would not exceed established thresholds and impacts would be less than significant.  

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact. 
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c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip an airport land use plan or, where such 
a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

Approved Project: The approved project site is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a 
public airport or a public use airport that would expose people working in the project site to excessive noise levels. 
The approved project site is also not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip that would expose people working 
in the project sites to excessive noise levels. Therefore, the 2006 EIR determined that the approved project would not 
expose people to excessive airport related noise and no impact would occur. 

Revised Project: The revised project involves the same project footprint as analyzed in the 2006 EIR. As discussed in 
Section 3.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the nearest airport to the project site is the San Bernardino 
International Airport (SBIA), which is located approximately 3.7 miles northwest of the revised project site. Thus, the 
revised project would similarly have no impact related to excessive airport related noises. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  No new additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: No Impact. 
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3.14 POPULATION AND HOUSING 
 
This section corresponds with 2006 EIR Effects Found Not To Be Significant (Population and Housing) section and 
2005 Initial Study Appendix XII, Population and Housing. 

 
Would the project: 
 
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing 

new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? 

Approved Project: Based on the 2006 EIR, the approved project was modified with a reduction in development 
intensity from the originally proposed 247 residential units to 187 residential units. Since the Reche Canyon Specific 
Plan allowed for development of up to 284 residential units, the 2006 EIR determined that the approved project would 
not induce substantial unplanned growth and that this impact would be less than significant.  

Revised Project: Since the time of the adoption of the 2006 EIR, the project has been modified again to reduce the 
residential unit count from 187 units to 184 units. The revised project would add new residential to the City’s 
population; however, it would not induce growth in the area that is not already planned and permitted under the City’s 
General Plan. Based on the City’s average household size of 3.50, 11 the revised project would introduce up to 644 
new residents. Therefore, although nominal, the revised project would induce population growth in a local context. 
Conservatively assuming that all 644 new residents relocate from outside of the City, potential population growth 
associated with the revised project would represent only a 1.2 percent increase over the City’s existing 2020 population 
of 54,051 persons.12 As a result, the revised project would result in less than significant impacts to population growth. 
Impacts would not be greater than that previously analyzed in the 2006 EIR.  

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact.  
 
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of 

replacement housing elsewhere? 

Approved Project: According to the 2006 EIR, the approved project would not displace any existing housing or people 
since the approved project site is currently undeveloped. No impact would occur. 

Revised Project: Similar to the approved project, the revised project would also not displace any residents or housing 
from the revised project site since there are currently no existing houses or structures onsite. As such, no impact would 
occur. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: No Impact. 
 
  

 
11  California Department of Finance, Report E 5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State, 
2011-2021, With 2010 Census Benchmark, Sacramento, California. 
https://www.dof.ca.gov/Forecasting/Demographics/Estimates/e-5/ accessed January 27, 2022. 
12  Ibid. 

https://www.dof.ca.gov/Forecasting/Demographics/Estimates/e-5/
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3.15 PUBLIC SERVICES 
 
This section corresponds with 2006 EIR Effects Found Not To Be Significant (Public Services) section, Section 3.3, 
Public Services, and 2005 Initial Study Appendix XIII, Public Services.  
 
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new 

or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable serve ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public 
services: 

 
i) Fire Protection? 

Approved Project: According to the 2006 EIR, the approved project area is served by the Colton Fire Department. 
The approved project proposed 187 residential units to the City’s existing housing. The approved project would 
contribute to an incremental demand for fire and emergency services. However, the approved project would be 
required to pay development impact fees in accordance with Colton Municipal Code Chapter 12.32, Public 
Improvement Fees. This chapter requires development projects that would create a need for new or expanded public 
improvements be required to dedicate land, construct improvements, and/or pay impact fees sufficient to mitigate all 
adverse environmental impacts. As such, the 2006 EIR determined that the approved project would result in a less 
than significant impact relative to fire protection services. 

Revised Project: The revised project site continues to be serviced by the Colton Fire Department; the nearest fire 
station is Fire Station #214, located approximately 0.5-mile northwest of the revised project site. Similar to the 
approved project, the revised project would result in an incremental demand for fire protection services. However, 
similar to the approved project, the revised project would also be required to pay development impact fees and would 
be subject to the project design requirements set forth in the 2019 California Fire Code and the 2019 California 
Building Standards Code, in accordance with Colton Municipal Code Chapter 15.16, California Fire Code. A less 
than significant impact would occur and impacts would not be greater than those identified in the 2006 EIR.  

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact.  
 

b) Police Protection? 

Approved Project: According to the 2006 EIR, the approved project area is served by the Colton Police Department. 
The 2006 EIR determined that the approved project would contribute to an incremental demand for police protection 
services. However, the approved project would be required to pay development impact fees in accordance with Colton 
Municipal Code Chapter 12.32, Public Improvement Fees, which would offset potential impacts to police protection 
services. The 2006 EIR determined that impacts would be less than significant in this regard. 

Revised Project: The revised project site continues to be served by the Colton Police Department, which is located at 
650 North La Cadena Drive in Colton, approximately 2.5 miles northwest of the revised project site. Similar to the 
approved project, the revised project would result in an incremental demand for police protection services in the 
project area. Payment of development impact fees in accordance with Colton Municipal Code Chapter 12.32, Public 
Improvement Fees, would offset or reduce potential impacts to police protection services that may result with the 
approved project. A less than significant impact would occur and impacts would not be greater than those identified 
in the 2006 EIR.  

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR.  
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact.  
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c) Schools? 

Approved Project: Based on the 2006 EIR, the approved project site is within the boundaries of the Colton Joint 
Unified School District (CJUSD) and would be accommodated by three schools; specifically, Reche Canyon 
Elementary School, Terrace Hills Middle School, and Colton High School. The 2006 EIR states that the approved 
project would contribute an additional 159 students to the existing three school facilities, and that two out of the three 
schools would experience a temporary exceedance of student capacity until new planned schools are built. Therefore, 
the approved project is required to pay school development impact fees as indicated in Mitigation Measure PS-1, 
below, to offset the approved project’s resultant student generation in excess of school capacity. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure PS-1 would reduce potentially significant impacts relative to schools to a less than significant 
level.  

