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Introduction
An initial study was prepared for the Center Commercial Building (“Project”) and circulated with a Notice of Intent to 
Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration (NOI) for a 30-day public review and comment period starting August 24, 2016 
and ending September 24, 2016. Comment letters were received and have been evaluated by the Planning Commission 
and the City Council. Please note that written responses to these comments are not required under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section 15074; however, to foster public participation and in the 
interest of cooperative communications with interested parties, the City has elected to prepare written responses to 
comments. Pursuant to Section 15074(b), “Prior to approving a project, the decision-making body of the lead agency 
shall consider the proposed negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration together with any comments received 
during the public review process.” Letters received in response to the NOI are summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1  
Comment Roster 

ID Commenting Entity Date Page 

A Sharon Trujillo-Kasner 04/01/15 3 
B Sharon Trujillo-Kasner 08/24/16 6 
C Helen Trujillo Workman Mora 04/01/15 8 
D Connie Kasner 04/02/15 10 
E Karen Renfro 08/25/16 12 
F Karen Renfro, Springbrook Heritage Alliance 09/30/16 14
G Peter M. Wohlgemuth, Northiside Improvement Association 09/28/16 23 
H Peter M. Wohlgemuth, Northiside Improvement Association 09/29/16 28 
I Richard Drury, Lozeau-Drury, LLP 09/30/16 48 
J Anna Hoover, Pechanga Band of Luiseno Mission Indians 09/30/16 65 
K Erin Snyder 09/30/16 77 
L Nancy Melendez, Spanish Town Heritage Foundation 09/30/16 82 
M Rich Stadler 09/29/16 86 
N Sala Ponnech 08/31/16 88 
O California Department of Transportation  10/03/16 102 

The following responses to comments include a summary statement to identify if the response will introduce “new 
significant information” under any of the four categories identified in Section 15088 et seq. of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines or if it does not introduce “new significant information.” The four 
general categories are: 

New significant impacts
Substantial increases in the severity of impacts
Feasible alternatives or mitigation that would reduce significant impacts
Identification of inadequacies in the analysis

Because an MND has been prepared and is anticipated to be adopted for the project, the City has evaluated the 
comments submitted in light of the “fair argument” standard, pursuant to Public Resources Code §21080(d) and (e). In 
summary, a "Fair Argument" must be supported by substantial evidence that may include fact, assumptions predicated 
on fact, and expert opinion. Fair Argument does not include argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinions, or 
erroneous evidence. The comments that were submitted generally focused on the issues of truck traffic, loss of open 
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space and aesthetic character, land use, air quality modeling, and impacts to the Trujillo Adobe. These issues are 
summarized herein and detailed responses are provided in the body of this document.  
 
The comments submitted do not invalidate the findings in the Initial Study or require additional analysis or mitigation to 
be incorporated. No new information, new impacts, or deficiencies are identified that cannot be remedied through 
minor revisions to the Initial Study. Therefore, adoption of an MND remains an appropriate and reasonable 
determination to be made by the Lead Agency. Responses to comments are provided herein. 
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A1 

A2

A3
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Comment A1
The commenter states, “I am writing to voice my opposition to the development at the pie shaped junction of Center 
Street and Placentia Lane where a three-story ¼-mile long, 308,000 square foot warehouse is proposed. This would take 
away the possibility of expanding the soccer fields to the north of the current location. The last thing we want is to have 
warehouses being built in an area we are trying to protect.” 

Response
This comment has been received and noted. The subject site is currently zoned for industrial uses and is not zoned for 
park or open space. There are no plans to expand the AB Brown Sports Complex to the north of Placentia Lane. This 
comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new information 
requiring revisions to the IS/MND. The project is proposed to be developed in accordance with the City General Plan 
and zoning code.  Traffic, recreation, air quality, and water quality were all analyzed and presented in the Initial Study. It 
was determined that the proposed project would have a less than significant impact on these areas.  

Conclusion
No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the IS/MND have been made as a result of this 
comment. No revision to the Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance 
determination found in the Mitigated Negative Declaration. 
 

Comment A2
The commenter states, “Warehouses do not provide jobs in this case, will create traffic on residential streets bringing air 
pollution to a green space. Why would anyone want to build over our water table? We need this land in its natural state 
to protect our water and the Santa Ana River.”  

Response
This comment has been received and noted. This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental 
document or identify any significant new information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. The AB Brown Sports 
Complex and Riverside Golf Course properties are not a part of the project. The project is proposed to be developed in 
accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code. Traffic, recreation, air quality, and water quality were all 
analyzed and presented in the Initial Study. It was determined that the proposed project would have a less than 
significant impact on these areas.  

Conclusion
No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the IS/MND have been made as a result of this 
comment. No revision to the Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance 
determination found in the Mitigated Negative Declaration. 
 

Comment A3
The commenter states, “I also strongly object to the City of Riverside selling the Riverside Golf Course and the AB 
Brown Sports Complex to developers. This land was open grazing, then alfalfa fields to feed the dairy cattle and then 
golf course and soccer fields and has NEVER been built on. Seriously are you thinking clearly or just greedy?”  

Response
This comment has been received and noted. The Riverside Golf Course and AB Brown Sports Complex are not 
associated with the proposed project. This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document 
or identify any significant new information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. The project is proposed to be developed 
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in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code.  Traffic, recreation, air quality, and water quality were all 
analyzed and presented in the Initial Study. It was determined that the proposed project would have a less than 
significant impact on these areas.  

Conclusion
No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the IS/MND have been made as a result of this 
comment. No revision to the Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance 
determination found in the Mitigated Negative Declaration. 
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Comment B1
The commenter voices their concerns about the effect of truck traffic on the Trujillo Adobe.  

Response
This comment has been received and noted. This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental 
document or identify any significant new information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. This comment does not 
provide evidence that the proposed project will have a significant impact on the Trujillo Adobe (Adobe). Chapter 10.56 
(Restricted Use of Certain Streets) lists the City streets where trucks of a certain tonnage are prohibited. The proposed 
project will not generate 500 semi-truck trips per day. According to the project Traffic Impact Analysis, operation of the 
proposed project will generate approximately 301 truck trips per day, with 57 of those trips occurring during the AM 
peak hour and 58 occurring during the PM peak hour. Project trip generation based upon rates obtained from the 
Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition, and the City of Fontana, Truck Trip 
Generation Study, August 2003. Trucks are permitted on both Center Street and Columbia Avenue between Main Street 
and the I-215 Freeway; however, it should be noted that trucks are not permitted on Main Street south of Columbia 
Avenue to SR-60. There are no other restrictions on the type and weight of commercial vehicles on these arterials. 
Trucks associated with the proposed project will have direct access to the site from Center Street, which connects the 
project with I-215 to the east. While trucks are permitted by the City on Placentia Lane, the project has been designed 
such that all truck traffic associated with the project will enter and exit from the driveways on Center Street. Moreover, 
truck traffic is not allowed on Main Street south of Columbia Avenue, meaning the proposed project will not have direct 
access to SR-60 via Main Street.. As shown in Table 17 (Construction Vibration Impacts) of the IS/MND, construction-
related vibration impacts at the single-family home located approximately 640 feet to the northeast of the project site will 
be greatest from use of vibratory rollers (0.0031 PPV in/sec) during construction. The Trujillo Adobe is located 
approximately 932 feet to the northeast of the project site, which is a greater distance away from the project site. At this 
distance, vibratory rollers will produce a PPV of 0.0019 in/sec, which is well below the threshold of 0.10 in/sec for 
historic and sensitive structures. Therefore, construction-related impacts to the Adobe will be negligible. In terms of 
operation-related impacts, namely vibration from heavy truck traffic along Center Street, the IS/MND shows that the 
recommended upper limit of vibration to which ruins and ancient monuments should be subjected is 0.08 PPV in/sec 
and that truck-related vibration levels of 0.006-0.019 PPV in/sec are unlikely to cause damage to buildings of any type, 
which would include buildings in the condition of the Trujillo Adobe. The structure is located approximately 88 feet 
from the centerline of the nearest lane on Center Street. According to Caltrans, the highest truck traffic vibrations 
generated on freeway shoulders is 0.079 PPV in/sec. At 88 feet, and at speeds well below freeway speeds, the vibration 
level reaching the Adobe structure is estimated to be 0.015 PPV in/sec. This is well below the upper limit of 0.08 PPV 
in/sec recommended for ruins and ancient monuments and within the range whereby vibration impacts from trucks on 
Center Street are unlikely to cause damage to buildings of any type. Given the distance of the Trujillo Adobe to the 
project site and Center Street, vibration impacts from construction and operation of the proposed project on the Trujillo 
Adobe will be negligible. As such, the IS/MND appropriately found that the proposed project will not have a significant 
impact in relation to existing conditions in the project area.   

Conclusion
No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the IS/MND have been made as a result of this 
comment. No revision to the Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance 
determination found in the Mitigated Negative Declaration. 
  

Planning Commission - Exhibit 1 - Development Review Committee Staff Report 
Development Review Committee - Exhibit 8 - MND Response to Comments



 

8 

C1

C2

Planning Commission - Exhibit 1 - Development Review Committee Staff Report 
Development Review Committee - Exhibit 8 - MND Response to Comments



 

9 

Comment C1
The commenter states, “I am writing to voice my opposition to the development of the pie shaped junction of Center 
Street and Placentia Lane where a three-story, ¼-mile long, 308,000 square foot warehouse is proposed. This would take 
away the possibility of expanding the soccer fields to the north of the current location and put up a wall nearly ¼-mile 
long facing the sports complex.”  

Response
This comment has been received and noted. The subject site is currently zoned for industrial uses and is not zoned for 
park or open space. There is no plan to expand the AB Brown Sports Complex to the north of Placentia Lane. This 
comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new information 
requiring revisions to the IS/MND. The proposed project is consistent with designated manufacturing and business park 
uses of the site found in the Zoning Code. Please refer to the response to Comment B1 above regarding vibration 
impacts to the Trujillo Adobe. Given the distance of the Adobe to the project site and Center Street, vibration impacts 
from construction and operation of the proposed project on the Trujillo Adobe will be negligible and impacts will be 
less than significant.   

Conclusion
No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the IS/MND have been made as a result of this 
comment. No revision to the Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance 
determination found in the Mitigated Negative Declaration.  

Comment C2
The commenter states, “The last thing we want is to have warehouses being built in an area we are trying to protect. This 
area is early Riverside and California History dating back to the early 1800’s. It is the area of the Trujillo Adobe, 
Historical Jurupa area, of which the Adobe is a Historical Landmark and part of the Spanish Town Heritage Foundation 
of Riverside.”  

Response
This comment has been received and noted. According to the project Cultural Resources Report, the site does not 
contain any resources that meet any of the criteria for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or the California 
Register of Historic Resources, nor for local designation by the City of Riverside. Therefore, the site does not meet 
CEQA’s definition of a “historical resource”. Moreover, as stated in Comment B1 above, the proposed project will not 
impact any surrounding historic resources including the Trujillo Adobe, the Historic Jurupa area, or the Old Spanish 
National Historic Trail. The Cultural Resources section of the IS/MND includes mitigation that will include 
requirements for archaeological sensitivity training for construction personnel, monitoring of construction excavations, 
the implementation of a treatment plan should archaeological resources be uncovered, and the preparation of a 
construction monitoring report upon completion. This mitigation is sufficient to ensure that, if buried cultural resources 
are found, the impacts will be less than significant. This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental 
document or identify any significant new information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. The proposed project is 
consistent with designated manufacturing and business park uses of the site found in the General Plan and Zoning 
Code.   

Conclusion
No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the 
inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to the IS/MND have been made as a result of this 
comment. No revision to the Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance 
determination found in the Mitigated Negative Declaration.  
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Comment D1
The commenter states, “I am writing to voice my opposition to the development of the pie shaped junction of Center 
Street and Placentia Lane where a three-story, ¼-mile long, 308,000 square foot warehouse is proposed. This would take 
away the possibility of expanding the soccer fields to the north of the current location and put up a wall nearly ¼ of a 
mile long facing the sports complex. The last thing we want is to have warehouses being built in an area we are trying to 
protect.”  

Response
This comment has been received and noted. The subject site is currently zoned for industrial uses and is not zoned for 
park or open space. There is no plan to expand the AB Brown Sports Complex to the north of Placentia Lane. This 
comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new information 
requiring revisions to the IS/MND.  

Conclusion
No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. This comment does not identify any 
deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new information requiring revisions to the 
IS/MND. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the IS/MND have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the Initial Study text is necessary, and 
this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated Negative Declaration. 

Comment D2
The commenter states, “I also strongly object to the City of Riverside selling the Riverside Golf Course and the AB 
Brown Sports Complex to developers. This land was open grazing, then alfalfa fields to feed the dairy cattle and then 
golf course and soccer fields and has NEVER been built on.”  

Response
This comment has been received and noted. The Riverside Golf Course and AB Brown Sports Complex are not 
associated with the proposed project. This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document 
or identify any significant new information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. Traffic, recreation, air quality, and water 
quality were all analyzed and presented in the Initial Study. It was determined that the proposed project would have a 
less than significant impact on these areas.  

Conclusion
No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been identified. This comment does not identify any 
deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new information requiring revisions to the 
IS/MND. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration.  

Planning Commission - Exhibit 1 - Development Review Committee Staff Report 
Development Review Committee - Exhibit 8 - MND Response to Comments



 

12 

E1

Planning Commission - Exhibit 1 - Development Review Committee Staff Report 
Development Review Committee - Exhibit 8 - MND Response to Comments



 

13 

Comment E1
The commenter states, “the last sentence of the third paragraph on page 42 makes no logical sense. There appears to be 
an error. Are they trying to say that ‘it has remained largely unchanged to the present time’ or what?” 

Response
This comment has been noted and the typo has been corrected. The document now correctly reads, “the rural character 
of the project vicinity has remained largely unchanged to the present time.” 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation 
measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a 
result of this comment. No revision to the Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the 
significance determination found in the Mitigated Negative Declaration. 
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Comment F1
The commenter states that, “there is no reliable relationship between the Table of Contents and the rest of the 
document whose pages are not consecutively-numbered. There does not seem to be an entry for project layouts, 
elevations and other design features.” 

Response
The Table of Contents has been updated to reflect the correct pagination and exhibits for project site plan and 
elevations have been included in the IS/MND.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the analysis in the environmental document or identify any 
significant new information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an 
impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. 
No other changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. 
No revision to the Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination 
found in the Mitigated Negative Declaration.  

Comment F2
The commenter states that, “The General Plan Land Use Designation and Zoning District [2.6 & 2.7 Project 
Description] correctly state that all four parcels on the proposed site are currently zoned BMP-Business and 
Manufacturing Park but fail to mention the Northside Land Use and Urban Design Element from Riverside's General 
Plan 2025 (LU 105-110). This policy was adapted from the Northside Community Plan which Riverside City Council 
approved in 1991 at the request of Northside residents for the purpose of mitigating the negative effects of new BMP 
zoning by the City and County redevelopment agencies on former agricultural land in the predominantly rural and 
single-family residential Northside. Under 2.8 Project Description [p. 6], there is an unhelpful reference to the Site Plan 
in Exhibit 2 which we cited in Item #1 above. It also gives technical information that cannot be verified because the 
related site plan does not appear to exist in the Mitigated Negative Declaration. However, this description does not 
include the height of the proposed building and we could find no layout showing its elevation although we admit this is 
something we could have missed given the size of the document. However, under 4.1a Aesthetics [p. 25] the document 
states that the building will have a "maximum height of 47 feet at the northern corners" and that BMP zoning for a 
project on the 15.88 acres proposed limits heights to 45 feet with a 10-foot extension for screening purposes. The size of 
the site requires consolidation of four smaller parcels to allow for the 308,000 sq.-ft. 47-foot high building [P14-1034]. A 
building of this size would of necessity block views of the surrounding vistas in violation of the General Plan guidelines 
for the Northside, but the Mitigated Negative Declaration concludes there would be no significant impact on the 
environment.” 

Response
The proposed project would not conflict with any plans or programs adopted to avoid or mitigate an environmental 
impact because it is consistent with the objectives of the 2025 General Plan and the mitigating policies of the General 
Plan EIR, as summarized below. 
 
The City of Riverside 2025 General Plan Land Use and Urban Design Element establishes the goals, vision, and 
objectives for development and use of Riverside’s industrial land. The General Plan seeks to, “strictly limit any 
redesignations or rezoning of land from industrial use… [and to] avoid encroachments of incompatible land uses within 
close proximity of industrial land (Policy LU-24.2)”. The General Plan Land Use and Urban Design Element also seeks 
to, “add to the City’s industrial land base where logically and physically possible to do so (Objective LU-25)” and to, 
“identify opportunities to redevelop older, underutilized properties (Policy LU-25.4).” The proposed project site is 
located in an area of the City characterized by light industrial and industrial storage uses and would not be an appropriate 
location for residential or commercial uses. The proposed project site is surrounded by industrial uses to the west, 
industrial uses and vacant land zoned for industrial use to the north, industrial uses and vacant residences scheduled for 
demolition to the east, and open space and recreation uses to the south. Moreover, the proposed site is physically 
capable of supporting the proposed speculative warehouse use and is a logical location for such a use given its proximity 
to freeways and other industrial land uses. Finally, the proposed project site is an older, underutilized site, part of which 
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contains abandoned residences and part of which was formerly used for agriculture. As such, the proposed project is 
appropriate for the proposed site given the goals and objectives for industrial land found in the City’s General Plan. 
 
The General Plan sets the guidelines for implementation through the City’s Zoning Code (Municipal Code Title 19) 
where the City adopted regulatory standards for site development. The project site is located in the Business and 
Manufacturing Park Zone (BMP) and is consistent with the General Plan by permitting a “. . . wide variety of industrial, 
manufacturing, and support uses . . .” in “. . . a district for low-intensity and low-impact industrial, office, and related 
uses (Section 19.130.010(A))”. The Zoning Codes specifically prohibits residential or heavier industrial uses that generate 
odors (e.g. animal slaughtering, fat rendering, wood distillation), noise (e.g. gravel excavation, automobile wrecking), dust 
or smoke (e.g. petroleum refining, steel mills, sand excavation), and other causes of nuisance (Sections 19.130.025(A)(1) 
through (24)) in implementing the policies of the General Plan. 
 
The MND analyzed the proposed industrial building as an anticipated manufacturing use providing a “worst-case” 
scenario due to the greater number of trips this type of use typically generates. The project Air Quality and Climate 
Change Assessment analyzed air quality impacts of both the manufacturing use and the warehouse use based upon a 
fleet mix that contains heavy-duty trucks, and both were found to have less than significant impacts. The proposed 
building is a speculative shell that has the potential to accommodate a breadth of uses permitted by the BMP Zone 
including warehousing and office uses. As is documented in the IS/MND, the proposed building will not result in 
significant impacts to the environment including those related to odors, dust, smoke, noise, or vibration. The proposed 
project is permitted, pursuant to Design Review approval, in the BMP zone and by extension is consistent with the 
General Plan because it will: 
 

1. Accommodate a variety of manufacturing, office, or warehousing uses (General Plan Land Use and Urban 
Design Element Page LU-141); 

2. Not generate nuisance or other impacts (General Plan Land Use and Urban Design Element Page LU-141); 
3. Be located in an existing industrial area on a currently underutilized site (General Plan Land Use and Urban 

Design Element Policy LU-25.4); and 
4. Be physically developable on the site pursuant to City zoning requirements (General Plan Land Use and Urban 

Design Element Page LU-145). 
 
The project is permitted in the BMP zone and is consistent with the General Plan; therefore, any applicable General Plan 
EIR mitigating policies or measures will apply to the project, as standard practice for all development proposals subject 
to environmental review. The City’s zoning code restricts the building height to 45 feet; however, the code includes an 
allowance of an additional 10 feet for screening purposes. The proposed building height from floor to roof is between 
41 and 43 feet. With inclusion of parapet walls for screening of roof-mounted equipment, the building’s final height will 
be 47 feet. Therefore, the building height is within the allowable range and will be consistent with General Plan 
standards. The Project Proponent has not submitted a General Plan amendment, variance, or other requests that could 
modify or recuse the project from the applicability of required mitigation. General Plan 2025 EIR mitigation measures 
are designed to avoid cumulative and site specific environmental impacts in concert with other applicable regulations 
required to mitigate or avoid environmental impacts.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment F3
The commenter states that, “Under Appendix A: 1.2 Air Quality the Mitigated Negative Declaration states illogically that 
the project will not result in a substantial increase of toxic or other emissions for a number of factors, even though the 
location of the proposed building already suffers from a significant increase of toxic emissions caused by existing vehicle 
traffic under certain weather conditions. This is caused by the lower elevations in the Santa Ana River flood plain where 
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the project to be located, proximity to the Santa Ana River, and airflow patterns at certain times of the day and night, 
and certain times of the year. These factors have been common knowledge to Northsiders for generations.” 

Response
The air quality analysis provided in the IS/MND shows that the proposed project will not exceed any criteria pollutant 
or toxic emissions thresholds as established by the SCAQMD. The air quality analysis for the project assessed both 
manufacturing and warehouse uses and both were determined to have less than significant impacts. The local climate 
and geography conditions mentioned by the commenter were taken into account in the project’s air quality modeling.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment F4
The commenter states that, “Appendix D: Historical/Archeological Resources Survey Report Management Summary 
states bewilderingly that, based on a 1982 survey, the existing 1920s-era Spanish- Eclectic style house located on one of 
the parcels to be consolidated does not meet CEQA's definition of a ‘historical resource’ though the site is within known 
spheres of Cahuilla, Luiseno, Serrano and Tongva occupation or ranging, the 1845 Bandini Donation-Salvador de 
Jurupa-La Placita, 1870 Spanish Town, 1905 Pellisser Ranch and the original boundary of the 1912 Northside 
Improvement Association boundaries. There is indeed a potential for discovery of as yet unknown cultural resources, 
and whatever archeological material there could be lies buried below the topsoil left behind by the wall of water that 
flooded the Northside in 1862.” 

Response
The report is quoting from a survey completed by an outside entity. The survey originally designated the Spanish-
Eclectic style house as not having a historical resource value; however, the commenter provides no substantial evidence 
controverting the 1982 survey. Nevertheless, the cultural resources section of the IS/MND includes mitigation measures 
that include requirements for archaeological sensitivity training for construction personnel, monitoring of construction 
excavations, the implementation of a treatment plan should archaeological resources be uncovered, and the preparation 
of a construction monitoring report upon completion. This mitigation is sufficient to ensure that if buried cultural 
resources are found, the impacts will be less than significant.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment F5
The commenter states that, “In the Introduction [p. 1] of Appendix D, we are told that this study involved a cultural 
resources records search, historical background research, contact with Native American representatives, and a systematic 
field survey. In the References [pp 17 &18] there is a bewildering lack of citations from the wealth of material available 
from the Riverside Public Library's history department, Riverside Metropolitan Museum, Colton City Library, Colton 
Historical Museum, San Bernardino County Hall of Records Archives, San Bernardino County Library, San Bernardino 
County Museum, Smiley Library, the historical societies of each of these jurisdictions, or other sources commonly used 
by local historians and other writers. The failure to check these sources may explain the factual errors in the next item on 
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our list... In the IS/MND, 4.2 Cultural Resources [p. 43] regarding Site Evaluation, the third paragraph states "there is a 
single, potentially historic resource known as the Trujillo Abode [sic] located at 3669 Center Street, approximately one-
quarter mile northeast of the proposed Project Site, situated northwest of the intersection of Orange Street and Center 
Street. The abode [sic] was constructed circa 1862 and it is currently being evaluated by the City for historic status and 
potential preservation. The Abode [sic] is located outside the project boundaries and will not be modified or otherwise 
disturbed by construction or operation of the proposed building. The location and distance of the 1862 dwelling is 
correct. But its identification, status and vulnerability to potential harm are not. The dwelling is correctly identified as the 
Trujillo Adobe. Its status at the time this study was written, June 2015, was as follows: Riverside County Landmark 
RIV009 (1967) and State of California Point of Interest P-75 (1968). However, by August 2016 when the Intent to 
Adopt a mitigated negative declaration for this project was published by the City's Planning Division, the Trujillo Adobe 
had been on the City's Historical Register as Historical Landmark #130 (Riverside City Council: Dec. 8, 2016). The 
Trujillo Adobe was subsequently donated to the Riverside County Parks Department and became the subject of a 
permanent exhibit at the Riverside Metropolitan Museum for thirty-five years. The museum still houses the archival 
treasures that made the exhibit possible, including primary and secondary material, family archival photos, transcripts of 
interviews of descendants of the original pioneers, early maps of the area, and other items of value to historians. If the 
research conducted in preparation on the Mitigated Negative Declaration had included any resource triggering a referral 
to the Museum, all of the information included in our letter (items #10 and #11) would have been discovered. Although 
the homes of settlers were built on high ground after the Flood of 1862, there may very well be foundations of the early 
houses on the flood plain under the topsoil. The location of the proposed project is within the boundaries of these early 
settlements. In 1870, when Riverside's founders were establishing the new township south of La Placita they discovered 
native artifacts at a site on Strong and Main Streets known to us as Elliotta Springs. Although these items are not known 
to us now, it proves that there was native occupation of the Northside. Artifacts from the native and La Placita periods 
could be found anywhere around the Northside. It is unconscionable to assume that because the research for this 
Mitigated Negative Declaration did not turn up anything that seemed historically significant that there is nothing. 
Because of the geographical and historical link between the Trujillo Adobe and the Old Spanish Trail, the National Park 
Service has identified it a site with potential for historical development as part of the Old Spanish National Historic 
Trail--something that elevates the area of old La Placita and its environs above the perceived wasteland of Northside's 
flood plain.” 

Response
The Historical/Archaeological Resources Survey report was prepared in accordance with accepted protocols for 
preparation of such report. The proposed project site is located approximately a quarter mile to the west of the Trujillo 
Adobe in an area characterized by light-industrial, commercial, residential, and vacant land uses. There are also a number 
of automobile wreckage/storage sites located in the immediate vicinity if the project site. Although the Trujillo Adobe is 
designated as a site with potential for historical development as part of the Old Spanish Historic National Trail, given its 
distance from the proposed site and the existing character of the project area, the project will not cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource. As shown in the project cultural resources survey, existing on-
site buildings do not meet any of the criteria for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or the California 
Register of Historical Resources, nor for local designation by the City of Riverside. Moreover, the Trujillo Adobe was 
not identified during the survey on any federal, state, or local historic preservation database. No other potential 
“historical resources” were encountered during the course of the cultural resources study. The cultural resources section 
of the IS/MND contains mitigation measures that include requirements for archaeological sensitivity training for 
construction personnel, monitoring of construction excavations, the implementation of a treatment plan should 
archaeological resources be uncovered, and the preparation of a construction monitoring report upon completion. This 
mitigation is sufficient to ensure that impacts to buried cultural resources, if found, will be less than significant. Please, 
also see Response to Comment C2 above. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the IS/MND have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the Initial Study text is necessary, and 
this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated Negative Declaration. 
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Comment G1
The commenter states that, “We reiterate our position that a warehouse project in the Northside Neighborhood would 
violate Riverside 2025 General Plan provisions LU-72 (providing for steady change and improvement to an upgraded 
model community) and LU-74 (to preserve and promote the lower density charm of the Northside Community). A 
warehouse is not in the best interest of a revitalized Northside.” 

Response
The proposed warehouse project is consistent with both the BMP-Business and Manufacturing Park land use 
designation as well as Policy LU-72.8, which encourages appropriate industrial development opportunities. Also, please 
refer to Response to Comment F2 above. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment G2
The commenter states that, “The Mitigated Negative Declaration report as presented is poorly written and very difficult 
to follow. For example, apart from the numerous typographic errors, the subsections in Section 4 (Evaluation of 
Environmental Impacts) are incorrectly numbered and the Appendices each have independent page numbers, making 
the document difficult to reference. Moreover, there are many internal inconsistencies, errors of fact, and glaring 
omissions that cast doubt on the accuracy and veracity of the report as a whole. For instance, the proposed building 
height exceeds the maximum specified in the Riverside Municipal Code 19.130, the proposed project site is in the 100-
year floodplain of the Santa Ana River, and the proposed project site is within 100 feet of existing water supply wells 
(both Garner ‘B’ Well and Garner ‘D’ Well). Furthermore, in the Mandatory Findings of Significance section there is 
reference to Mitigation Measure AQ-1, which does not appear in the Air Quality Section 4.3. The Hydrology and Water 
Quality Section 4.6 repeatedly refers to detailed hydrologic analysis to be found in Section 3.9. However, there is no 
Section 3.9 anywhere in the report. Also, in Appendix F, sub-Appendices 3 and 8-10, critical soils and hydrologic 
information are missing (these Appendices are blank).” 

Response
The subsections have been re-numbered and page numbers have been provided for each of the Appendices for ease of 
reference. The City’s zoning code restricts the building height to 45 feet; however, it includes an allowance of an 
additional 10 feet for screening purposes. The proposed building height from floor to roof is between 41 and 43 feet. 
With inclusion of parapet walls for screening of roof-mounted equipment, the building’s final height will be 47 feet. 
Therefore, the building height is within the allowable range and will be consistent with General Plan standards. 
According to FEMA maps, the project site is located in Zone X of “Other Areas”, which denotes areas determined to 
be outside the 0.2% annual chance floodplain. As such, the proposed project is not within a 100-year floodplain and 
does not place any structures (including housing) within the Santa Ana River floodplain that would impede or redirect 
flood flows. The commenter correctly states that the project site is within 100 feet of existing water supply wells (Garner 
B, C, and D Wells). However, the proposed project will not physically alter or otherwise impact the water quality or 
ability to function of these existing wells. Based upon this comment, the original AQ-1 has been modified. As originally 
drafted, Mitigation Measure AQ-1 is not needed because there are no significant unavoidable impacts. While no 
mitigation for air quality is required at this time to reduce project impacts to less than significant levels, Mitigation 
Measure AQ-1 has been modified to address future possible refrigerated uses of the project. In the case of the proposed 
project changing to a refrigerated warehouse use sometime in the future, Modified Mitigation Measure AQ-1 requires 
the applicant to conduct a new Air Quality and Climate Change Assessment to analyze operational impacts associated 
with refrigerated uses. If the updated Air Quality and Climate Change Assessment were to show that the project with 
refrigerated uses would exceed established SCAQMD thresholds for criteria operational pollutant emissions, mitigation 
measures would be required to ensure impacts are reduced to less than significant levels. The modified Mitigation 
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Measure AQ-1 provides equivalent mitigation when compared with the original Mitigation Measure AQ-1. References to 
Section 3.9 found in the Hydrology and Water Quality Section have been changed to “4.9” to properly reflect the 
referenced section. Appendix F sub-Appendices 3, 8 and 9 of the project Hydrology Report were, in fact, missing as 
stated by the commenter. This is due to the fact that the Preliminary Hydrology Report, and not the Final Hydrology 
Report, was included in the IS/MND appendices. The Final Hydrology Report is included in this Response to 
Comments (see Attachment B) which includes sub-Appendices 3 (Soils Information), 8 (Source Control), and 9 
(Operation and Maintenance). Appendix F, sub-Appendix 10, is not blank as the commenter states. Appendix 10 
includes educational materials as part of the project WQMP.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the analysis in the environmental document or identify any 
significant new information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an 
impact has been identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. 
No other changes to the IS/MND have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the Initial Study text is 
necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration. 

Comment G3
The commenter states that, “The Mitigated Negative Declaration report mentions several subsequent compliance plans 
that will be generated as part of this project (a Stormwater Runoff Management Plan, a Noise Mitigation Plan, and a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan). In large part, the Mitigated Negative Declaration is based on the performance 
of these yet unformulated plans. We feel that these compliance plans should be included in this report in order to justify 
a determination of a Mitigated Negative Declaration.” 