Revised Project: Similar to the approved project, the revised project would introduce new residents into the City and 
result in student generation that could impact local school capacities. A nominal reduction in student generation would 
occur with the decreased development intensity (i.e., reduction in the number of proposed residential units from 187 
to 184). Like the approved project, the revised project would also be subject to the payment of school development 
impact fees as provided for in Mitigation Measure PS-1. A less than significant impact with mitigation would occur 
and impacts would not be greater than those identified in the 2006 EIR. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  The 2006 EIR includes mitigation measures to reduce potential public 
service impacts. The following measures from the 2006 EIR are applicable to the revised project.  
 
PS-1 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the developer shall pay all legally established development 

impact fees, as well as associated school fees to the Colton Joint Unified School District in 
accordance with State law and provide proof of payment to the City of Colton.  

 
Mitigation Measures:  No new additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact With 2006 EIR Mitigation Incorporated. 
 

d) Parks? 

Approved Project: According to the 2006 EIR, the approved project would have a relatively high demand for 
recreational services and would contribute to an incremental demand for park capacity. However, as discussed in 
Section 3.11, Land Use and Planning, the approved project would implement Mitigation Measure LU-1, which 
requires the approved project to implement additional park amenities as part of the project, to reduce potentially 
significant impacts in this regard. The construction of new park facilities with the approved project, in addition to the 
payment of development impact fees, would offset the approved project’s potentially significant impacts relative to 
parks. Therefore, the 2006 EIR determined that impacts relative to parks would be reduced to a less than significant 
level with mitigation.  

Revised Project: The City of Colton owns and operates 37 acres of park land/open space and is under the standard for 
park land per population (a park within 0.5 mile of every residential neighborhood and 5 acres of park land per 1,000 
residents). Similar to the approved project, the revised project involves the development of residential land uses which 
would include the construction of new parks and recreational facilities, as provided for in Mitigation Measure LU-1. 
The revised project would also be subject to the payment of development impact fees. Thus, this impact would be less 
than significant with mitigation and impacts would not be greater than those identified in the 2006 EIR.  

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: Refer to Mitigation Measure LU-1 in Section 3.11 of this Addendum. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact With 2006 EIR Mitigation Incorporated.  
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e) Other public facilities? 

Approved Project: According to the 2006 EIR, other public facilities affected by the approved project would primarily 
include roads. Road improvements would be constructed to comply with City design standards and ongoing tax 
generation would fund maintenance long-term. Thus, a less than significant impact would occur and no mitigation 
measures are required.  

Revised Project: The revised project involves the same project footprint as the approved project, and similar to the 
approved project, road improvements would be constructed in accordance with City design standards. A less than 
significant impact would occur in this regard. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR.  
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact. 
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3.16 RECREATION 
 
This section corresponds with 2006 EIR Effects Found Not To Be Significant (Recreation) section and 2005 Initial 
Study Appendix 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? 

Approved Project: Refer to the discussion in Impact 3.15(d), above. According to the 2006 EIR, the approved project 
would increase the demand for neighborhood and regional parks. The approved project would include approximately 
61 acres of open space and parkland and is subject to Mitigation Measure LU-1. Additionally, as discussed previously, 
the project proponent is required to pay the park development impact fees. Thus, with the proposed parkland and the 
payment of necessary development impact fees, the approved project would not have a significant increase in the use 
of existing parks facilities. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.  

Revised Project: The revised project includes the same project footprint as the approved project analyzed in 2006 
EIR. Similar to the approved project, the revised project is subject to the payment of development impact fees as well 
as implementation of Mitigation Measure LU-1. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.  

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: Refer to Mitigation Measure LU-1 in Section 3.11 of this Addendum. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact With 2006 EIR Mitigation Incorporated.  
 
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 

recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

Approved Project: According to the 2006 EIR, the proposed park, open space, and recreation facilities of the approved 
project would offset potentially significant impacts to recreational resources. Thus, a less than significant would occur.  

Revised Project: The revised project includes the same project footprint as the approved project analyzed in 2006 EIR. 
Similar to the approved project, the proposed park, open space, and recreation facilities that would be constructed with 
the approved project, as provided for in Mitigation Measure LU-1, would offset potentially significant impacts to 
recreational resources. Thus, a less than significant impact would occur with mitigation and impacts would not be 
greater than those identified in the 2006 EIR. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: Refer to Mitigation Measure LU-1 in Section 3.11 of this Addendum.  
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact With 2006 EIR Mitigation Incorporated. 
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3.17 TRANSPORTATION 
 
This section corresponds with 2006 EIR Effects Found Not To Be Significant (Transportation/Traffic) section and 
2005 Initial Study Appendix XV, Transportation/Traffic. In addition, the Iron Horse Hills Residential Development 
Trip Generation Assessment (Trip Generation Assessment) was prepared by Michael Baker International (dated 
February 16, 2022); refer to Appendix B, Trip Generation Assessment. 
 
Would the project: 
 
a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including 

transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities? 

Approved Project: The Colton Land Investment, LLC Project Traffic Impact Analysis (Urban Crossroads 2005), 
documented in the EIR, analyzed estimated project trips for the construction of 200 single family homes. Table 3-4 
shows the trip generation rates for single family detached residential, and Table 3-5 provides the previously 
documented trip generation calculations in the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA). 

Table 3-4:   Project Trip Generation Rates 

TRIP GENERATION RATES (VEHICLES) 

LAND USE ITE 
CODE 

DAILY TRIPS 
RATE 

AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 
Rate In / Out Rate In / Out 

Single-Family Detached 210 9.57 / DU 0.75 25% / 75% 1.01 63% / 37% 
Source: Institute of Transportation Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 7th Edition. 

 

Table 3-5:  Traffic Impact Analysis Project Trip Generation 

TRIP GENERATION RATES (VEHICLES)  
DAILY LAND USE QUANTITY UNITS AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL  
Single-Family Detached 200 DU 38 112 150 128 74 202 1,914 
Source: Colton Land Investment, LLC Project Traffic Impact Analysis (Urban Crossroads, 2005) 
Trip Rate Source: Institute of Transportation Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 7th Edition. 