Response
Compliance plans referenced by the commenter are not required to be provided prior to environmental (CEQA) 
clearance or entitlement approval. The mitigation referenced by the commenter will be found in the Project SWPPP and 
will be reflected on construction documents and are reviewed either prior to issuance of grading permits, prior to 
issuance of building permits, or release of occupancy. They are construction-related documents that will be completed 
and utilized during project development and in compliance with State and local laws and regulations. Issuance of 
grading, building, and operation permits is dependent on submission and approval of said plans. While these compliance 
plans serve as additional mitigation, none of the MND’s impact conclusions rely upon imposition of these compliance 
plans. In other words, even if these compliance plans were not required, all of the impact conclusions of the MND 
would remain the same. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment G4
The commenter states that, “Some of the data presented in this report are actual measurements, but much are derived 
from various model outputs. In both cases, there is no way to independently verify the accuracy and/or authenticity of 
these values. If models are used, there is no way to know if the input parameters truly reflect the on-site conditions or if 
the model outputs are reasonable. The sources and assumptions surrounding all of these values should be stated 
explicitly so that decision makers will know that the numbers were not just fabricated.” 
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Response
There are different approaches and assumptions that can be used in projecting the impacts of a development project on 
the environment, which include the use of computer modeling programs that utilize default inputs. CEQA requires that 
the project analysis consider only reasonable assumptions supported by substantial evidence in estimating the impacts of 
a project in order to avoid speculative analysis and conclusions that can be wrought from use of unsubstantiated claims 
or excessively "worst-case" scenarios. The environmental analysis is required to represent a project as accurately as is 
feasible for the sake of full disclosure of anticipated impacts. Modeling parameters and significance thresholds, for 
example, are set by the AQMD. Another example is vibration modeling, in which model inputs and significant 
thresholds are established by Caltrans. Because the proposed building is speculative in nature, actual tenants are not 
known; therefore, default output settings were used to analyze different uses including unrefrigerated warehouse and 
manufacturing. The IS/MND discloses the use of default model input parameters and their assumptions. Such an 
approach is valid and adequate under CEQA. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration.  
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Comment H1
The commenter states, “This document is difficult to read and hard to follow. Many pages are blank: some expressly 
state that the page is intentionally left blank; some pages are just blank; and some pages are blank where text or graphics 
were intended to go. This is a particular problem in Appendix F, where critical soils and hydrologic analysis is missing.”  

Response
This comment has been received and noted. The Table of Contents has been updated to reflect the correct pagination. 
Subsections have been re-numbered and page numbers have been provided for each of the Appendices for ease of 
reference. Appendix F sub-Appendices 3, 8 and 9 of the project Hydrology Report were, in fact, missing as stated by the 
commenter. This is due to the fact that the Preliminary Hydrology Report, and not the Final Hydrology Report, was 
included in the IS/MND appendices. The Final Hydrology Report is included in this Response to Comments (see 
Attachment B) which includes sub-Appendices 3 (Soils Information), 8 (Source Control), and 9 (Operation and 
Maintenance). 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H2
The commenter states that, “Pagination is difficult. Pages 1-101 are fairly straightforward, but then follow the 
Appendices. Most Appendices are separately numbered, but some have Appendices within Appendices. Most confusing 
when trying to reference a specific section.” 

Response
This comment has been received and noted. As mentioned in Response to Comment H1 above, the Table of Contents 
has been updated to reflect the correct pagination. The subsections have been re-numbered and page numbers have 
been provided for each of the Appendices for ease of reference.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H3
The commenter states that, “If quality control on the final document is so blatantly lacking, what can be said of the 
factual information?”  

Response
This comment has been received and noted and Quality Control of the document has been performed as requested.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
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identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H4
The commenter states that, “In terms of data itself, some is measured and some are model outputs. In both cases, there 
is now way to independently verify the accuracy and/or authenticity of these values. If models are used, there is no way 
to know if the input parameters truly reflect the on-site conditions. We need something more than implied ‘because we 
say so’ or ‘we wouldn’t lie to you’ here.” 

Response
There are different approaches and assumptions that can be used in projecting the impacts of a development project on 
the environment, which include the use of computer modeling programs such as CalEEMod, AERMOD, RCNM, and 
SoundPLAN that utilize default inputs. CEQA requires that the project analysis consider only reasonable assumptions 
supported by substantial evidence in estimating the impacts of a project in order to avoid speculative analysis and 
conclusions that can be wrought from use of unsubstantiated claims or excessively "worst-case" scenarios. The 
environmental analysis is required to represent a project as accurately as is feasible for the sake of full disclosure of 
anticipated impacts. Because the proposed building is speculative in nature, actual tenants are not known; therefore, 
default output settings were used to analyze different uses including unrefrigerated warehouse and manufacturing. The 
IS/MND discloses the use of default model input parameters and their assumptions. Also, please see Response to 
Comment G4 above. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H5
The commenter states, “In several instances the report states that subsequent compliance plans will be developed and 
submitted to the Planning authorities (a Stormwater Runoff Management Plan; a Noise Mitigation Plan; a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan). These as yet unformulated compliance plans then in part for the basis for the determination 
of a Mitigated Negative Declaration. To avoid this classic case of putting the cart before the horse, these compliance 
plans should be part of this report.”  

Response
The compliance plans referenced by the commenter are not required to be provided prior to environmental (CEQA) 
clearance or entitlement approval. They are construction- and operation-related documents that will be completed and 
utilized during project development and in compliance with State and local laws and regulations. Issuance of grading, 
building, and operation permits is dependent on submission and approval of said plans. Also, please refer to Response to 
Comment G3 above. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 
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Comment H6
The commenter states that, “There are many errors and omissions (documented below) that cast doubt on the accuracy 
and the veracity of the report as a whole. This is especially true for the hydrologic analyses.” 

Response
This comment has been received and noted. Each of the errors mentioned by the commenter is addressed herein.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H7
The commenter states that, “On Page 31, Section 4.3.b, if this proposed project is to build a trucking warehouse, how is 
it that heavy-duty truck trips only account for 16.6% of the increased traffic?”  

Response
The proposed project has been evaluated as a manufacturing use, which was determined to be the most intensive use 
from a traffic standpoint. Evaluation of a warehouse was also performed as it relates to traffic and air quality, both of 
which confirmed that the manufacturing use was the more intensive use. At this time, the proposed development is 
speculative in nature, meaning an end user has not been identified, and it is not considered a “trucking warehouse” as 
stated by the commenter. The proposed development will consist of a mix of passenger vehicle trips associated with 
employees and customers of the project, as well as a mix of light-, medium-, and heavy-duty truck trips. In terms of 
traffic generation by vehicle category, which includes passenger vehicles as well as trucks, the proposed project would 
actually generate less total daily trips than were analyzed in the project Traffic Impact Analysis. However, per Southern 
California Association of Government (SCAG) recommendations, the project was analyzed in terms of Passenger Car 
Equivalents (PCE), which includes only passenger vehicles, but leads to higher total daily trips. This scenario represents 
a worst-case scenario. As such, the proposed project as analyzed, took a more conservative approach to modeling traffic 
impacts to the Level of Service (LOS) of intersections in the project vicinity. Actual traffic impacts will, therefore, likely 
be less than estimated in the Traffic Impact Analysis. Trip generation rates and fleet mix were based on estimates 
provided in the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual (9th Edition), which is widely employed 
by local and regional jurisdictions as an acceptable method for estimating trip generation and fleet mix. As such, the 
heavy-duty truck trip percentages used for the analysis in the IS/MND are consistent with the ITE Trip Generation 
Manual; therefore, the analysis represents a realistic assessment of proposed project conditions.   

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H8
The commenter states that, “On Page 32/33, Section 4.3.b, in Table 4 the outputs of NOX is listed as Substantial 
because the modeled outputs levels are very near the threshold of 55 lb/day. However, in Table 5 the value of PM2.5 is 
very near the threshold of 8 lb/day, yet this value is not considered Substantial. Why is this?” 
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Response
The inclusion of “Yes” in the “Substantial?” row of Table 4 (Operational Daily Emissions (lbs/day)) of the IS/MND 
was a typo and has been changed to “No” to reflect the correct determination. The proposed project will not exceed any 
of the criteria pollutant emissions thresholds for daily operation including NOX. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H9
The commenter states that, “On Page 39, Section 4.1.c, the project could have indirect impacts on sensitive communities 
downstream. However, with SWPPP (not defined) including Best Management Practices, these impacts would be 
reduced to less than significant impacts. Without documentation, how do we know this?”  

Response
As defined on Page 42 of the IS/MND, a SWPPP is identified as a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan. As 
mentioned in Response to Comment H5 above, a SWPPP is a construction-related document and issuance of grading 
and building permits is dependent on submission and approval of this document. As such, the compliance plan 
referenced by the commenter is not required to be provided prior to environmental (CEQA) clearance or entitlement 
approval. Implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) found in the SWPPP and the project Water Quality 
Management Plan (WQMP), as required by State and local law, will reduce impacts to sensitive downstream 
communities to less than significant. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H10
The commenter states that, “On Page 39, Section 4.1.d, we are told that the project site is not located within an 
established or potential wildlife movement corridor. Without documentation, how do we know this?” 

Response
As discussed in the project Biological Resources Assessment, land uses bordering the project site include commercial 
and industrial facilities to the north, west, and east (e.g., multiple towing companies), and recreational uses to the south 
(i.e., A.B. Brown Sports Complex Park). Therefore, the movement of wildlife species at the project site is substantially 
limited due to the habitat fragmentation caused by development and the project site does not serve as a continuous 
regional connection for wildlife species. In addition, Figure OS-7 of the 2025 General Plan shows that the project site is 
not within an identified MSHCP Core or Linkage. This discussion has been included in the Final IS/MND along with a 
citation for the source.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
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identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H11
The commenter states that, “On Page 40, Section 4.1.f, we are told that no suitable burrowing owl habitat exists on the 
project site. Without documentation, how do we know this?” 

Response
As is shown on Page 43 of the Final IS/MND, Burrowing Owl surveys were conducted to assess the potential habitat 
and ensure that no Burrowing Owl or narrow endemic plant species have the potential to occur on the project site. The 
biological field survey was conducted on April 7, 2015, and revealed that no suitable Burrowing Owl habitat exists on 
the project site. As such, the determination that the project will not conflict with the MSHCP is correct and sufficient 
evidence has been provided.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H12
The commenter states that, “On Page 61, Section 4.6.a, operational BMPs will be identified in a Stormwater Runoff 
Management Plan that will be submitted to the City for review and approval. When will this take place? This compliance 
plan should be part of this report.”  

Response
As mentioned in Response to Comment H5 and H9 above, the Stormwater Runoff Management Plan is a construction-
related document required by the State (and, therefore, by the City) prior to issuance of grading, building, and operation 
permits is dependent on submission and approval of said compliance plans. As such, the compliance plan referenced by 
the commenter is not required to be provided prior to environmental (CEQA) clearance or entitlement approval.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H13
The commenter states that, “On Page 61, Section 4.6.c, a holding basin will be constructed that will infiltrate water at a 
rate of 10 inches per hour. The infiltration rate of the natural soil was never tested (or at least the results appear nowhere 
in this report), so how do we know that his basin will perform as stated?” 
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Response
 The infiltration rate of the natural soil was tested as part of the project Water Quality Management Plan, and is included 
in the WQMP report as Appendix 3 (Soils Information). The Final WQMP is included in the Final IS/MND and 
included at the end of this document as Attachment B. As shown, the proposed infiltration basin will exceed existing 
infiltration capacity and will therefore perform as intended. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H14
The commenter states that, “On Page 74, Section 4.9.a, mitigation measure N-1 calls for a noise mitigation plan verifying 
compliance effectiveness shall be prepared and submitted to the Planning Director. When will this take place? This 
compliance plan should be part of this report.”  

Response
As stated within Mitigation Measure N-1, a Construction Noise Mitigation Plan verifying the effectiveness of said 
measures is required to be prepared and submitted for review and approval by the Planning Director prior to issuance of 
demolition permits. Because the plan will rely on the demolition and construction contractor(s) based on their methods 
of demolition and construction, the plan is not required to be provided prior to environmental (CEQA) clearance or 
entitlement approval. Also, please refer to Response to Comment G3 above. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H15
The commenter states that, “On Page 76, Section 4.9.b, Table 17 has the term ‘PPVref’ as a column heading. Nowhere 
is this term defined. What is this term and why is it important?” 

Response
According to the Caltrans Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, the term “PPVref” refers to the Peak 
Particle Velocity of commonly used construction equipment such as pile drivers, vibratory rollers, bulldozers, and trucks. 
Extensive studies were performed by measuring data points at various distances for a wide variety of construction 
equipment. PPVref is displayed in the form of a decimal and is used in an equation to analyze the susceptibility of 
different types of buildings and structures to vibration impacts. The numbers displayed in Table 17 under the PPVref 
column indicate the Peak Particle Velocity of each piece of equipment that will be used on the proposed project. As 
shown in Table 17, the proposed project will have less than significant vibration impacts on nearby structures. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
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the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H16
The commenter states that, “On Page 78, Section 4.9.c, are the values in Table 19 correct? How were they obtained?”  

Response
The City of Riverside Municipal Code sets an allowable exterior noise level for industrial uses at 70 dBA CNEL, 65 dBA 
CNEL for public recreational facilities and office/commercial use, 60 dBA for community support uses, and 55 dBA for 
residential use. Ambient noise at the project site would generally be defined by traffic on Center Street, Placentia Lane, 
and operational noise from neighboring industrial uses. Traffic noise from vehicular traffic generated by the proposed 
project was projected using SoundPLAN software based on estimated trip generation and distribution as identified in 
the traffic study provided by Kunzman Associates, Inc. Existing noise levels at the single family homes to the east and 
west, the industrial uses to the north and east, and the commercial use to the east were calculated and projected at the 
ground floor. The 2017 Opening Year Without and With Project traffic noise levels during the peak hour at neighboring 
uses were also projected using SoundPLAN. As shown in the IS/MND, Opening Year Without and With Project 
exterior noise levels will be within the allowable exterior noise levels of the established City of Riverside exterior noise 
standard for the industrial and commercial uses to the east and the residential use to the southeast of the project site on 
the east side of Orange Street. The values shown in Table 19 are in fact correct and reflect a “worst-case” project 
scenario.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H17
The commenter states, “On page 83/84, Section 4.13.a, what is LOS (level of service)? What are these values based on? 
What are the criteria?”  

Response
As shown in Appendix A (Glossary of Transportation Terms) of the project Traffic Impact Analysis, “Level of Service 
(LOS)” refers to a qualitative measure of a number of factors, which include speed and travel time, traffic interruptions, 
freedom to maneuver, safety, driving comfort and convenience, and operating costs. LOS is used by local and regional 
public agencies to analyze jurisdictional roadways by categorizing traffic flow and assigning quality levels of traffic based 
on the above performance measures. Generally, LOS D or better is considered acceptable by most jurisdictions, which 
includes the City of Riverside.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 
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Comment H18
The commenter states that, “On Page 84, Section 4.13.a, in the paragraph under Trip Generation, what is the time 
period of the trips (hour, day, week, month, year)?” 

Response
Trip generation rates were determined for daily trips, morning peak hour inbound and outbound trips, and evening peak 
hour inbound and outbound trips for the proposed land use. A discussion of the time period of trips has been added to 
the section of the IS/MND cited by the commenter. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H19
The commenter states that, “On Page 84, Section 4.13.a, in Table 20, what are the units of the Delay columns (second, 
minute, hour)? Also, where is Highgrove at Center Street? (It is not at Iowa).”  

Response
Delay is presented in units of seconds. An asterisk and explanation of the units of delay has been included in the footer 
of Table 20. As shown in Figure 1 (Project Location Map) of the project Traffic Impact Analysis, the intersection of 
Highgrove Place at Center Street, which is denoted as Study Intersection #8, is located on the east side of I-215 between 
the Interstate and Iowa Avenue. At this location, Highgrove Place serves as the Center Street exit from northbound I-
215 as well as a connector between Center Street and La Cadena Drive (which serves as a frontage road for the 
Interstate).  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H20
The commenter states that, “In Appendix F, Page 8, what is LID? This term is used repeatedly in this section but is 
never defined.” 

Response
The term “LID” refers to Low-Impact Development. Low-Impact Development refers to systems and practices that use 
or mimic natural processes that result in infiltration, evapotranspiration, or use of stormwater in order to protect water 
quality and associated aquatic habitat.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
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the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H21
The commenter states, “In Appendix F, Page 9, Table C.2 lists DMA 2-B with Stabilization Type of Natural Channel 
with Depressed Overflow Outlet. However, previously in Appendix F, Page 5, it is stated that there are no natural 
hydrologic features on the project site. How can these two statements be reconciled?”  

Response
Appendix F, Section C, Table C.2 does not refer to existing natural drainage features. Table C.2 delineates Drainage 
Management Areas that will be included as part of the proposed project for the purpose of drainage. DMA 2-B refers to 
a proposed natural channel that will be constructed as one of many such drainage management features. Therefore, the 
statement that there are no natural hydrologic features on the project site is accurate. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H22
The commenter states that, “In Appendix F, Page 14, in Table D.3 DCV Calculations for LID BMPs, the term ‘DCV’ is 
never defined. What is this and why is it important?” 

Response
The acronym “DCV” refers to “Design Capture Volume”. The Design Capture Volume of an infiltration basin is equal 
to the amount of runoff a basin is designed to capture. This is important in determining whether a proposed BMP will 
capture enough runoff to ensure post-project flows are less than pre-project flows. In this case, the proposed basin will 
in fact provide sufficient DCV to ensure post-project flows are less than pre-project flows. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H23
The commenter states that, “Starting on Page 25, Section 4 (the Evaluation of Environmental Impacts) is broken down 
into subsections. However, the numbering of these subsections is inconsistent, labeled 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, …, 
4.15. This makes it extremely difficult to uniquely refer to the many of the subsections.”  

Response
The subsections have been re-numbered for consistency and ease of reference.  
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Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H24
The commenter states that, “On Page 25, Section 4.1.a, the report states that the Riverside Municipal Code 19.130 
requires a maximum building height of 45 feet. However, the proposed building height would be 47 feet.” 

Response
Riverside Municipal Code Chapter 19.130 requires that the maximum building height for all development in the Business 
Manufacturing Park (BMP) zone is 45 feet. However, Municipal Code Chapter 19.560.030 allows that uninhabited 
architectural features, such as parapet walls for screening of roof-mounted equipment, may be erected above the height 
limits prescribed in the Municipal Code. The proposed building will have a maximum height of 47 feet at the northern 
corners where screening will be provided for rooftop equipment. Thus, the project’s height complies with the Riverside 
Municipal Code requirements. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H25
The commenter states that, “On Page 26, Section 4.1.d, the report attests to the ‘general urban character of the area’ and 
on Page 39, Section 4.1.c, the proposed project area is described as ‘primarily urban’. However, most of the land is 
vacant and Page 42, Section 4.2.a, comments on the ‘rural area of the project vicinity’. The area is either rural or urban. It 
can’t be both.” 

Response
References to the “general urban character of the area” are referring to the City of Riverside generally, as well as the 
specific location of the project site. The reference to the “rural character of the project vicinity” is referring to the La 
Placita de Los Trujillos community that is located to the north of the project site, which has maintained its rural 
character unlike the project site and immediate surroundings.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 
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Comment H26
The commenter states that, “On Page 48, Section 4.3.b, the report states that the employment of Best Management 
Practices implemented through a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan would be required to limit the extent of eroded 
materials from a construction site. Furthermore, development of more than one acre would require compliance with the 
provisions of the NPDES regulations concerning the discharge of eroded materials and pollutants from construction 
sites and required the preparation and implementation of a SWPPP. However, no compliance plan SWPPP has been 
prepared as part of this report.” 

Response
As mentioned in Response to Comment H5, H9 and H12 above, issuance of grading, building, and operation permits is 
dependent on submission and approval of said compliance plans. Therefore, the compliance plan referenced by the 
commenter is not required to be provided prior to environmental (CEQA) clearance or entitlement approval. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H27
The commenter states that, “On Pages 61/62, Sections 4.6.c/d/e/f, all refer to a Section 3.9.b or 3.9.c where detailed 
hydrologic analysis was previously performed. However, Section 3.9 does not exist anywhere in this report, either in the 
main body or in any of the Appendices. Moreover, this detailed hydrologic analysis appears nowhere in the report.” 

Response
References to Section 3.9 found in the Hydrology and Water Quality Section have been changed to “4.9” to properly 
reflect the referenced section. Appendix F sub-Appendices 3, 8 and 9 of the project Hydrology Report were, in fact, 
missing as stated by the commenter. This is due to the fact that the Preliminary Hydrology Report, and not the Final 
Hydrology Report, was included in the IS/MND appendices. The Final Hydrology Report is included in this Response 
to Comments (see Attachment B) which includes sub-Appendices 3 (Soils Information), 8 (Source Control), and 9 
(Operation and Maintenance).  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H28
The commenter states that, “On Page 62, Section 4.6.h, the report states that the project site is not in a 100-year flood 
hazard area or zone of the Santa Ana River. However, a map from the Army Corps of Engineers clearly shows the 
project site in the 100-year flood zone.”  

Response
According to FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map #06065C0065G, the project site is not located within a 100-year flood 
hazard area or zone of the Santa Ana River. However, the site is located within “Zone X” of “Other Flood Areas” 
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which includes areas of 0.2% annual chance flood, areas of 1% annual chance flood with average depths of less than 1 
foot or with drainage areas less than 1 square mile, or areas protected by levees from 1% annual chance flood. As such, 
the project does not place housing or any other structures that could impede or redirect flows of the Santa Ana River. 
We were not able to locate a map from the Army Corps of Engineers for the project site as such maps are not available. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H29
The commenter states that, “On Page 62, Section 4.6.i, the report states that the project site is not in a dam inundation 
area. However, if the Seven Oaks dam on the Santa Ana River were breached, the project site would be affected.” 

Response
According to Chapter 04-11 (Flood and Dam Inundation Hazards) of the 2015 Riverside County General Plan, the 
project site is located approximately 15.65 miles downstream from the Seven Oaks Dam and is not located within the 
Dam’s designated inundation zone. Moreover, according to Figure PS-4 (Flood Hazard Areas) of the City of Riverside 
2025 General Plan Safety Element, the project site is not located within the dam inundation zone of any of the ten listed 
dams within the jurisdiction. Given that the project site is not delineated on any regulatory map or within an applicable 
regulatory plan, the determination that impacts related to dam inundation would be less than significant is correct. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H30
The commenter states that, “On Page 77, Section 4.9.b, Table 16 does NOT show that ‘periodic heavy truck traffic 
occurring along Center Street will not exceed vibration criteria for structural damage to historic or sensitive buildings’ as 
stated in the report. Rather it shows Distances to Vibration Receptors.”  

Response
The commenter is correct that Table 16 shows Distances to Vibration Receptors and not periodic heavy truck traffic. 
This citation has been corrected in the IS/MND to read “Table 18”, which presents vibration thresholds for different 
building types. As discussed in Response to Comments L2 above, operation-related impacts will be less than significant. 
and periodic heavy truck traffic occurring along Center Street will not exceed vibration criteria for structural damage to 
historic and sensitive buildings.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
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Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H31
The commenter states that, “On Pages 91/92, Section 4.15.b, referring to the Mandatory Findings of Significance, under 
the Air Quality heading the report states that analysis in Section 4.3 found that impacts would be less than significant 
with mitigation incorporated to reduce operational NOX emissions. Page 92 specifically refers to Mitigation Measure 
AQ-1. However, no such mitigation measure appears in Section 4.3 or any other section of the report.” 

Response
As stated in Response to Comment G2 above, the original AQ-1 has been removed. While no mitigation for air quality 
is required at this time to reduce project impacts to less than significant levels, Mitigation Measure AQ-1 has been 
incorporated should future use of the development include a refrigerated component. In the case of the proposed 
development changing to a refrigerated warehouse use sometime in the future, Mitigation Measure AQ-1 requires the 
applicant to conduct a new Air Quality and Climate Change Assessment.   

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H32
The commenter states that, “In Appendix C, Figure 6, a Soils Map of the vicinity, the main soil type of the project area 
(SfA) is not listed in the map legend with a thumbnail description of the soil characteristics.”  

Response
The table below lists the map legend soil types requested by the commenter: 
 

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name 

SfA San Emigdio fine sandy loam, deep, 0 to 2 
percent slopes 

GtA Grangeville fine sandy loam, drained, 0 to 2 
percent slopes 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H33
The commenter states that, “In Appendix F, Page 12, Table D.1 states that the project site is not located within 100 feet 
of a water supply well. However, just across Placentia Lane from the project site is Garner ‘B’ Well and Garner ‘D’ 
Well.” 
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Response
The commenter is correct in stating that the Garner ‘B’ and Garner ‘D’ wells are located across the street from the 
project site on the south side of Placentia Lane. These wells are located in the parking lot of the AB Brown Sports 
Complex and will not be physically impacted by construction or operation of the proposed project. Moreover, the 
proposed project will not impact groundwater sources that supply the Garner B and Garner D wells, which are located 
at least 130 feet from the project’s southern boundary. Therefore, while there are wells in close proximity to the project 
site, the proposed project will not have an impact on these wells or their water quality. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H34
The commenter states that, “In Appendix F, Page 14, Table D.3 DCV Calculations, the parameters for DMA Runoff 
Factors and Design Storm are taken from a WQMP Guidance Document which is not provided. We cannot evaluate the 
calculations if the parameters are not documented.” 

Response
The 2010 Municipal Separate Storm Sewer system (MS4) Permit adopted by the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (SARWQCB) (Order No. R8-2015-0004), and issued to San Bernardino County for the upper and middle 
Santa Ana River watershed, requires all new development and significant redevelopment projects covered by the Order 
to incorporate Low Impact Development (LID) Best Management Practices (BMPs) to the maximum extent practicable. 
In addition, the Order also requires development of a standard design and post-development BMP guidance for site 
design/LID BMPs, source control, treatment control BMPs (where applicable to project) and HCOC mitigation 
measures to the maximum extent practicable. As the project site is located in the Santa Ana River watershed, Order No. 
R8-2010-0036 applies to the proposed project, even though it is located in Riverside County. The purpose of the 
WQMP Guidance document is to provide direction to project proponents on the regulatory requirements applicable to a 
private or public development activity from project conception to completion. According to the Technical Guidance 
Document for Water Quality Management Plans, the SARWQCB utilizes the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
method to assign runoff factors to specific areas. The NRCS method uses a combination of soil conditions and land uses 
(ground cover) to indicate the runoff potential of an area. Soil properties influence the relationship between runoff and 
rainfall since different soils have differing rates of infiltration. Based on infiltration rates, the NRCS has divided soils into 
four hydrologic soil groups. Group A Soils have a low runoff potential due to high infiltration rates and consist primarily 
of deep, well-drained sands and gravels. Group B Soils have a moderately low runoff potential due to moderate 
infiltration rates and consist primarily of moderately deep to deep, moderately well to well drained soils with moderately 
fine to moderately coarse textures. Group C Soils have a moderately high runoff potential due to slow infiltration rates 
and consist primarily of soils in which a layer exists near the surface that impedes the downward movement of water or 
soils with moderately fine to fine texture. Group D Soils have a high runoff potential due to very slow infiltration and 
consist primarily of clays with high swelling potential, soils with permanently high water tables, soils with a claypan or 
clay layer at or near the surface, and shallow soils over nearly impervious parent material. The parameters for DMA 
Runoff Factors can be accessed at the following link: 
 
https://rcflood.org/downloads/NPDES/Documents/SA_WQMP/SantaAnaWQMPGuidance.pdf. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
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Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H35
The commenter states that, “In Appendix F, in the Water Quality Management Plan Exhibit, the Best Management 
Practices map legend lists the infiltration basin (1) as a proposed infiltration trench (5).”  

Response
The commenter appears to mix up the DMA Legend and BMP Legend. The proposed Infiltration Basin is included in 
the project as a DMA, while the Infiltration Trenches are included in both the BMPs and DMAs. Infiltration basins and 
trenches are correctly labeled on both the legends and the site plan within the WQMP Exhibit. This comment does not 
identify any error or omission. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H36
The commenter states that, “In Appendix F, Page 23, Appendix 2, the Grading and Drainage Plans are unreadable.” 

Response
The Grading and Drainage Plans provided in the WQMP are in PDF format, which can be zoomed in and out. The 
grading and drainage plans are available to the public at the City of Riverside Planning and Public Works Departments. 
Grading and drainage plans are required to be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer. Permits for construction 
will not be issued if the grading and drainage plans do not meet the requirements of the City Engineer, which includes 
legibility.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H37
The commenter states that, “In Appendix F, Page 24, Appendix 3, Soils Information-Geotechnical Study and Other 
Infiltration Testing Data, the page is blank. Critical infiltration data (and presumably other soils data) are missing.”  

Response
As previously mentioned in Response to Comment G2 above, Appendix F sub-Appendix 3 of the project Hydrology 
Report was, in fact, missing as stated by the commenter. This is due to the fact that the Preliminary Hydrology Report, 
and not the Final Hydrology Report, was included in the IS/MND appendices. The Final Hydrology Report is included 
in this Response to Comments (see Attachment B) which includes sub-Appendix 3 (Soils Information). 
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Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H38
The commenter states that, “In Appendix F, Pages 29-31, Appendix 8-10, the pages are blank. The Pollution 
Sources/Source Control Checklist is missing. The Operational and Maintenance Plan and Documentation of Finance, 
Maintenance and Recording Mechanisms is missing. The Best Management Practices Fact Sheets, Maintenance 
Guidelines and Other End-User BMP Information is missing.” 

Response
As mentioned above, the Final Hydrology Report is included in this Response to Comments (see Attachment B) which 
includes sub-Appendices 3 (Soils Information), 8 (Source Control), and 9 (Operation and Maintenance). Appendix F, 
sub-Appendix 10, is not blank as the commenter states. Appendix 10 includes educational materials as part of the project 
WQMP.   

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment H39
The commenter states that, “In conclusion, I feel that: the quality control of the report production is blatantly lacking; 
the report contains numerous errors in facts; the report is missing critical analyses; the report lacks auxiliary compliance 
plans; and the report presents unverified data, some based on unverified model inputs. In light of these serious 
deficiencies, I believe that the report does not support a determination of a Mitigated Negative Declaration.”  

Response
Quality control of the report has been conducted and errors and typos have been corrected. No additional analysis was 
necessary. Compliance plans are required to be submitted and approved by the City prior to issuance of construction 
permits. Data within the report has been correctly cited. Regarding the use of modeling programs, because the proposed 
building is speculative in nature and actual tenants are not known, default output settings were used for computer 
modeling programs such as CalEEMod, AERMOD, RCNM, and SoundPLAN to analyze different uses including 
unrefrigerated warehouse and manufacturing. The IS/MND discloses the use of default model input parameters and 
their assumptions.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 
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Comment I1
This comment states that, “There is a fair argument that the project may have significant air quality impacts. This Initial 
Study (IS) admits that the future use of the project is unknown. Therefore, the IS states that is [sic] selects manufacturing 
as a worst-case, conservative approach to assess operational impacts. However, the consulting firm, Soil Water Air 
Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) concludes that warehouse uses would have significantly greater impacts than 
manufacturing. Such uses are clearly reasonably foreseeable since there are a large number of similar-sized warehouses 
being located in the Riverside County area… SWAPE states: Assuming that the proposed industrial building will be used 
for manufacturing purposes, however, would not provide a worst-case, conservative scenario, as is suggested by the 
IS/MND. Rather, assuming that the proposed building will be used for high-cube warehousing would provide for the 
worst-case, conservative scenario, as it accounts for the possibility of cold-storage requirements, a higher volume of 
heavy-duty truck trips, and longer truck trip lengths. By failing to account for the possibility of warehouse land uses, the 
project’s potential operational impacts are greatly underestimated. A DEIR should be prepared to adequately assess the 
potential impacts that operation of the project may have on regional and local air quality.” 