In September 2006, the 2006 EIR was approved and included the construction of 187 single family detached residential 
units, rather than the 200 units analyzed in the TIA. Table 3-6 shows the estimated project trips of the approved 187 
units using the same methodology documented in the TIA. 

Table 3-6:   Approved EIR Project Trip Generation 

TRIP GENERATION (VEHICLES) 

LAND USE ITE 
CODE INTENSITY DAILY 

TRIPS 
AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

VOLUME IN OUT VOLUME IN OUT 
Single-Family Detached 210 187 DU 1,790 140 35 105 189 119 70 
Trip Rate Source: Institute of Transportation Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 7th Edition. 

According to the 2006 EIR and based on the results of a project-specific Traffic Impact Analysis that was prepared 
for the approved project, the approved project would result in impacts to the circulation system in the project area. 
Therefore, Mitigation Measures TR-1 and TR-2, which require the approved project to implement specific roadway 
improvements and to pay fair share development impact fees, respectively, were provided. The 2006 EIR determined 
that implementation of Mitigation Measures TR-1 and TR-2 would reduce potentially significant transportation 
impacts to a less than significant level. 

Revised Project:  Project site trips were estimated using the ITE Trip Generation Manual (7th Edition). Table 3-7 
provides the trip generation rates and Table 3-8 shows the trip generation calculations for the proposed project with 
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184 dwelling units. As shown, the project is now anticipated to generate 1,761 daily trips, 138 AM Peak Hour trips, 
and 186 PM Peak Hour trips during an average weekday. Table 3-8 compares the TIA and the 2006 EIR project site 
trips to the revised project site trips. As shown, the revised project site plan is expected to generate fewer trips 
compared to the TIA during all time periods (153 daily trips, 12 AM Peak Hour trips, and 16 PM Peak Hour trips). 
Additionally, the revised project site plan is expected to generate fewer trips compared to the 2006 EIR during all time 
periods (29 daily trips, 2 AM Peak Hour trips, and 3 PM Peak Hour trips). It is noted that the additional right-of-way 
proposed around “Street A” would ensure project consistency with Colton General Plan Mobility Element Figure M-
3 (Long-Term Roadway Improvements), which identifies this road as a “Planned Arterial” between Barton Road and 
Westwood Street. Ultimate buildout of Street A to its General Plan designation of Planned Arterial is not considered 
as part of this project and would be subject to separate CEQA review. Thus, impacts would not be greater than 
previously analyzed in the 2006 EIR. 

Table 3-7:  Revised Project Trip Generation 

TRIP GENERATION (VEHICLES) 

LAND USE ITE 
CODE INTENSITY DAILY 

TRIPS 
AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

VOLUME IN OUT VOLUME IN OUT 
Single-Family Detached 210 184 DU 1,761 138 35 103 186 117 69 
Note: Values may vary slightly due to rounding 
Trip Rate Source: Institute of Transportation Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 7th Edition. 

 

Table 3-8:  Project Trip Comparison 

TRIP GENERATION (VEHICLES) 

 SCENARIO DWELLING 
UNITS 

DAILY 
TRIPS 

AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 
IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL 

TIA 
COMPARISON 

TIA Site Plan 200 1,914 150 38 112 202 128 74 
Revised Site Plan 184 1,761 138 35 103 186 117 69 

Difference -16 -153 -12 -3 -9 -16 -11 -5 
APPROVED 

EIR 
COMPARISON 

Approved Site Plan 187 1,790 140 35 105 189 119 70 
Revised Site Plan 184 1,761 138 35 103 186 117 69 

Difference -3 -29 -2 0 -2 -3 -2 -1 
Note: Values may vary slightly due to rounding 
Trip Rate Source: Institute of Transportation Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 7th Edition. 

 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  The 2006 EIR includes mitigation measures to reduce potential 
transportation impacts. The following measures from the 2006 EIR are applicable to the proposed project. 

TR-1  The following roadway improvements shall be implemented with the project: 

• Construct Barton Road from the northerly project boundary to the southerly project boundary 
at its ultimate half-width section as a major arterial; 

• Construct Westwood Street adjacent to the project boundary at its ultimate half- width section 
as a Collector (34-foot part width); 

• Provide a traffic signal at the access of the project; 

• Provide adequate sight distance at the project driveways to meet the minimum City of Colton 
requirements; and 

• Onsite traffic signing and striping shall be implemented in conjunction with detailed 
construction plans for the project site. 
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TR-213 The project shall contribute its fair share toward offsite improvements consistent with the Table 5-
4 of the traffic study prepared by Urban Crossroads dated August 17, 2005 (UC 2005), or a more 
recent study of this issue, as follows: 

• Center Drive (NS)/Washington Street (EW): Construct a traffic signal, a left-right lane, and a 
left lane; and 

• Reche Canyon Road (NS)/Washington Street (EW): Construct a traffic signal. 

Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact With 2006 EIR Mitigation. 
 
b) 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?14 

Approved Project: This threshold was not evaluated in the 2006 EIR. However, as discussed in Impact 3.17(a), above, 
the 2006 EIR determined that a less than significant transportation impact would occur with implementation of 
Mitigation Measures TR-1 and TR-2. 

Revised Project:   The City of Colton’s Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Guidelines describe screening thresholds to 
determine the level of transportation impact that would result from a project15.  These are based on guidance from the 
San Bernadino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) and the California Office of Planning and Research (OPR) 
technical advisory. The City’s guidelines state that “a project can be assumed to generate a less than significant impact 
if it is found to attract less than or equal to 110 project trips per day.” As shown in Impact 3.17(a), the revised project 
would generate 1,761 trips per day and thus would not screen out of the City’s VMT threshold. However, the revised 
project is expected to result in reduced VMT impacts compared to the approved project since it would generate fewer 
trips than those shown in the 2006 EIR. As discussed in the Trip Generation Memorandum, the revised project site 
plan is expected to generate fewer trips compared to the TIA during all time periods. Additionally, the revised project 
site plan is expected to generate fewer trips compared to the 2006 EIR during all time periods. Thus, impacts would 
not be greater than previously analyzed in the 2006 EIR. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  Refer to Mitigation Measures TR-1 and TR-2. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact With 2006 EIR Mitigation. 
 
c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 

intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

Approved Project: The 2006 EIR determined that all proposed roadways associated with the approved project would 
be constructed in accordance with existing standards; thus, approved project implementation would not result in 
significant impacts related to geometric design features or incompatible uses. 