Response
The project includes a speculative industrial building that could be occupied by one or more various tenants ranging 
from office to manufacturing to warehouse uses. In order to evaluate the variety of potential uses, the project was 
evaluated with an 80/20 percent (truck/car) fleet mix in the traffic study and the air quality study. The manufacturing 
use was assessed because that use represented the “worst case” scenario. However, an assessment of impacts based on 
the unrefrigerated warehouse use was also conducted using CalEEMod (see Attachment A). Slight differences in 
emissions occurred as a result of employing these different land uses in the model- most notably that the manufacturing 
use has a greater impact than the unrefrigerated warehouse use. However, it was determined that both uses would still 
generate emissions levels below established thresholds.  The differences in emissions between the two uses are identified 
in the tables provided in this response. This fleet mix is supported by substantial evidence and is widely used to 
characterize trucks trips from warehouse uses. Because the actual tenants are not known; to analyze the project in the 
context of a refrigerated warehouse default setting would be speculative. CEQA does not require analysis of unknown 
speculative conditions. If in the future the project were to include a refrigerated component, a new Air Quality and 
Climate Change Assessment would be required to analyze such a proposal and the project’s environmental review 
document would need to be reopened to consider those changes. The characteristics of the fleet mix for this project is 
represented in the air quality study in terms of mix of vehicles and variation in trip length in order to fully characterize 
the project. Addressing these variations solely through fleet mix would result in unaccounted for trips at varying 
distances that could distort the emissions estimates for the project. The environmental analysis is required to represent a 
project as accurately as is feasible for the sake of full disclosure of any anticipated impacts. The IS/MND makes all 
efforts to disclose the use of default model input parameters and their assumptions. Impacts remain less than significant 
and no further analysis is required at this time. 
 

Daily Operational Emissions (lbs/day): Unrefrigerated Warehouse Use 
Source ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Summer 
Area Sources 16 <1 <1 0 <1 <1 

Energy Demand <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 
Mobile Sources 3 31 38 <1 8 2

Summer Total 19 31 39 <1 8 2
Winter 

Area Sources 16 <1 <1 0 <1 <1 
Energy Demand <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 
Mobile Sources 3 32 41 <1 8 2

Winter Total 19 32 41 <1 8 2
Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55

Substantial? No No No No No No

Source: MIG, 2015. 
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Daily Operational Emissions (lbs/day): Manufacturing Use 
Source ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Summer 
Area Sources 16 <1 <1 0 <1 <1 

Energy Demand <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 
Mobile Sources 4 31 55 <1 12 3

Summer Total 21 34 58 <1 12 4
Winter 

Area Sources 16 <1 <1 0 <1 <1 
Energy Demand <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 
Mobile Sources 4 33 58 <1 12 3

Winter Total 21 35 61 <1 12 4
Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55

Substantial? No No No No No No

Source: MIG, 2016. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment I2
This comment states that, “There is a fair argument that the project will have significant cancer risk impacts. Appendix B 
to the Initial Study is a Health Risk Assessment (HRA). The SCAQMD has established a CEQA significance threshold 
that any project creating a cancer risk of greater than 10 per million has significant impacts requiring an EIR (App. B, 
p.23)… Appendix B calculates that the project will create a cancer risk of 31.8 per million (3.18 x 10-5) (App. B, p.26). 
This exceeds the 10 per million CEQA significance threshold by over 300%. Nevertheless, the Initial Study concludes 
that there is no significant cancer risk impact. The exceedance of the CEQA significance threshold creates a fair 
argument that the project will have significant environmental impacts requiring analysis in an EIR.  

Response
The IS/MND includes the determination that the proposed project will not result in a significant increase in cancer 
cases.  This determination is factual and supported by both CEQA statute and case law. Primarily, it is important to note 
that the receptor location (Index 76, Easting 467291, Northing 3764194) identified by the commenter as having a cancer 
risk of 31.8 per million is in fact referring to a single point located on the proposed project site, and does not denote an 
overall impact to the environment as a whole. CEQA statute requires evaluation of a project’s physical changes to the 
environment and the resulting effects that are determined to be significant by the Lead Agency. The project Health Risk 
Assessment notes that residential receptor locations that exceed the 10 cases per million population cancer risk threshold 
are located on the project site itself and will be demolished as a result of the proposed project. Further, the referenced 
table shows the cancer risk screening which is modeled for 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, over the course of a 70 year 
period. Future visitors to the site and/or employees are not required to be evaluated in the HRA because (1) they will 
not be on the site 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, (2) they will not be there for a full 70 years, and (3) they would not be 
classified as residential receptors. As shown in the project Health Risk Assessment, none of the nearby sensitive 
receptors that will remain in place after project completion would experience health risks in excess of the ten in one 
million threshold. Determining if land is suitable for certain uses and the collection and interaction of those uses is a 
land use issue to be examined through the General Plan or other programmatic endeavor. The impacts of the 
environment on those land uses, similarly, are addressed in the environmental review for those planning endeavors. The 
use is permitted by the General plan and zoning ordinance. As such, analyzing potential toxic emissions impacts to 
future users of the proposed warehouse would constitute what is termed “speculative analysis”, which is not the intent 
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of CEQA statute. Since the SCAQMD threshold of 10 per million does not apply to points located on the proposed 
project site, the proposed project will not exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold cited by the commenter.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment I3
This comment states that, “The Initial Study fails to impose all feasible mitigation measures to reduce project impacts. 
One of the purposes of CEQA is to ensure that all feasible mitigation measures are imposed to reduce project impacts. 
CEQA requires public agencies to avoid or reduce environmental damage when ‘feasible’ by requiring ‘environmentally 
superior’ alternatives and mitigation measures. ‘Feasible’ means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social and technological factors. 
A lead agency may not conclude that an impact is significant and unavoidable without requiring the implementation of 
all feasible mitigation measures to reduce the impacts of a project to less than significant levels. However, SWAPE 
points out that there are dozens of mitigation measures that have been imposed on similar projects in the region that 
would significantly reduce air pollution, greenhouse gas and cancer impacts. An EIR is required to analyze all of these 
feasible mitigation measures.” 

Response
The results of the project air quality analysis found that the project would not exceed significance thresholds without 
mitigation. The commenter states that “…A lead agency may not conclude that an impact is significant and unavoidable 
without requiring the implementation of all feasible mitigation measures to reduce the impacts of a project to less than 
significant levels….” As the project impacts are not “significant and unavoidable,” no such finding is required. And, no 
mitigation measures are required for the project, as proposed. If in the future the Project were to include a refrigerated 
component, an updated Air Quality and Climate Change Assessment would be required to show project-related criteria 
pollutant emissions will remain below established SCAQMD thresholds. If the updated Air Quality and Climate Change 
Assessment were to show the project would exceed established SCAQMD thresholds for criteria pollutant emissions, 
mitigation measures would be required to ensure impacts are reduced to less than significant levels. As such, no 
additional mitigation needs to be considered for this project because the project impacts as proposed are not determined 
to be significant and unavoidable.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this 
comment. No revision to the Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance 
determination found in the Mitigated Negative Declaration. 

Comment I4
This comment states that, “The Initial Study admits that several species of bats may exist at the site, but defers 
development of mitigation measures until after Project approval in violation of CEQA. While the Initial Study admits 
that the project may impact bats, the proposed mitigation, ‘CDFW shall be contacted about how to proceed’, is not a 
mitigation measure at all. First, the use of the passive voice makes unclear who will contact CDFW. Second, CEQA 
prohibits a lead agency from deferring development of mitigation until after the approval of the project. This is precisely 
what the IS does in this case. The IS must specify what mitigation measures will be implemented, not simply state that 
mitigation measures will be developed at a later time by a different agency if necessary.”   
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Response
All existing on-site buildings and structures will remain undisturbed until the project construction plans are approved 
and the buildings demolished. As such, even if bats are currently present, it is possible for them to move in or move out 
prior to actual demolition of the buildings.  It is for this reason that a pre-construction survey is appropriate. Moreover, 
the mitigation is not deferred because a performance standard has been established, in that the mitigation measure is 
required to be implemented prior to issuance of grading permit. The City has complete authority to withhold the permit 
until proof of full compliance with the Mitigation Measure, which will ensures that no impacts will occur to bat species 
because of the project. The mitigation is based upon objective, specific criteria, which must be satisfied if bats are 
observed during or prior to construction. These specific standards include, but are not limited to, the creation of a buffer 
exclusion zone, which would address noise, screening, and necessary vegetation. Prior to the start of construction, a 
survey for roosting bats shall be performed by a qualified biologist within seven days of the start of the construction 
start date for all proposed work areas adjacent to appropriate roosting habitats. The survey shall include all appropriate 
roosting habitats within 250 feet of any work area. If an active roost is found, or survey data provides evidence of an 
active roost within 100 feet of a work area, or if a maternity roost is found, or survey data provides evidence of a 
maternity roost, within 250 feet of a work area, the limits of the work area will be clearly marked and a qualified 
biological monitor shall be provided and shall remain on-site during construction activities within the vicinity of the 
roost or maternity roost. The biologist will ensure that construction activities do not encroach upon the 100-foot buffer 
around an active roost or 250-foot buffer around a maternity colony site. The proposed mitigation, therefore, does not 
constitute deferral because measurable performance standards are identified and required to be achieved prior to 
issuance of appropriate permits. Use of performance standards are allowed pursuant to CEQA.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment I5
This comment states that, “The MND’s cumulative impact analysis violates CEQA. For each environmental impact, the 
IS concludes that the project would not result in cumulatively significant impacts. “…Each conclusion is based on 
improper reasoning, and an analysis that is not in compliance with CEQA. 
 

“… A legally adequate cumulative impacts analysis views a particular project over time and in conjunction with 
other related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects whose impacts might compound or 
interrelate with those of the project at hand. 

 
“The MND’s conclusory cumulative impact analyses are devoid of substantial evidence and errs as a matter of 

law and commonsense. Lacking any substantial evidence, the MND fails to provide sufficient information for the public 
to evaluate cumulative impacts that may result from approval of the project.  

 
“The CEQA guidelines allow two methods for satisfying the cumulative impacts analysis requirement: the list-

of-projects approach and the summary-of-projects approach. Under either method, the MND must summarize the 
expected environmental effects of the project and related projects, provide a reasonable analysis of the cumulative 
impacts, and examine reasonable mitigation options. The MND’s cumulative impacts analysis does not comply with 
either of these requirements. Indeed, the MND does not mention a single past, present, or future project that it 
evaluated cumulatively with the instant project. In addition to being conclusory, the cumulative ‘analysis’ is also based on 
flawed logic. The conclusion that the project will have no cumulative impact because each individual impact has been 
reduced to a less than significant level relies on the exact argument CEQA’s cumulative impact analysis is meant to 
protect against. A new cumulative impact analysis is needed for the project that complies with CEQA’s requirement to 
look at the project’s environmental impact, combined with the impacts of other past, current, and probable future 
projects. An EIR must be prepared to fully analyze the project’s cumulative impacts.” 
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Response
The commenter is incorrect when he states “The CEQA guidelines allow two methods for satisfying the cumulative 
impacts analysis requirement: the list-of-projects approach and the summary-of-projects approach.” In fact, the two 
accepted methods for analysis of cumulative impacts are the list-of-projects approach and the “projection” approach. 
The cumulative impact analysis included in the MND is in fact based on the projection method, which indicates a 
project will not result in a cumulatively considerable impact if it is consistent with local, regional, and other planning 
programs developed to address environmental issues. The Initial Study and MND do indeed include analysis of all 
potential cumulative impacts at the local, regional, and global levels, as appropriate to the cumulative context of the issue 
under evaluation and show that the proposed project will be consistent with local, regional, and other planning 
programs. The Project was assessed using this method and found to be consistent with all applicable programs and thus 
would not contribute considerably to any cumulative impacts. This comment provides no evidence to the contrary.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 
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Comment J1
This comment reiterates that under current Federal and State law it is imperative that the City of Riverside consult with 
the Tribe in order to guarantee an adequate knowledge base for an appropriate evaluation of the project effects, as well 
as generating adequate mitigation measures. 

Response
Pechanga began AB 52 consultation with the City of Riverside on September 1, 2016. However, consultation with the 
tribe was not completed, as was incorrectly stated in the IS/MND. Since receipt of this letter, the project proponent has 
engaged in consultation with the Pechanga Band of Mission Indians and involved the Tribe in the creation of mitigation 
measures intended to reduce impacts to cultural resources to less than significant levels. These mitigation measures have 
been revised in a manner such that they will still ensure adequate treatment of uncovered Native American cultural 
resources while not requiring recirculation of the MND. These revisions were approved by the tribe; therefore, no 
further response to this comment is required at this time. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment J2
This comment states that, “The Tribe believes that the proposed mitigation measures listed in section 4.2 are not 
sufficient, given the sensitivity of that area. The Tribe was not provided with these measures for review prior to public 
release of the document and the Tribe was unable to suggest edits/corrections…. Further CUL-1 is deferred mitigation 
and under CEQA is not allowable.” 

Response
Since receipt of this letter, the project proponent has engaged in consultation with the Pechanga Band of Mission 
Indians and involved the Tribe in the creation of mitigation measures intended to reduce impacts to cultural resources to 
lees than significant levels. These changes to the mitigation measures have been included in the revised IS/MND by the 
project proponent. Because the original Mitigation Measures were sufficient to reduce potential impacts to less than 
significant levels, recirculation of the IS/MND is not necessary with inclusion of the updated mitigation language. As 
such, no further response to this comment is required at this time.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 
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Comment K1
The commenter states that, “Reported figures in the document are inconsistent with each other (numbers of 
parking/loading spaces), or inaccurate due to the fact that no end use of this facility has been determined so how can 
they accurately state how many vehicles; whether cars, trucks or forklifts will be accommodated? Reports of the current 
status of the neighborhood are inaccurate with descriptions of urban, well-lit and no historical value being used that are 
not true. Additionally out-dated information was used to come to some presented conclusions.” 

Response
The number of stalls proposed to be provided by the project has been changed from “368”, which is the required 
number of stalls, to “404” which is the actual number of stalls being proposed. This number properly reflects the 
number of stalls shown being provided on the project site plan, which shows the provision of 167 passenger vehicle 
stalls and 237 truck trailers stalls. CEQA does not require a project to analyze impacts outside the scope of the proposed 
project. Even though an end user has not yet been identified, the number of stalls provided by the proposed project 
exceeds the number of stalls required by the City Zoning code. The use of cars, trucks, and forklifts is analyzed in the 
project Health Risk Assessment. The vast majority of the project’s anticipated environmental impacts are based upon the 
square footage and projected land uses of the project. The environmental analysis is required to represent a project as 
accurately as is feasible for the sake of full disclosure of anticipated impacts. However, the IS/MND analyzes both 
warehouse and manufacturing uses and shows that impacts related to both uses will be less than significant. Because the 
proposed building is speculative in nature, actual tenants are not known; therefore, default output settings for computer 
modeling programs such as CalEEMod, AERMOD, RCNM, and SoundPLAN were used to analyze different uses 
including unrefrigerated warehouse and manufacturing. The IS/MND makes all efforts to disclose the use of default 
model input parameters and their assumptions. Because the square footage and proposed land use of the project have 
not changed, the analysis provided in the IS/MND is accurate and sufficient. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment K2
The commenter states that, “The value of the soil, groundwater resources, wildlife connections from the La Loma Hills 
and Springbrook Wash to the Santa Ana River is minimized and the proposed mitigations are in many cases inadequate 
or at this time non-existent. The air quality concerns alone are huge and yet realistically without an idea of what will end 
up in this facility we really can't know anything from the presented info.” 

Response
The Initial Study accurately states that the proposed project site is not currently used as a wildlife connection or wildlife 
corridor. Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-3 have been incorporated to ensure that impacts to the movement of 
animals will be less than significant. These measures include pre-construction surveys for the presence of bird nests and 
roosting bats as well as restrictions on construction activities that can occur if the pre-construction surveys result in the 
discovery of active nests or roosts. All feasible mitigation was considered when evaluating potentially significant impacts. 
The project Air Quality and Climate Change Assessment found that project-related emissions would be less than 
established SCAQMD thresholds and impacts would be less than significant. It should also be noted that the zoning for 
the site allows for warehouse uses, which is consistent with the proposed project. The environmental analysis is required 
to represent a project as accurately as is feasible for the sake of full disclosure of anticipated impacts. The IS/MND 
makes all efforts to disclose the realistic impact of the project as proposed.  
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Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration.  
 