 
13  The improvements recommended in Mitigation Measure TR-2 have already been constructed and therefore the measure 
is not applicable to the revised project. 
14 The 2006 EIR was circulated for public review prior to adoption of vehicle miles travelled (VMT) as the primary metric 
for analyzing transportation impacts. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15007(c), “If a document meets the content 
requirements in effect when the document is sent out for public review, the document shall not need to be revised to conform to 
any new content requirements in Guideline amendments taking effect before the document is finally approved.” Since circulation 
of an Addendum is not required in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, and LOS was the primary method for 
analyzing transportation impacts when the previously certified EIR was circulated for public review, an analysis of VMT is not 
required under CEQA.  
15  City of Colton. 2020. City of Colton VMT Guidelines Full Technical Report. 
https://www.ci.colton.ca.us/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Item/2599?fileID=3138. Accessed August 26, 2022. 
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Revised Project:   The 2006 EIR includes the approved project site plan which includes unrestricted vehicular access 
at a site driveway along Barton Road and emergency gate access onto Westwood Street and N. Laurelwood Avenue. 
A comparison of the site plans shows the revised project site plan (Exhibit 3) does not propose any new vehicular site 
access points. In both site plans, the primary development access point is Street “A” which connects to Barton Road 
near Hilltop Drive. The modified site plan includes an emergency access gate that connects to Westwood Street. Given 
there are no changes in public access to the development, the revised site plan is not expected to further impact local 
roadway networks than previously described in the 2006 EIR. As a result, impacts would be less than significant. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
d) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

Approved Project: The 2006 EIR determined that the approved project would not result in inadequate emergency 
access. Limited construction is proposed for either Barton Road or Reche Canyon Road. The City requires a traffic 
management plan to be submitted in order to address any encroachment on collector roads like Barton Road or Reche 
Canyon. In addition, the approved project is required to conduct traffic management control during any road 
construction activities. Therefore, the 2006 EIR determined that impacts would be less than significant. 

Revised Project:   As with the approved project, implementation of a traffic management plan during construction of 
the revised project would minimize congestion and ensure safe travel, including emergency access in the revised 
project vicinity. Similar to the approved project, the revised project would have a less than significant impact in this 
regard. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact. 
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3.18 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
As of July 1, 2015, California Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) was enacted and expanded CEQA by establishing a formal 
consultation process for California tribes within the CEQA process. The bill specifies that any project may affect or 
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource would require a lead agency to 
“begin consultation with a California Native American tribe that is traditional and culturally affiliated with the 
geographic area of the proposed project.”  Section 21074 of AB 52 also defines a new category of resources under 
CEQA called tribal cultural resources. Tribal cultural resources are defined as “sites, features, places, cultural 
landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American tribe” and is either listed 
on or eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources or a local historic register, or if the lead agency 
chooses to treat the resource as a tribal cultural resource.  
 
Notwithstanding, AB 52 applies to all new applications deemed complete on or after July 1, 2015. Thus, as the revised 
project is a modification to the previously approved project, and not a new application, AB 52 does not apply to this 
project.  
 
On February 19, 2016, the California Natural Resources Agency proposed to adopt and amend regulations as part of 
AB 52 implementing Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3 of the California Code of Regulations, CEQA Guidelines, to 
include consideration of impacts to tribal cultural resources pursuant to Government Code Section 11346.6.  On 
September 27, 2016, the California Office of Administrative Law approved the amendments to Appendix G of the 
CEQA Guidelines, and these amendments are addressed within this Addendum. 
 
a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, 

defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape 
that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object 
with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

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

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

 
Approved Project: The 2006 EIR was prepared prior to the enactment of AB 52. Therefore, the 2006 EIR did not 
include a discussion of tribal cultural resources nor was tribal coordination conducted at that time since the 2006 EIR 
document pre-dates the tribal consultation requirements that became effective in July 2015.  
 
Revised Project: Since the time that the 2006 EIR was certified, Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) became effective on July 
1, 2015. AB 52 requires that tribal cultural resources be evaluated under CEQA. As discussed in Section 3.5, Cultural 
Resources, the project site was evaluated for cultural resources at the time of the 2006 analysis; however, the AB 52 
consultation requirement does not apply to the revised project. No impact would occur in this regard. 
 
Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: No Impact. 
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3.19 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
 
This section corresponds with 2006 EIR Effects Found Not To Be Significant (Utilities and Service Systems) section 
and 2005 Initial Study Appendix XVI, Utilities and Service Systems.  
 
Would the project: 
 
a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, 

or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the 
construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

Approved Project:  

At the time of the 2006 analysis, the approved project site was served by the following utilities, as discussed in Section 
2.5.5, Infrastructure, of the 2006 EIR: 

Water 

Water supply would be provided by existing Colton Public Utilities water lines within Barton Road. The approved 
project’s water system would consist of both domestic water lines and master planned water facilities. A reservoir, 
booster pump station, and transmission lines would be included in the master-planned facilities. 

The approved project was identified in the City of Colton’s Water Master Plan as the preferred location for a reservoir. 
However, the reservoir would not provide the project with its water. Reche Canyon II (Wild Canyon) Zone would 
provide water to the project, which is located south of the project site. The reservoir would be located in the north 
central portion of the project site with hillside slopes surrounding the outside of the tank to reduce visible impact.16 
Elevation would be determined by the utility to provide optimal water pressure.  

The proposed booster pump station would transfer water to the proposed reservoir to the Reche Canyon II (Wild 
Canyon) Zone. The Reche Canyon II (Wild Canyon) Zone is served by a single pump station located near Washington 
Street and Reche Canyon Road. The proposed pump station would benefit the City’s existing system by increasing 
water pressure within the zone.  

The proposed water transmission lines would provide the linkage between the reservoir and the Upper (Reche Canyon 
II) and lower (Central) water zones as well as looping the existing water system into Laurelwood Avenue, Westwood 
Street and Barton Road. The transmission lines would provide water supplies to the City and the project site. The 
approved project proposes to replace the water service provider for the existing residences on Hilltop Drive from 
Riverside Highland Water District to the City of Colton Water Department. Water pressure and reliability would be 
improved due to the connection of hilltop residences with the City of Colton’s water system. 

Wastewater 

Wastewater connection would be provided by Colton Public Utilities. The approved project would connect to sewer 
lines within Barton Road. Wastewater from the project would be collected from the sewer collection system. However, 
the approved project would not provide direct connection for existing residences but would provide an area residences 
could connect to.  

Storm Drainage 

The City of Colton Engineering Department oversees the maintenance and operation of most of the storm drain 
facilities within the City. The San Bernardino County Flood Control District provides regional drainage and flood 
control infrastructure within its planning area, which includes the approved project site. The approved project would 
include a storm drain system comprised of underground storm drains with catch basins in the roadways. Headwalls 
would be utilized to intercept and convey drainage approaching onsite from offsite sources. Additionally, a 1.2-acre 

 
16  The reservoir identified in the 2006 EIR was removed as a project requirement per the project’s revised Development 
Agreement dated June 30, 2015.  
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water quality basin would be constructed in the eastern portion of the approved project site near the project entrance 
and would be used to cleanse the “first flush” storm event runoff.  

The approved project storm drain system would outlet to the detention basin, which would be vegetated. The basin 
would be designed to have a capacity of 6.1-acre feet (AF) based on San Bernardino County Stormwater Program 
Guidelines for BMP design volume to cleanse the “first flush” storm event. County guidelines require a basin or 
similar feature for 5.99 AF of volume which yields a margin in the basin of 0.1 AF.  

Electricity 

Electric services would be provided by Edison or Colton Public Utilities (CPU); however, the use of CPU would 
provide the City of Colton with a return on their investment in power generation facilities. At the time of the 2006 
analysis, CPU did not have any transmission lines in the immediate approved project vicinity and approved project 
improvements would have included the extension and tie-in of CPU’s transmission lines (both 2-phase and 3-phase) 
from Barton Road to the existing system on Laurelwood Avenue.  

In order to widen Barton Road, the existing Edison utility poles along the northwestern project frontage would be 
moved. Thus, Edison service lines would be relocated underground along the project frontage. The remaining 
transmission lines are not suitable for under grounding and would still be disturbed through raised lines and poles.  

Natural Gas and Telecommunication Facilities  

The natural gas provider to the approved project site would be the Southern California Gas Company, and the 
telecommunications provider to the approved project site would be Verizon.  

Conclusion 

According to the 2006 EIR and as discussed above, the Colton Public Utilities would provide electricity, water 
services, wastewater and have wastewater collected and treated. Wastewater service would be provided by the Colton 
Wastewater Reclamation Facility and RIX Facility. At the time of the 2006 analysis, it was anticipated that these 
facilities, as well as other facilities related to domestic water, were expected to have the capacity to serve the approved 
project. Additionally, the 2006 EIR stated that utility connection fees would pay for expanding the capacity of the two 
system while the use of water supply capacity would be funded by homeowners. Therefore, the 2006 EIR determined 
that the approved project would not result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded facilities and a less 
than significant impact would occur.  

Revised Project: The revised project site continues to be served by the City of Colton for water, wastewater, and storm 
drainage; by the Colton Electric Utility for electricity; and SoCalGas for natural gas. Since the time of the 2006 
analysis, the telecommunications provider has changed from Verizon to AT&T and Frontier Communications and a 
water reservoir is no longer required based on a Revised Development Agreement dated June 30, 2015.  

As discussed, the approved project proposed development of a reservoir and booster station with water services 
provided via the City of Colton Water Department. These features are no longer proposed under the revised project. 
Rather, the revised project would construct a groundwater well located on an approximately 0.5 acres of Lot B or Lot 
F. A pressure reducing station would also be constructed on an approximately 0.25-acre portion of Lot H. Both features 
would be dedicated to the City and operated by the City’s Water Department. As concluded in Section 3.10, Hydrology 
and Water Quality, the onsite well is not anticipated to substantially deplete groundwater supplies since groundwater 
extractions are required to be offset by percolation of imported water, which is obtained from the SBVMWD. 
Therefore, this requirement to offset groundwater extraction in excess of recharge would reduce the potential to 
substantially deplete groundwater supplies. 

With a nominal reduction in proposed residential units from 187 to 184 units, utility impacts are anticipated to be 
proportionally reduced as compared to the approved project. Impacts would not be greater than those analyzed 
previously and would continue to be less than significant.  

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
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Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future 

development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years? 

Approved Project: According to the 2006 EIR, the City of Colton has adequate water supplies available within its 
existing supply system. However, potential groundwater impacts are offset by purchase of the State Project Water 
from SBVMWD. Therefore, the 2006 EIR determined that a less than significant impact to the water supply system 
would occur as a result of approved project implementation.  

Revised Project: Water service would be provided by Colton Public Utilities. According to the 2020 Integrated 
Regional Urban Water Management Plan prepared by SBVMWD, the projected supply and demand during a single 
dry year are shown in Table 3-9. Colton’s demands in single dry years are assumed to increase by 10 percent above 
normal year demands. The local groundwater basins Colton produces water from  storage for use in dry years so 
Colton can produce the volume of water needed to meet 100 percent of demands in single dry years. Colton’s supplies 
are 100 percent reliable during single dry years.17 Therefore, it is anticipated that adequate water supplies would be 
available to serve the revised project from existing and planned supplies. 

Water demand for the revised project would be  similar to the approved project. Thus, the reduction unit count would 
result in proportionally reduced water demands. As such, impacts would not be greater than those analyzed previously 
and would continue to be less than significant.  

Table 3-9: Single Dry Year Supply and Demand in Acre Feet per Year (AFY) 

 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 
Supply 12,345 13,007 13,670 14,038 14,405 
Demand 10,734 11,311 11,887 12,207 12,526 
Excess Supply 1,610 1,697 1,783 1,831 1,879 
Source: San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District: 2020 Integrated Regional Urban Water Management Plan. Part 2, 
Chapter 2, Table 2-14. 