Comment K3
The commenter states that, “Additionally, the document contains typos, missing pieces and confusing dogma. Very hard 
to understand and interpret. Finally, this project is not compliant with the City General Plan 2025 or the Northside 
Community Plan of 1991. The community has long been against industrial development in this area even when 
redevelopment overpowered the objections. Zoning changes from that time do not agree with the general plan and need 
to be changed. Redevelopment is gone, the zoning and concept of it in the Northside needs to go too. Please to not 
accept this submitted Mitigated Negative Declaration.” Also, please see Response to Comment F2 above. 

Response
We appreciate the opportunity to correct typos in the document as a result of this Response to Comments effort; 
however, while inconvenient, the typos do not affect the meaning of the text or the analysis. The Northiside Community 
Plan was folded into the General Plan 2025. As discussed in Response F2, the General Plan includes Goals and Policies 
with the purpose of limiting any redesignations or rezoning of land from industrial use… [and to] avoid encroachments 
of incompatible land uses within close proximity of industrial land (Policy LU-24.2), to add to the City’s industrial land 
base where logically and physically possible to do so (Objective LU-25) and to, identify opportunities to redevelop older, 
underutilized properties (Policy LU-25.4). The proposed project site is located in an area of the City characterized by 
light industrial and industrial storage uses and would not be an appropriate location for residential or commercial uses. 
The proposed project site is surrounded by industrial uses to the west, industrial uses and vacant land zoned for 
industrial use to the north, industrial uses and vacant residences scheduled for demolition to the east, and open space 
and recreation uses to the south. Moreover, the proposed site is physically capable of supporting the proposed 
speculative warehouse use and is a logical location for such a use given its proximity to freeways and other industrial land 
uses. Finally, the proposed project site is an older, underutilized site, part of which contains abandoned residences and 
part of which was formerly used for agriculture. As such, the proposed project is appropriate for the proposed site given 
the goals and objectives for industrial land found in the City’s General Plan  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment K4
The commenter states that, “This project would be in conflict with the Riverside 2.0 and Carbon Action Plan initiatives. 
Currently the land which has never been developed (covered with concrete, etc.) is sequestering a tremendous amount of 
carbon each year. I [sic] truly great service to our community and environment. If this project goes through not only 
with [sic] that ongoing benefit be lost but the amount of carbon released through the disturbance of the soil and through 
the vehicles associated with the facility will substantially increase our carbon footprint. Additionally, I understand there 
has already been unpermitted grading at the site. To me this indicates the intention of the project to disregard the rules 
and decreases my confidence in their truly mitigating their impacts.” 

Response
The commenter is correct when stating that undeveloped land with any kind of vegetation (especially trees) will 
sequester better than land that has been “covered with concrete”.  However, the proposed site has been designated in 

Planning Commission - Exhibit 1 - Development Review Committee Staff Report 
Development Review Committee - Exhibit 8 - MND Response to Comments



 

81 

local plans, including the General Plan and the Northside Community Plan, for Business Park and Manufacturing uses. 
As such, the site is not intended for carbon sequestration purposes in the Carbon Action Plan as the commenter asserts. 
Adherence to the Green Building Code and Municipal Code Chapter 19.570 (Water Efficient Landscaping and 
Irrigation) will ensure the project is constructed to meet State and local green building standards and will help to offset 
the impacts that occur when developing a previously undeveloped site. Regarding permits, the proposed project is 
required to have grading and building permits prior to initiation of earth moving and construction activities and said 
permits will be obtained by the project proponent. Grading on the northeast portion of the site is not related to this 
proposed project. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration.  
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Comment L1
The commenter states that, “The timing of the preparation and release of the CEQA Study/ Mitigated Negative 
declaration for Case P14-1033 was prior to a significant action taken by the National Park Service designating the 
Riverside-San Bernardino route as part of the Old Spanish National Historic Trail and further listing the Trujillo Adobe 
as a site of ‘high potential’.” The commenter also expresses concerns about operational vibrations impacting the Trujillo 
Adobe. 

Response
The proposed project site is located approximately a quarter mile to the west of the Trujillo Adobe in an area 
characterized by light-industrial land uses. There are also a number of automobile wreckage/storage sites located in the 
immediate vicinity if the project site and the adobe. Truck traffic currently operates along Center Street. Although the 
Trujillo Adobe is designated as a site with potential for historical development as part of the Old Spanish Historic 
National Trail, it is not currently formally designated as part of the historic trail system. Moreover, according to maps of 
the Old Spanish National Historic Trail, the southern-most spur of the trail stops in the City of Colton, approximately 5 
miles north of the project site and the adobe.  
 
Construction and operation of the proposed warehouse building will not impact either the Trujillo Adobe or the Old 
Spanish National Historic Trail. The proposed project will not include demolition of the Trujillo Adobe or physical 
changes to the Old Spanish Historic Trail. Further, as shown in Response to Comment C2 above, vibration impacts to 
the adobe will not occur. Given the proximity of project site to the adobe and the trail, and given the existing character 
of the project area, the project will not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource 
within the traditional location of the Old Spanish National Historic Trail. Further, as previously noted, the cultural 
resources section of the IS/MND includes mitigation measures that include requirements for archaeological sensitivity 
training for construction personnel, monitoring of construction excavations, the implementation of a treatment plan 
should archaeological resources be uncovered, and the preparation of a construction monitoring report upon 
completion. This mitigation is sufficient to ensure that impacts to buried cultural resources will be less than significant. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment L2
The commenter states that, “page 76, which discusses the operational vibration and the Konan and AASHTO criteria, 
states the continuous threshold PPV is .12 and .10 for Historic sites. The criteria is using a standard of measure and does 
not state the various conditions of the structure. We can only assume that the historic site is free standing and that is 
clearly not the case of the historic Trujillo Adobe, which currently has only three walls, and is supported by wood beams 
and is extremely sensitive. Recently, the County of Riverside suggested that visits and tours to the site be reduced 
because of its fragile state.” 

Response
This comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the proposed project will have a significant impact on the 
Trujillo Adobe. As shown in Table 17 (Construction Vibration Impacts) of the IS/MND, construction-related vibration 
impacts at the single-family home located approximately 640 feet to the southeast of the project site will be greatest from 
use of vibratory rollers (0.0031 PPV in/sec). The Trujillo Adobe is located approximately 932 feet to the northeast of 
the project site. At this distance, vibratory rollers will produce a PPV of 0.0019 in/sec, which is well below the threshold 
of 0.10 in/sec for historic and sensitive structures. Therefore, construction-related impacts to the adobe will be 
negligible. In terms of operation-related impacts, namely vibration from truck traffic along Center Street, impacts will 
also be less than significant. As estimated by Kunzman Associates, the proposed project is anticipated to generate 148 
heavy-duty trucks per day, with a maximum of 28 heavy-duty trucks during the AM and PM peak hour. Although truck 
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trips will occur periodically, the continuous threshold has been utilized to provide a worst-case analysis. According to the 
Caltrans Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, truck-related vibration levels of 0.006-0.019 are 
unlikely to cause damage to buildings of any type. In addition, the Manual shows that the recommended upper limit of 
vibration to which ruins and ancient monuments should be subjected is 0.080, which would include buildings in the 
condition of the Trujillo Adobe. The adobe structure is located approximately 88 feet from the centerline of the nearest 
lane on Center Street. According to Caltrans, the highest truck traffic vibrations generated on freeway shoulders is 0.079 
PPV with average speed of 55 mph. At 88 feet, and at speeds well below freeway speeds, the vibration level reaching the 
Adobe structure is estimated to be 0.015 PPV. This is well below the upper limit of 0.08 recommended for ruins and 
ancient monuments and within the range whereby vibration impacts from trucks on Center Street are unlikely to cause 
damage to buildings of any type. Given the distance of the Trujillo Adobe to the project site and Center Street, vibration 
impacts from construction and operation of the proposed project on the Trujillo Adobe will be negligible. In addition, 
the Caltrans Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual provides alternative thresholds, as 
summarized in Table 18 (Vibration Criteria for Buildings) of the IS/MND. As shown in Table 18, periodic heavy truck 
traffic occurring along Center Street will not exceed vibration criteria for structural damage to historic and sensitive 
buildings based on these additional criteria. Therefore, operational vibration impacts will be less than significant. Also, 
please refer to Response to Comments B1 and C2 above. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment L3
The commenter states that, “another issue that has not been addressed is airborne vibration. The noise of passing buses 
and trucks can induce vibrations, especially if buildings are close to the road. These airborne vibrations occur at higher 
frequencies than soil-borne vibrations and cause rattling of all structures especially adobe structures. Adobe bricks are 
made of dirt and are extremely sensitive to airborne vibration.” 

Response
This comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the proposed project will have a significant impact on the 
Trujillo Adobe. Local streets are considered public rights-of-way and are intended for the purpose of the traveling public 
and the movement of commerce. Moreover, airborne vibration impacts are not required to be analyzed by CEQA. 
Potential impacts to the Adobe from vibration are addressed in the Response to Comments B1, C2, and I2 above. The 
environmental analysis is required to represent a project as accurately as is feasible for the sake of full disclosure of any 
anticipated impacts. The IS/MND makes all efforts to disclose the impacts of vibration to surrounding receptors.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment L4
The commenter states, “On behalf of the Spanish Town Heritage Foundation, we request that you reject the CEQA 
report as presented and: Review the National Park Service and Bureau of Land Management Final Comprehensive 
Administrative Strategy to determine its significant impact on development adjacent to a site of ‘high potential’, the 
Trujillo Adobe.” 
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Response
This comment does not provide evidence that the proposed project will have a significant impact on the Trujillo Adobe. 
Local streets are considered public rights-of-way and are intended for the purpose of the traveling public and the 
movement of commerce. Moreover, airborne vibration impacts are not required to be analyzed by CEQA. Potential 
impacts to the Adobe from vibration are addressed in the Response to Comment F2 and L2. The environmental analysis 
is required to represent a project as accurately as is feasible for the sake of full disclosure of any anticipated impacts. The 
IS/MND makes all efforts to disclose the impacts of vibration to surrounding receptors.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration.  
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Comment M1
The commenter voices their opposition to the project based on the creation of traffic, aesthetics impacts, and air quality.  

Response
The project is proposed is in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning. All project impacts have been assessed 
in relation to established thresholds and all impacts have been deemed to be less than significant. This comment has 
been received and noted.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 
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Comment N1
The commenter states, “Having looked over the Mitigated Negative Declaration for this project, I find it deficient in a 
number of ways. Project Description (page 6): The second paragraph on page 6 described the project as: ‘The project 
includes 110,591 square feet of landscaping, the potential for up to 282 parking stalls and 47 loading docks’. [However], 
the Conceptual Grading Plan shows a total of 62 loading docks, 47 along the Placentia Lane side and 15 on the west 
side. This is a significant difference although 47 loading docks already seem more than what is necessary for a 
manufacturing facility. The number of parking spaces is also misstated as 282 although the site plan calls for 404 (or 368) 
parking stalls. These misstatements are material because basing analyses on flawed input makes it more likely that 
conclusions will be skewed toward ‘no significant impact’.”  

Response
This comment has been received and noted. The commenter provides no substantial evidence, but rather 
unsubstantiated opinion concerning the assertion that there are too many loading docks. In any case, this assertion does 
not constitute an environmental impact and need not be analyzed under CEQA In terms of the discrepancy in numbers, 
the number of stalls proposed to be provided by the project has been changed from “368”, which is the required 
number of stalls, to “404” which is the actual number of stalls being proposed. This number properly reflects the 
number of stalls shown on the project site plan, which shows the provision of 167 passenger vehicle stalls along Center 
Street and 237 stalls within the truck bay area. Also, please refer to Response to Comment K1 above. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment N2
The commenter states that, “I disagree that a Mitigated Negative Declaration is appropriate when one considers the 
problems with analyses of individual environmental factors, which I will discuss in more detail below.” 

Response
This comment has been received and noted.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment N3
The commenter states that, “The proposed building will have a maximum height of 47 feet at the northern corners. I 
assume the rest of the building will comply with the 45-foot height limit. If I stood on Placentia Lane and faced the 
building, I would not be able to see the existing vista. The fact that the ‘project site and vicinity are not designated by the 
City’s General Plan for the preservation or uniqueness of scenic views’ does not do away with CEQA’s requirement to 
consider them. The authors of this study do not explain how they jumped to the conclusion that the ‘balance between 
development interests and broader community preservation objective [sic]’ tilts in the direction of development interests. 
At this point, the project may be the only structure planned for this area but others are sure to follow and further 
obscure the vista.”  
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Response
The proposed warehouse project is consistent with both the BMP-Business and Manufacturing Park Zone land use 
designation and Policies LU 105-110 of the General Plan 2025. Exhibits with the project site plan and elevations that 
show the height of the proposed building have been included in the IS/MND. The main mass of the building is 41- to 
43-feet tall with screening going up to 47-feet tall, which is permitted under the City’s zoning height restrictions. Also, 
please see Response to Comment F2 above. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment N4
The commenter states that, “As for the effect of ambient light in the vicinity, this project is enormous. The study’s 
authors’ claim: ‘There is currently substantial nighttime lighting in the surrounding areas of the project site due to 
surrounding developments and the general urban character of the area’. The Study characterizes the vicinity as urban. 
That term implies a degree of development that could generate significant light pollution. I am at Reid Park at the night 
at least once a month and I would not describe the adjoining neighborhood (from the park down to the corner of 
Placentia Lane and Orange Street) as well lit. I do not know exactly how much light is thrown off by the existing 
businesses but material storage yards, sports fields and towing companies are not huge buildings that require extensive 
outdoor lighting and whose indoor lighting could be exposed at night through truck bays. If trucks arrive and depart 
throughout the night, their headlights would add to the light produced by the facility itself.” 

Response
The project site is surrounded by material storage yards to the north, a towing company to the east, and the AB Brown 
Sports Complex to the south. There is currently substantial nighttime lighting in the surrounding areas of the project site 
due to surrounding developments and the general urban character of the area. There are no residential uses in close 
proximity to the project site that could be directly affected by new sources of light. All project lighting will be required to 
comply with the development standards contained in the City’s Zoning Code (Title 19), Chapter 19.590 (Performance 
Standards) which requires that “…on-site lighting be arranged as to reflect away from adjoining property or any public 
streets. Light shall not be directed skyward or in a manner that interferes with aircraft operation.” Addition of new 
sources of permanent light and glare as a result of implementation of the proposed project would not significantly 
increase ambient lighting in the project vicinity. Moreover, due to the built nature of the project area, there is a 
significant existing amount of ambient light both in the project area and in the immediate surrounding vicinity.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment N5
The commenter states, “Table 2 on page 30 summarizes the South Coast Air Basin Attainment Status. The Basin is 
already out of compliance with state standards on levels of four air pollutants. This study appears to argue that because 
the air is already so bad, this project cannot make it worse, so why worry. That is not an argument I find acceptable even 
if air quality complies with AQMD regulations in a strictly legal sense.”  
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Response
This comment has been received and noted. While the commenter does not agree with the results of the analysis, he/she 
does not state how or why the analysis is deficient.  The Air Quality analysis was prepared in accordance with Table 7-2, 
Checklist for an Air Quality Analysis Section of the SCAQMD Air Quality Handbook and impacts were determined to be 
less than established SCAQMD criteria pollutant emissions thresholds. Therefore, impacts will be less than significant. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment N6
The commenter states that, “Turning to the section on Operational Emissions on page 31, the study discusses how it 
calculated mobile source emissions… Although the authors of this report admit they are not certain about the ultimate 
use of the building (see page 6), they used the manufacturing default data. I cannot understand that a manufacturing 
facility would require 62 loading docks. Given the growth of the logistics industry in the inland area and its popularity 
with the Powers That Be, it is most likely this facility will be a warehouse/distribution center. In that scenario, the fleet 
mix will probably consist of a much greater percentage of medium-heavy duty and heavy-heavy duty trucks than the 
figure used in this report. Furthermore, CalEEMod shows that warehouses without rail service would have an average 
daily trip rate of 2.59 per 1,000 square feet per day while manufacturing facilities have an average daily trip rate of 1.97 
per 1,000 square feet. My averages were based upon CalEEMod Table 4.3: Mobile Trip Rates, Trip Purpose, Trip Type 
by Land Use.” 