 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project 

that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s 
existing commitments? 

Approved Project: Refer to Impact 3.19(b). The Colton reclamation facility would provide adequate wastewater 
treatment capacity. Thus, a less than significant impact would occur. 

Revised Project: Similar to the approved project, the revised project would not result in inadequate wastewater 
treatment capacity. A less than significant impact would occur.  

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 

 
17  San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District. 2020. Integrated Regional Urban Water Management Plan. 
https://www.sbvmwd.com/home/showpublisheddocument/9236/637614346385800000  Accessed February 2, 2022.  

https://www.sbvmwd.com/home/showpublisheddocument/9236/637614346385800000
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Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 

infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

Approved Project: According to the 2006 EIR, the approved project is anticipated to generate additional solid waste 
during the short-term construction phase, as well as the operational phase, but it would not be expected to result in 
inadequate landfill capacity. The approved project would be served by the Mid-Valley Sanitary Landfill. The 2006 
EIR determined that local landfills that may serve the approved project would have sufficient capacity to accommodate 
construction and operational solid waste that would be generated by the approved project. Therefore, the 2006 EIR 
determined that the approved project’s impacts to landfill capacity would be less than significant. 

Revised Project: Impacts regarding solid waste would be similar to those analyzed for the approved project. Solid 
waste services for the City continue to be provided by the Mid-Valley Sanitary Landfill near the City of Rialto, 
approximately 9.8 miles northwest of the revised project site. An updated search on the California Department of 
Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) Solid Waste Information System (SWIS) website indicates that the 
landfill has a maximum throughput of 7,500 tons per day. This landfill has a maximum permitted capacity of 
approximately 101,300,000 million cubic yards, and the landfill has a remaining capacity of approximately 61,219,377 
million cubic yards. The landfill has an expected operational life through 2045.18   

In addition, the revised project would comply with Colton Municipal Code Section 15.58.040, Construction and 
Demolition (C&D), which requires the applicant or construction contractor to prepare and implement a C&D recycling 
plan. The C&D recycling plan must comply with certain State and federal requirements, including diverting 
construction and demolition materials from landfills. Similar to the approved project, the revised project would result 
in a less than significant impact relative to solid waste. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR.  
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
e) Comply with Federal, State, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to 

solid waste? 

Approved Project: The 2006 EIR indicated that the approved project would comply with all solid waste disposal 
regulations, including recycling requirements, and that the City disposal is compliant with this requirement. The 2006 
EIR determined that the approved project would not impact this requirement and that a less than significant impact 
would occur. 

Revised Project: The revised project has the same project footprint as the approved project. Similar to the approved 
project, the revised project must comply with all solid waste disposal regulations, including recycling requirements. 
All construction activities would be subject to conformance with relevant federal, state, and local requirements related 
to solid waste disposal. Specifically, the revised project would be required to demonstrate compliance with the 
California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (Assembly Bill [AB] 939), which requires all California cities 
to “reduce, recycle, and re-use solid waste generated in the State to the maximum extent feasible.” The California 
Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 requires that at least 50 percent of waste produced is recycled, reduced, or 
composted. The revised project would also be required to demonstrate compliance with the Green Building Code, 
which includes design and construction measures that act to reduce construction-related waste though material 
conservation measures and other construction-related efficiency measures. Compliance with these programs would 
ensure the revised project’s construction-related solid waste impacts are less than significant. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR.  
 

 
18  CalRecycle, SWIS Facility Detail: Mid-Valley Sanitary Landfill (36-AA-0055), 
https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/SiteActivity/Details/1880?siteID=2662, accessed February 3, 2022.  

https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/SiteActivity/Details/1880?siteID=2662
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Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact. 
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3.20 WILDFIRE 
 
The previously certified 2006 EIR did not specifically evaluate wildfire as it was not required in the CEQA Guidelines 
at the time the 2006 EIR was prepared.  
 
If located in or near State responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the 
project: 
 

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

Approved Project: The 2006 EIR did not include an assessment of wildfire impacts because the document pre-dates 
the updates that occurred to the CEQA Appendix G checklist in 2019, including the addition of a Wildfire subsection. 
However, as discussed in Impact 3.9(g) of this Addendum, the 2006 EIR determined that the approved project site is 
located in an undeveloped and vacant area surrounded by residential and commercial uses and is located in a zone 
designated as Very High Fire Hazard by CalFire. Nonetheless, the 2006 EIR determined that wildland fire risks 
associated with the approved project would be less than significant. 

Revised Project: The revised project involves the same project footprint as analyzed in the 2006 EIR. As discussed 
above, the revised project site is located in an undeveloped area surrounded by residential uses and is designated as a 
Very High Fire Hazard Area by CalFire. According to the CalFire Fire Hazard Severity Zone Viewer19, the revised 
project is located in or near a State Responsibility Area (SRA) or in or near lands classified as a Very High Fire Hazard 
Severity Zone (VHFHSZ). Like the approved project, the revised project would improve access to the project area 
with expanded roadways and provide dependable water supply with adequate fire flow to support fire protection 
services as part of a mandatory provision from the City. 

The revised project would be required to comply with the provisions of Colton Municipal Code, Title 15, which 
establishes the Fire Code of the City of Colton. The Fire Code of the City of Colton establishes general requirements 
to reduce fire risks in accordance with the California Fire Code and the California Building Standards Code. In 
addition, the revised project is subject to the provisions of the City of Colton Emergency Operations Plan (EOP), 
Colton’s Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP), and the emergency access requirements of the California Fire Code, 
which include but are not limited to providing access with adjoining uses and providing suitable access for emergency 
vehicles. The revised project’s compliance with these regulations are subject to review and verification by the Colton 
Fire Department that the revised project plans are in conformance with all applicable fire code provisions. In addition, 
emergency access to the site would be maintained during construction. Similar to the approved project, impacts would 
be less than significant. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 

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

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

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

Approved Project: As discussed in Impact 3.20(a), above, the approved project is located in or near an SRA or lands 
classified as a VHFHSZ. According to the 2006 EIR and the approved project’s Preliminary Geotechnical 
Investigation, no evidence for the potential of landslides or soil instability exists on the approved project site. However, 

 
19  California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. Fire and Resource Assessment Program: FHSZ Viewer.  
https://egis.fire.ca.gov/FHSZ/, accessed January 28, 2022.  

https://egis.fire.ca.gov/FHSZ/
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the approved project site does contain steep slopes and various hillsides. Therefore, the approved project may 
exacerbate wildfire risks or expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations or the uncontrolled spread of a 
wildfire. As discussed above, the 2006 EIR determined that wildland fire risks associated with the approved project 
would be less than significant. 

Revised Project: The revised project involves the same project footprint as analyzed in the 2006 EIR and would have 
similar impacts relative to wildland fires as the approved project. The revised project may exacerbate wildfire risks 
and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire. A less than significant impact would 
occur with the approved project’s compliance with the provisions of the City’s EOP, LHMP, and the emergency access 
requirements of the California Fire Code. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures were required in the 2006 EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact. 
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3.21 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 
Based on this Addendum, the proposed project has not substantially changed in regard to the setting, design, impacts, 
and mitigation measures as described in the 2006 EIR. New circumstances or new information, including any new or 
revised environmental laws, regulations, or policies have not modified the impacts of the proposed project. 
 
a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, 

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

Approved Project: The 2006 EIR in its entirety addresses and discloses all potential environmental effects associated 
with the development that could be facilitated within the approved project area, including direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts. The 2006 EIR discloses all potential environmental impacts, the level of significance prior to 
mitigation, approved project requirements that are required by law, feasible mitigation measures, and the level of 
significance after the incorporation of mitigation measures.  

The “Biological Resources” section of the 2006 EIR fully addresses any impacts that might related to the reduction of 
fish or wildlife habitat, the reduction of fish or wildlife populations, and the reduction or restriction of the range of 
special-status species as a result of approved project implementation. The “Cultural Resources” section of the 2006 
EIR fully addresses impacts related to California history and prehistory, historic resources, archaeological resources, 
and paleontological resources. 

Revised Project: The revised project would not result in impacts beyond those identified in the 2006 EIR in this regard 
and does not have the potential to degrade the environment, reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, threaten 
plant or animal communities, reduce, or restrict endangered plant or animal species or eliminate important examples 
of major periods of California history or prehistory with compliance with the 2006 EIR mitigation measures. 
Development on the overall approved project site was already accounted for in the 2006 EIR, and the revised project 
does not propose to change existing land use designations or zoning districts in the approved project area. Therefore, 
all potentially significant effects resulting from implementation of the revised project, such as those relating to 
biological and cultural resources, can be avoided/mitigated through compliance with General Plan policies and 
programs, the established regulatory framework, and the respective Mitigation Measures as discussed in Sections 3.4 
and 3.5 of this Addendum. No new significant impact to biological or cultural resources or substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified significant impacts would occur with implementation of the revised project. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures: Refer to mitigation measures identified above. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Less Than Significant Impact With 2006 EIR Mitigation. 
 
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)? 

Approved Project: According to the 2006 EIR, the approved project does not have impacts which are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable, with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the 2006 EIR, 
with the exception of construction-related air quality impacts. As discussed in Impact 3.3(b), even with 
implementation of the above Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2, short-term impacts related to NOx emissions 
during construction would still exceed significance thresholds. Therefore, short-term impacts relative to construction 
of the approved project would create significant air quality impacts even with feasible mitigation. 

Revised Project: Similar to the approved project, the revised project is anticipated to exceed the numerical thresholds 
of significance established by the SCAQMD. No feasible mitigation measures exist that would reduce these emissions 
to levels that are less than significant. Therefore, a significant unavoidable impact would occur, even with 
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implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2, as identified in the 2006 EIR. Nonetheless, the significant 
NOx impact would be proportionally reduced based on the reduction of dwelling units. Thus, NOx impacts would not 
be substantially greater than what was identified for the approved project site in the 2006 EIR. 

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  Refer to mitigation measures identified above. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Potentially Significant Impact. 
 
c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human 

beings, either directly or indirectly? 

Approved Project: Construction-related activities are anticipated to have some relatively minor, temporary impacts 
which can be mitigated with implementation of measures included in the 2006 EIR, with the exception of significant 
and unavoidable construction-related air quality impacts as discussed previously (for which the City adopted a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations). Potential long-term (operational) impacts would be reduced to less than 
significant levels through implementation of required 2006 EIR mitigation measures. Thus, the 2006 EIR determined 
that the approved project would involve environmental effects which would cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly. 

Revised Project: Following compliance with the established regulatory framework, the 2006 EIR mitigation measures, 
and General Plan policies and programs, no new significant impacts or substantial increase in the severity of previously 
identified significant impacts would occur with implementation of the revised project.  

Certified 2006 EIR Mitigation Measures:  Refer to mitigation measures identified above. 
 
Mitigation Measures:  No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Level of Significance: Potentially Significant Impact.
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Mario Suarez, City of Colton 
 
From: Carla Dietrich, Michael Baker International 
 
CC: Alicia Gonzalez, Michael Baker International 
  
Date:  February 16, 2022 
 
Subject:  Iron Horse Hills Residential Development Trip Generation Assessment  

 
 

Introduction 
The purpose of this memorandum is to document an evaluation of the proposed revised project site plan and the associated 

project site trips for the proposed Iron Horse Hills residential development (project) located in the City of Colton, California. 

This memorandum will assess whether site plan revisions result in the generation of trips in excess of those approved in the 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Table 1 provides key project information.   