Response
The project proposes a speculative industrial building which could be occupied by one or more of a variety of tenants 
ranging from office to manufacturing to warehouse uses. In order to evaluate a wide variety of potential uses, the project 
was evaluated with 80/20 (truck/auto) percent fleet mix in the traffic study and for both manufacturing and warehouse 
uses in the project air quality study. This fleet mix is supported by substantial evidence and is widely used to characterize 
trucks trips from warehouse uses. The Project is not proposed as a refrigerated building; thus, it would be speculative to 
analyze it as such. If in the future the Project were to include a refrigerated component, then the Project's entitlements 
and adopted environmental review documentation would need to be reopened to consider the changes to the Project. 
Because the proposed building is speculative in nature, actual tenants are not known; therefore, default output settings 
were used to analyze different uses including unrefrigerated warehouse and manufacturing. The Initial Study/Mitigated 
Negative Declaration makes all efforts to disclose the use of default model input parameters and their assumptions. The 
characteristics of the vehicular fleet mix for this project is represented in the air quality study in terms of mix of vehicles 
and variation in trip length in order to fully characterize the project. Addressing these variations solely through fleet mix 
would result in unaccounted for trips at varying distances that could distort the emissions estimates for the Project. 
There are different approaches and assumptions that can be used in projecting the impacts of a development project on 
the environment, which include the use of computer modeling programs that utilize default inputs. CEQA requires that 
the City consider only reasonable assumptions supported by substantial evidence in estimating the impacts of a project 
in order to avoid speculative analysis and conclusions that can be wrought from use of unsubstantiated claims or 
excessively "worst-case" scenarios. The environmental analysis is required to represent a project as accurately as is 
feasible for the sake of full disclosure of anticipated impacts. Because the proposed building is speculative in nature, 
actual tenants are not known; therefore, default output settings were used to analyze different uses including 
unrefrigerated warehouse and manufacturing. The IS/MND discloses the use of default model input parameters and 
their assumptions.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
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identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment N7
The commenter states that, “It is also difficult to believe that a warehouse would have only five forklifts operating inside 
the facility, as stated on page 31.”  

Response
The environmental analysis is required to represent a project as accurately as is feasible for the sake of full disclosure of 
anticipated impacts. Because the proposed building is speculative in nature, actual tenants are not known; therefore, 
default output settings were used to analyze the proposed project, which includes the number of forklifts that are likely 
to be used during normal operation. This default output setting was created based upon the number of forklifts used in 
similar land uses and similarly sized buildings. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment N8
The commenter states that, “The report also states that operational emissions will have a less than significant impact on 
sensitive receptors, including athletes. In discussing whether or not the proposed building will impact surrounding 
receptors, the report states that ‘the proposed building does not have a tenant and is speculatively considered for 
manufacturing uses, thus the type and extent of on-site stationary and on-site mobile sources is unknown’ (page 33). The 
authors then estimate the internal equipment will consist of three (not five as previously stated) forklifts and one 
generator. Combining these estimates with flawed analysis of vehicle emissions, the report concludes no criteria 
pollutant will be emitted that will exceed applicable LST’s.” 

Response
The environmental analysis is required to represent a project as accurately as is feasible for the sake of full disclosure of 
anticipated impacts. Because the proposed building is speculative in nature, actual tenants are not known; therefore, 
default CalEEMod input settings were used to analyze the proposed project, which includes the number of forklifts that 
are likely to be used during normal operation. The reference in the IS/MND to three forklifts was a typo and has been 
changed to reflect the correct number of forklifts (five) that were included in the model. This increase in the number of 
forklifts does not affect the conclusions of the IS/MND. The IS/MND makes all efforts to disclose the use of default 
model input parameters and their assumptions. Localized significance thresholds were analyzed according to CEQA 
guidelines, and a worst-case scenario was assessed in terms of the potential future use of the development. Impacts 
remain less than significant. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 
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Comment N9
The commenter states that, “On page 35, the report delves into the question of how toxic emissions from the facility 
would impact the AB Brown sports Complex directly across the street from the loading docks. It does not consider the 
effects on Reid Park, also a sports and recreation center.  

Response
Given the fact that the analysis showed the proposed project would have a less than significant impact on sensitive 
receptors located at the AB Brown Sports Complex located immediately adjacent to the project, it can be fairly assumed 
that the project will not have significant impacts on sensitive receptors at Reid Park given the fact that Reid Park is 
located southeast of the AB Brown Sports Complex, approximately 0.23 miles from the proposed project site.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment N10
The commenter states that, “The use of a manufacturing model versus a warehousing model to calculate air quality 
impacts is a material misrepresentation of the situation. The air quality analysis also exposes a major weakness in this 
study (and maybe many CEQA studies): it considers only the project site and not the ripple effects from the project. For 
example, increased truck traffic from Center to the I-215 or down Main to the 60 (and from the freeways to the 
proposed warehouse) means more trucks idling as they slow down for turns, wait for lights, or idle while stuck on 
freeway entries or exits. Students at Fremont School near the intersection of Main and the 60 could be exposed to 
increased combustion pollution all day during the schools [sic] year. That is a different risk pattern than the one facing 
used of the sports complex or park. Even if big rigs would not be ‘allowed’ to travel down Main to the 60, it will be 
tempting for them to do so.” 

Response
The project proposes a speculative industrial building which could be occupied by one or more of a variety of tenants 
ranging from office to manufacturing to warehouse uses. The manufacturing use was assessed because that use 
represented the “worst case” scenario (except for the refrigerated warehouse use which is not proposed for this project). 
However, an assessment of impacts based on the unrefrigerated warehouse use was also conducted using CalEEMod 
(see Attachment A). Slight differences in emissions occurred as a result of employing these different land uses in the 
model- most notably that the manufacturing use has a greater impact than the unrefrigerated warehouse use. However, it 
was determined that both uses would still generate emissions levels below established thresholds. Included in this 
response below are the two emissions tables showing the differences in emissions between the two uses. The 
environmental analysis is required to represent a project as accurately as is feasible for the sake of full disclosure of 
anticipated impacts. Because the proposed building is speculative in nature, actual tenants are not known; therefore, it 
would be considered speculative analysis to analyze the project in the context of the refrigerated warehouse default 
setting, which is prohibited by CEQA. If in the future the Project were to include a refrigerated component, then the 
Project's entitlements and adopted environmental review documentation would need to be reopened to consider the 
changes to the Project. Because the proposed building is speculative in nature, actual tenants are not known; therefore, 
default output settings were used to analyze different uses including unrefrigerated warehouse and manufacturing. The 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration makes all efforts to disclose the use of default model input parameters and 
their assumptions. Moreover, CalEEMod includes analysis of cumulative project impacts, which is based on information 
from the project Traffic Impact Analysis report. Chapter 10.56 (Restricted Use of Certain Streets) lists the City streets 
where trucks of a certain tonnage are prohibited. Trucks associated with the proposed project will have direct access to 
the site from Center Street, which connects the project with I-215 to the east. While trucks are permitted by the City on 
Placentia Lane, the project has been designed such that all truck traffic associated with the project will enter and exit 
from the driveways on Center Street. Moreover, truck traffic is not allowed on Main Street south of Columbia Avenue, 

Planning Commission - Exhibit 1 - Development Review Committee Staff Report 
Development Review Committee - Exhibit 8 - MND Response to Comments



 

98 

meaning the proposed project will not have direct access to SR-60 via Main Street. In addition, the project Health Risk 
Assessment shows that increases in truck traffic along Center Street as a result of the proposed project will not 
significantly impact nearby sensitive receptors. The IS/MND makes all efforts to disclose the use of default model input 
parameters and their assumptions as well as truck traffic emissions. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated 
Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment N11
The commenter states that, “According to the records search, there are seven prehistoric sites, 27 historic-period sites, 
three ‘pending’ site and five isolates within a one mile radius of the project site. However, only one of these sites, an 
abandoned house, is located on the project site, so the report does not treat the rest of them. Again, this underscores the 
failure to put the project in context. An area this rich in cultural resources, including the site of the important La 
Placita/Agua Mansa settlement, should be developed very carefully, if at all. On page 43, the report recognizes the 
Trujillo Adobe but claims it will not be disturbed by activities on the site. The report does not consider the potential 
impact of increased daily truck traffic along Center Street on what is already an extremely fragile building.” 

Response
This comment does not provide evidence that the proposed project will have a significant impact on the Trujillo Adobe. 
Local streets are considered public rights-of-way and are intended for the purpose of the traveling public and the 
movement of commerce. As shown in Table 17 (Construction Vibration Impacts) of the IS/MND, construction-related 
vibration impacts at the single-family home located approximately 640 feet to the southeast of the project site will be 
greatest from use of vibratory rollers (0.0031 PPV in/sec). The Trujillo Adobe is located approximately 932 feet to the 
northeast of the project site. At this distance, vibratory rollers will produce a PPV of 0.0019 in/sec, which is well below 
the threshold of 0.10 in/sec for historic and sensitive structures. Therefore, construction-related impacts to the adobe 
will be negligible. In terms of operation-related impacts, namely vibration from heavy truck traffic along Center Street, 
the IS/MND shows that the recommended upper limit of vibration to which ruins and ancient monuments should be 
subjected is 0.080 and that truck-related vibration levels of 0.006-0.019 are unlikely to cause damage to buildings of any 
type, which would include buildings in the condition of the Trujillo Adobe. The structure is located approximately 88 
feet from the centerline of the nearest lane on Center Street. According to Caltrans, the highest truck traffic vibrations 
generated on freeway shoulders is 0.079 PPV. At 88 feet, and at speeds well below freeway speeds, the vibration level 
reaching the Adobe structure is estimated to be 0.015 PPV. This is well below the upper limit of 0.080 recommended for 
ruins and ancient monuments and within the range whereby vibration impacts from trucks on Center Street are unlikely 
to cause damage to buildings of any type. Given the distance of the Trujillo Adobe to the project site and Center Street, 
vibration impacts from construction and operation of the proposed project on the Trujillo Adobe will be negligible. The 
environmental analysis is required to represent a project as accurately as is feasible for the sake of full disclosure of any 
anticipated impacts. The IS/MND makes all efforts to disclose the impacts of vibration to surrounding receptors. 
Finally, the purpose of identifying the other prehistoric and historic sites and the isolates is to identify the need for onsite 
monitoring during grading in case such elements or artifacts are unearthed during grading. Mitigation Measures CUL-1 
through CUL-5 have been included in the MND to ensure that, if found, any such elements or artifacts are properly 
treated. Therefore, the proposed project was analyzed in the proper context and the determination in the IS/MND was 
sufficient for the purposes of CEQA. 
 
The proposed project site is located approximately a quarter mile to the west of the Trujillo Adobe in an area 
characterized by light-industrial, commercial, residential, and vacant land uses. There are also a number of automobile 
wreckage/storage sites located in the immediate vicinity if the project site. Although the Trujillo Adobe is designated as a 
site with potential for historical development as part of the Old Spanish Historic National Trail, given the distance from 
the proposed project site and the existing character of the project area, the project will not cause a substantial adverse 
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change in the significance of a historical resource within the traditional location of the La Placita/Agua Mansa 
settlement.  
 
Further, as noted, the cultural resources section of the IS/MND includes mitigation measures that include requirements 
for archaeological sensitivity training for construction personnel, monitoring of construction excavations, the 
implementation of a treatment plan should archaeological resources be uncovered, and the preparation of a construction 
monitoring report upon completion. This mitigation is sufficient to ensure that impacts to buried cultural resources will 
be less than significant.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment N12
The commenter states that, “Note also that the vicinity is characterized as ‘rural’ on page 42, whereas in the ambient 
light impact analysis it was described as ‘urban’. This is an important distinction. Failure to properly classify the area is a 
material misrepresentation.”  

Response
Page 42 of the Initial Study states that Historical Research databases have characterized the La Placita area of the City as 
largely unchanged from its original rural character. However, the City as a whole, and surrounding neighborhoods 
around the site, has undergone substantial urbanization and the characterization of the project vicinity as “urban” is 
accurate given existing conditions. This distinction does not compromise the validity of the analysis provided in the 
Initial Study.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment N13
The commenter states that, “The Historical/Archaeological Resources Survey Report appendix deals at great length with 
the one historical structure (six associated buildings) on the project site. The site evaluation on page 15 states that the 
construction of these buildings postdates La Placita and is ‘more closely associated with a time when the area underwent 
a prolonged period of slow, agrarian growth as sparsely populated outskirts of Riverside’. But in the same paragraph, the 
report states ‘they do not demonstrate a particularly close or important association with this pattern of events, or with 
any other established historic themes’. Is there a close association or not? I noticed that Table 1 on page 11 shows the 
property was inhabited by C.S. Densmore. There are Densmores living in the City of Riverside, one of them being 
former City Councilperson Laura Pearson Densmore. There is no indication that the authors of this report attempted to 
locate or speak with any Densmores about this property. They might have been able to shed some light on the history of 
these buildings.” 

Response
The commenter appears to have misunderstood the analysis found in the Historical/Archaeological Resources Survey 
Report. The report states that the building on-site came AFTER the historic era when the area retained an independent 
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community identity as the Spanish-speaking village of La Placita. The report correctly states that the building has a close 
association with the period of slow, agrarian growth that post-dated the La Placita period, and was not a part of the 
established community identity of La Placita. While the on-site building is reflective of this agrarian period, and retains 
sufficient historic integrity to relate to that period, it does not demonstrate a particularly close or important association 
with this pattern of events, or with any other established historic themes.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment N14
The commenter states that, “Water Quality is discussed in Section 3.9 of the report. I could not find this section. 
However, I wonder how it is that collecting polluted runoff into an infiltration basin will ultimately reduce the amount of 
pollution entering ground water without on-site treatment. The WQMP Exhibit Detail ‘A’ shows the components of the 
infiltration trenches but there is no explanation of how they work to clean water or for how long they would operate 
efficiently without being cleaned or rebuilt. Assuming that the trenches do their job and are maintained, I wonder how 
the property owners would dispose of the polluted materials.”  

Response
This comment has been received and noted. Section labels have been changed for ease of use. Moreover, an explanation 
of how infiltration basins capture and clean water before discharging into groundwater has been included in the Final 
Initial Study and is summarized herein: 
 
An infiltration basin is a shallow impoundment that is designed to infiltrate stormwater into the soil. Infiltration basins 
have a high pollutant removal efficiency, and can also help recharge the groundwater, thus restoring low flows to stream 
systems. Infiltration basins recharge the groundwater because runoff is treated for water quality by filtering through the 
soil and discharging to groundwater. A Project Specific Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) has been 
prepared for the proposed project and is included in Appendix F of the IS/MND. The WQMP indentifies proposed 
drainage management areas and the effectiveness of proposed BMPs. According to the WQMP, the design capture 
volume required to capture on-site runoff is 1,904.6 cubic feet. The proposed infiltration basins are proposed to capture 
approximately 2,035 cubic feet of runoff and infiltrate at a rate of ten inches per hour. According to the WQMP, 
proposed Low Impact Development (LID) BMPs fully address all drainage management areas and no alternative 
compliance measures are required for the proposed project. Moreover, the design of the infiltration basin is consistent 
with State standards for required water treatment infrastructure. 

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment N15
The commenter states that, “The project site itself is only about 0.7 miles from the Santa Ana River (page 62) although 
Table A-2 in Appendix F implies that receiving waters are much further away. The implication is that pollution from 
groundwater is not likely to reach the river. I do not know if ground surface distance from the project site to the river 
bed is even the best measurement if groundwater flows underground. Although the City of Riverside draws its water 
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from aquifers upstream from the project site, which does not mean the City will not draw from downstream in the 
future.” 

Response
The receiving water in the project vicinity is the Santa Ana River and its tributaries. With implementation of infiltration 
basins, pollution from stormwater runoff will not be discharged into the groundwater. Therefore, the assertion that 
pollution from groundwater is not likely to reach receiving waters of the river is accurate. Please see the Response to 
Comment N14 above for a summary of how infiltration basins will treat the stormwater before it reaches the river.   

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment N16
The commenter states that, “the source control best management practices listed in Section G are commendable but 
there is no mechanism for policing these requirements. I suppose one could say that about every CEQA requirement, 
but I think risk of non-compliance is less tolerable in matter concerning water quality.”  