 

Table 1:  Project Information 

Item Description 

Project Title Iron Horse Hills 

Project Location City of Colton, southeast of Barton Road and west of Reche Canyon Road 

Existing Use 
Undeveloped open space with the exception of dirt access roads, off-road 

vehicle trails, and transmission line tower pads 

Area The project site consists of a total of 119.6 acres 

Proposed Use 
184 single family detached residential units, a park, open space, a water 

reservoir, and detention basins 

Approved EIR Use 187 single family detached residential units, a park, open space, a water 
reservoir, and a detention basin 

Approved and Proposed Site Access One site driveway along Barton Road via “Street A” 

Proposed Emergency Site Access One gated location along Westwood Street via “Street A” 
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Project Description 
The current project description is as follows: 

 

The 119.6-acre site is located within the City of Colton to the north of the City’s boundary with Riverside County, southeast 

of Barton Road, and west of Reche Canyon Road. According to the Substantial Conformance Exhibit, Tentative Tract Map 

16798, prepared by KWC Engineers, the project involves the construction of 184 single family detached residential units 

as well as a park, open space, a water reservoir, detention basins, and other related infrastructure. 

 

A previous version of the project was approved by the City of Colton in September 2006 that allowed the development 

of up to 187 single family detached residential units; however, the project has since been revised to include additional 

right-of-way surrounding “Street A” between Barton Road (the western project boundary) and Westwood Street (the 

eastern project boundary). These improvements would result in the loss of three single family detached residential units. 

 

Exhibit 1 shows the location of the project and Exhibit 2 shows the current conceptual site plan.  

 
Exhibit 1:  Project Location 



 

                       3 | P a g e  
 

Exhibit 2:  Site Plan (Latest Version) 

 
Source: KWC Engineers 
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Project Trip Generation – Previous Studies 
The Colton Land Investment, LLC Project Traffic Impact Analysis (Urban Crossroads 2005), documented in the EIR, 

analyzed estimated project trips for the construction of 200 single family homes. Table 2 shows the trip generation rates 

for single family detached residential, and Table 3 provides the previously documented trip generation calculations in the 

Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA).  

 

Table 2:   Project Trip Generation Rates 

 
Trip Rate Source: Institute of Transportation Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 7th Edition. 

 

Table 3:  Traffic Impact Analysis Project Trip Generation 

 
Source: Colton Land Investment, LLC Project Traffic Impact Analysis (Urban Crossroads, 2005) 
Trip Rate Source: Institute of Transportation Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 7th Edition. 

 

In September 2006, the Iron Horse Hills Residential Project EIR was approved and included the construction of 187 single 

family detached residential units, rather than the 200 units analyzed in the TIA. Table 4 shows the estimated project trips 

of the approved 187 units using the same methodology documented in the TIA. 

 

Table 4:   Approved EIR Project Trip Generation 

 
Trip Rate Source: Institute of Transportation Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 7th Edition. 

 

Project Trip Generation – Modified Site Plan 
The project now proposes to construct 184 single family detached homes due to inclusion of additional right-of-way 

surrounding “Street A” between Barton Road (the western project boundary) and Westwood Street (the eastern project 

boundary). Project site trips were estimated using the ITE Trip Generation Manual (7th Edition). Table 2 provides the trip 

generation rates and Table 5 shows the trip generation calculations for the proposed project with 184 dwelling units. As 

shown, the project is now anticipated to generate 1,761 daily trips, 138 AM Peak Hour trips, and 186 PM Peak Hour trips 

during an average weekday. Table 6 compares the TIA and the Approved EIR project site trips to the revised project site 

trips. As shown, the revised project site plan is expected to generate fewer trips compared to the TIA during all time 

periods (153 daily trips, 12 AM Peak Hour trips, and 16 PM Peak Hour trips). Additionally, the revised project site plan is 

expected to generate fewer trips compared to the Approved EIR during all time periods (29 daily trips, 2 AM Peak Hour 

trips, and 3 PM Peak Hour trips). 
 

  

Rate In / Out Rate In / Out

Single-Family Detached 210 9.57 / DU 0.75 25% / 75% 1.01 63% / 37%

Trip Generation Rates (Vehicles)

Land Use ITE Code
1 Daily Trips Rate

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Volume In Out Volume In Out

Single-Family Detached 210 187 DU 1,790 140 35 105 189 119 70

Trip Generation (Vehicles)

Land Use ITE Code Intensity Daily Trips
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
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Table 5:  Revised Project Trip Generation 

 
Note: Values may vary slightly due to rounding 
Trip Rate Source: Institute of Transportation Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 7th Edition. 
 

Table 6:  Project Trip Comparison 

 
 

Site Plan Comparison 
Exhibit 3 shows the approved project site plan which includes unrestricted vehicular access at a site driveway along Barton 

Road and emergency gate access onto Westwood Street and N. Laurelwood Avenue. A comparison of the site plans shows 

the revised project site plan (Exhibit 2) does not propose any new vehicular site access points. In both site plans, the 

primary development access point is Street “A” which connects to Barton Road near Hilltop Drive. The modified site plan 

includes an emergency access gate that connects to Westwood Street. Given there are no changes in public access to the 

development, the revised site plan is not expected to further impact local roadway networks than previously described in 

the Colton Land Investment, LLC Project Traffic Impact Analysis (Urban Crossroads 2005).  

 

Findings 
The project trip generation evaluation of the revised Iron Horse Hills site plan located in the City of Colton shows that the 

site plan revisions are not anticipated to generate excess trips compared to those approved in the project EIR or those in 

the TIA.  Evaluation of the project site plan access shows no difference in public access to the development between the 

approved site plan and the revised site plan. As such, the revised project site plan is not projected to result in additional 

transportation related impacts.  

 

 

 

Volume In Out Volume In Out

Single-Family Detached 210 184 DU 1,761 138 35 103 186 117 69

Trip Generation (Vehicles)

Land Use ITE Code Intensity Daily Trips
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Total In Out Total In Out

TIA Site Plan 200 1,914 150 38 112 202 128 74

Revised Site Plan 184 1,761 138 35 103 186 117 69

Difference -16 -153 -12 -3 -9 -16 -11 -5

Approved Site Plan 187 1,790 140 35 105 189 119 70

Revised Site Plan 184 1,761 138 35 103 186 117 69

Difference -3 -29 -2 0 -2 -3 -2 -1

TIA 

Comparison

Approved EIR 

Comparison

Daily Trips
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Trip Generation Comparison 

Scenario Dwelling Units
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Exhibit 3:  Approved Site Plan 

 
Source: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Iron Horse Hills Residential Project (Michael Brandman Associates, 2006) 
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