Response
All feasible mitigation was considered when evaluating potentially significant impacts. Best Management Practices will be 
enforced by the Regional Water Quality Control Board and the City Public Works Director. Failure to adhere to BMP’s 
for stormwater runoff can result in the halting of work, loss of permits, and/or fines. No additional mitigation needs to 
be considered for this project because no new, potentially significant impacts have been identified that were not already 
evaluated in the Initial Study and no proposed mitigation was found to be deficient.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 
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Comment O1
The commenter states, “Page #18: Appendix B – the scoping agreement with the City (pg. 87) does not have approved 
scoping agreement signatures.” 

Response
The scoping agreement, and contents within, was verbally approved based on a series of discussions with City of 
Riverside Traffic Department staff.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment O2
The commenter states, “Page #10: Why the existing intersection turning movements counts were obtained during the 
month of December 10, 2015? Please provide plots with (readable traffic volumes) showing AADT and AM/PM Peak 
Hours for all modeled years with PCEs.” 

Response
The intersection turning movement counts were conducted in adherence to the City of Riverside Traffic Impact Analysis 
Preparation Guide, 2012 and in consultation with City of Riverside Transportation Department staff regarding the date 
the counts were to be conducted. The traffic counts were conducted prior to the school district going on Winter break 
to capture normal school traffic. Figure 4 of the TIA shows the Existing average daily traffic volumes and Figures 5 and 
6 show the Existing morning and evening peak hour intersection turning movement volumes, respectively, at the study 
area intersections. In consultation with City Traffic Department staff, classification counts were not required; however, 
the project trips shown in Table 2 and Figures 20 through 22 are shown in Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE) trips.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment O3
The commenter states, “Page #24: At Intersection #1 Riverside Avenue/Center Street there is no traffic control for 
northbound direction; therefore, De Facto will not be implied for this movement.” 

Response
According to the Caltrans Highway Design Manual, “the width of local roads and streets that are to be reconstructed as 
part of a freeway project should conform to AASHTO standards…Otherwise the cross section should match the width 
of the city street adjoining the reconstructed portion, or the cross section should satisfy the local agency’s minimum 
standard for new construction” (Topic 308.1: Cross Sections for Roads Under Other Jurisdictions). According to 
Section 18.210.030 (Streets) of the Riverside Municipal Code, Arterial Streets with two travel lanes in each direction are 
required to have lanes that are at least 12 feet wide. With a lane width of approximately 22 feet in the right hand lane of 
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the northbound direction, sufficient width is provided for through vehicles to pass vehicles turning right onto Center 
Street (Placentia Lane). Therefore, the requirements for a de facto right turn lane are met, regardless of traffic control.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment O4
The commenter states, “Page #26: Please note that all traffic volumes figures provided are not balanced. Please balance, 
or justify the imbalance in these figures. Explain how PCE was incorporated to these volumes counts; and provide plots 
with readable traffic volumes.” 

Response
The actual peak hour within the two hour peak hour interval is the four consecutive 15 minute periods with the highest 
total volume when all movements are added together. Due to length between intersections, roadways between these 
intersections, time needed to travel between intersections, destination points between intersections, et al, traffic volumes 
from one intersection to the next will not be perfectly balanced. Appendix C of the TIA contains the traffic counts for 
the study area intersections. The peak hour traffic volumes used in this analysis come directly from the recorded data, 
without manual adjustments. Please refer to response to Response to Comment N2 regarding passenger car equivalents.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment O5
The commenter states, “Page #39: Please explain and show how car and truck percentages were obtained on Table 2- 
Project Trip Generation.” 

Response
The source for the car and truck percentages is the City of Fontana, Truck Trip Generation Study (Page 8 of the 
Riverside TIA Guidelines), August 2003, as shown in footnote 1 of the project TIA. It is commonly accepted practice 
throughout Southern California for this study to be utilized in determining the car and truck percentages for this land 
use.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 
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Comment O6
The commenter states, “Page # 45: Please explain if the project Peak Hour Intersection Turning Movement Volumes 
are in PCE and attach plots.” 

Response
The project trips shown in Table 2 and Figures 20 through 22 of the project TIA are shown in Passenger Car Equivalent 
(PCE) trips.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment O7
The commenter states, “Page #87: Please explain why study for roadway segments and queue analysis were not 
included.” 

Response
The traffic impact analysis was prepared in accordance to the guidelines set forth in the City of Riverside Traffic Impact 
Analysis Preparation Guide, 2012. Through a series of scoping discussions with City of Riverside Transportation 
Department staff, the parameters of the traffic impact analysis were set forth. The City of Riverside Transportation 
Department staff neither requested nor required a roadway segment or queuing analysis.   

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment O8
The commenter states, “Page #96: Appendix C contains traffic worksheets, but there is no passenger car equivalent 
(PCE). Please provide plots for all counts with PCE.” 

Response
Please see Response to Comment N2. In addition, a sensitivity test was conducted for the intersections of West La 
Cadena Drive at Stephens Avenue/I 215 Freeway SB Ramps (Intersection #6), East La Cadena Drive at Highgrove 
Place/I 215 Freeway NB Ramps (Intersection #7), and Iowa Avenue/I 215 Freeway NB Ramps at La Cadena Drive 
(Intersection #9). The sensitivity test utilized a conservative heavy vehicle percentage of three percent and is included in 
Appendix B of the project TIA. As shown in Appendix B, these study area intersections are projected to operate at 
acceptable and identical Levels of Service during the peak hours for Opening Year (2017) With Project traffic 
conditions.  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
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identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment O9
The commenter states, “Page #125: Please explain why the northbound right turn movement on the intersection at Iowa 
Avenue. Main Street shows a zero value for AM & PM (HCS 2010 Signalized Intersection Results Summary).” 

Response
The northbound right turning movement is a free right turn lane. To accurately compute the intersection delay using the 
HCS software, the volume for this movement must be reduced to zero. As stated in the Highway Capacity Manual 2010 
(Page 13-9), “Only right turns that are controlled by the signal should be represented in the right-turn volume input to 
the automobile methodology.”  Being that this movement is a free right turn lane, these right turn movements are not 
controlled by the signal and were thus reduced to zero in conformance with the Highway Capacity Manual 2010.    

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 

Comment O10
The commenter states, “Page #133: Please explain the analysis performed for Main Street/ Riverside Avenue signal. It 
seems that files and results are not consistent with this location.” 

Response
The intersection was analyzed in the same manner as the other study area intersections were analyzed (see Section II.B. 
and Appendix D of the project TIA). The Level of Service calculation worksheets change in layout/appearance because 
the intersection control changes for “with improvement” conditions. Without further explanation, we are unable to 
determine what the commenter is referring to in regards to the following sentence: “It seems that files and results are not 
consistent with this location.”  

Conclusion
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new 
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been 
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to 
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the 
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration.  
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Previous California Department of Transportation Comments and Responses
The following represents a comprehensive set of responses to comments provided by the California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) regarding environmental review of the Center Street Commercial 
Building project. Comments were submitted by Caltrans on February 4, 2015 and July 23, 2015 prior to 
release of a Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration (NOI) for the project. Caltrans also 
submitted comments on August 31, 2016 in response to NOI. The initial set of comments focused on 
Caltrans requesting preparation of a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) despite the project being exempt from 
full traffic analysis pursuant to both Caltrans and City of Riverside guidelines. Subsequently, a TIA was 
prepared and submitted to the City in January 2016; therefore, many initial comments submitted by 
Caltrans have been addressed via preparation of the TIA. 

February 4, 2015

This comment indicated that a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) should be prepared in accordance with Caltrans' 
Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies. A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) was prepared and 
included near-term and long-term evaluation of impacts on applicable State transportation facilities, 
specifically, Interstate 215. This comment was addressed and incorporated into the project Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (MND) prior to release for public review. The remainder of the comments are 
information and include recommendations related to preparation of the TIA. The TIA was prepared in 
accordance with City of Riverside and State specifications, where appropriate; however, a Synchro analysis 
was not prepared as recommended by Caltrans because of the lack of impacts generated by the project. 

July 14, 2016 (Kunzman)

This letter was in response to the February 4, 2015 Caltrans Comment letter and stated that an TIA was 
not necessary given the proposed project’s anticipated trip generation.  

July 23, 2016

This comment letter was submitted in rebuttal to responses submitted by the project traffic consultant 
(Kunzman Associates) indicating that a TIA was not prepared because the project, at the time, did not 
generate traffic volumes that met Caltrans criteria for preparation of a TIA. Subsequently, a TIA was 
prepared, as indicated above. The TIA includes analysis of truck trips using Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE) 
factors as recommended by Caltrans in this letter. 

August 31, 2016

This comment letter was submitted in response to the NOI circulated for public review and sent directly to 
Caltrans with a copy of the IS/MND for the project. The comment letter indicates that Caltrans reiterates 
its previous comments from the February 4, 2015 and July 23, 2015 letters. Considering the TIA was 
included with the NOI along with summary discussions and impact determinations included in the 
IS/MND and that this letter provides no actual comments on the adequacy of the environmental analysis 
documented in the either the TIA or the Initial Study, no further response is necessary. No new 
information or new potentially significant impacts are identified in this letter. 

Attachments
1. Caltrans Comment Letter – February 4, 2015 

2. Kunzman Associates Responses to Comments – July 14, 2015 

3. Caltrans Rebuttal to Responses – July 23, 2015 

4. Caltrans Comments – August 31, 2016  
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1. Caltrans Comment Letter – February 4, 2015
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2. Kunzman Associates Responses to Comments – July 14, 2015
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3. Caltrans Rebuttal to Responses – July 23, 2015
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4. Caltrans Comments – August 31, 2016
  

Planning Commission - Exhibit 1 - Development Review Committee Staff Report 
Development Review Committee - Exhibit 8 - MND Response to Comments



 

120 

  

Planning Commission - Exhibit 1 - Development Review Committee Staff Report 
Development Review Committee - Exhibit 8 - MND Response to Comments



 

121 

Attachment A:
Air Quality/ Climate Change Assessment: Unrefrigerated Warehouse Use
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1 Executive Summary

CEQA and Climate Change Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures

1.1 Project Description

1.2 Air Quality 

1.3 Climate Change
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2 Introduction

CEQA and Climate Change Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures

Table 7-2, Checklist for an Air Quality Analysis Section

Christopher BrownChChChChChChChChChChChChCCC ristopopopopopopopopopopoppopopopopopher Brown
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3 Environmental Setting

3.1 Climate

3.2 Regional Air Quality

criteria pollutants

Ozone. 

Carbon Monoxide.

Nitrogen Dioxide.

Particulate Matter.
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Sulfur Dioxide.

Lead.
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Table 1 
Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant Averaging 
Time California Standards1 National Standards2

Concentration3 Method4 Primary3,5 Secontary3,6 Method7

1.

2.
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3. 

4.
5.
6.
7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

11.

12.

3.3 Non-Attainment Status
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Table 2 
South Coast Air Basin Attainment Status

Pollutant Federal State

3.4 Local Air Quality
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3.5 Sensitive Receptors

3.6 Local Transportation

3.7 Odors

3.8 Climate Change

3.8.1 Defining Climate Change
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Carbon Dioxide.

Methane.

Nitrous Oxide.

High Global Warming Potential Gases.

Water Vapor.
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sink

Table 5 
Global Warming Potential (GWP) of Greenhouse Gases (GHG)

GHG Lifetime (yrs) GWP

3.8.2 Climate Change and California
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Exhibit 1 
Regional Context and Vicinity Map 
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Exhibit 2 
Radius Map 
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4 Regulatory Framework

4.1 Clean Air Act

4.2 California Clean Air Act

4.3 2012 Air Quality Management Plan
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4.4 SCAQMD Rule Book

4.5 Executive Order S-3-05

Biennial Report to the Governor and Legislature

4.6 Executive Order B-30-15

4.7 California Global Warming Solutions Act
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4.8 Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act

4.9 Air Resources Board Scoping Plan
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4.10 Water Conservation in Landscaping Act

4.11 California Green Building Standards
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Table 6 
Scoping Plan Measures

Measure Description
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Table 7 
CALGREEN Requirements

Item Requirements
Previous CALGREEN
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5 Project Description
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Exhibit 3 
Site Plan 
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6 Air Quality Impact Analysis

6.1 Thresholds of Significance

Table 8 
SCAQMD Maximum Daily Emissions Thresholds (lbs/days)

Pollutant Construction Operation

6.2 AQMP Consistency
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significant projects Significant projects

significant

6.3 Pollutant Emissions

6.3.1 Construction

User Guide,

Table 9 
Daily Construction Emissions (lbs/day)

Source ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5
Summer

Winter

6.3.2 Operational and Area Sources
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Trip 
Generation Manual

Table 10
Operational Daily Emissions (lbs/day)

Source ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5
Summer

Summer Total 19 31 38 <1 8 2
Winter

Winter Total 19 32 41 <1 8 2

6.4 Sensitive Receptors

6.4.1 Localized Significance Thresholds
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Table 11
Localized Significance Threshold Analysis (lbs/day)

Phase CO NOX PM10 PM2.5

1,708 248 28 8
No No No No

6.4.2 Carbon Monoxide Hotspots

6.5 Odors

6.6 Cumulative Impacts

6.6.1 Cumulative Construction Impacts
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6.6.2 Cumulative Operational Impacts
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7 Climate Change Impact Analysis

7.1 Thresholds of Significance

CEQA and Climate Change

7.2 Direct and Indirect Emissions

7.2.1 Short-Term Emissions

Planning Commission - Exhibit 1 - Development Review Committee Staff Report 
Development Review Committee - Exhibit 8 - MND Response to Comments



Climate Change Impact Analysis

40 Air Quality and Climate Change Assessment

Table 12
Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Construction
Year

GHG Emissions (MT/YR)
CO2 CH4 N2O TOTAL*

AMORTIZED TOTAL^ 44 <1 0 44

7.2.2 Long-Term Emissions

Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures

Table 13
Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Source GHG Emissions (MT/YR)
CO2 CH4 N2O TOTAL*

TOTAL 3,517 6 <1 3,659
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Water Budget 

MAWA = (ETO – Eppt) * 0.62 * [(0.70 * LA) + (0.30 * SLA)]

Where:

MAWA = Maximum Applied Water Allowance (gallons per year)
ETO  = Reference Evapotranspiration for Locale (inches per year)
Eppt = Effective Precipitation (inches per year) 
LA = Landscape Area (square feet)
SLA = Special Landscape Area (square feet)

7.2.3 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory

Table 14
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory

Source GHG Emissions (MT/YR)
CO2 CH4 N2O TOTAL*

44 <1 0 44
3,517 6 <1 3,659

Total

7.3 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Planning
Scoping Plan

California Cap-and-Trade Program Linked to Western Climate Initiative Partner Jurisdictions.

California Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Standards.
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Energy Efficiency.

Renewables Portfolio Standards.
Low Carbon Fuel Standard.
Regional Transportation-Related Greenhouse Gas Targets.

Vehicle Efficiency Measures.
Goods Movement.

Million Solar Roofs Program.

Medium- and Heavy-Duty Vehicles.

Industrial Emissions.

High Speed Rail.
Green Building Strategy.

High Global Warming Potential Gases.
Recycling and Waste.

Sustainable Forests.

Water.
Agriculture.
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Table 15
Scoping Plan Consistency Summary

Action Supporting 
Measures Consistency

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Consistent.

Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

Consistent.

Not Applicable.

Not applicable.

Not Applicable.

Consistent.

Not Applicable.
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Action Supporting 
Measures Consistency

Not Applicable.
Consistent.

Not Applicable.

Consistent.

Consistent.

Consistent.

Not Applicable.
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8 Mitigation Measures
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9 References

Warehouse Truck Trip Study Data Results and Usage.
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tblVehicleEF LHD2 6.6470e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD2 6.6470e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD2 6.6470e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.04 0.06

tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.04 0.06

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.18 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.04 0.06

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.18 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.18 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.06 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.06 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDA 0.51 0.62

tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.06 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDA 0.51 0.62

tblVehicleEF LDA 0.51 0.62

tblVehicleEF HHD 0.03 0.23

tblVehicleEF HHD 0.03 0.23

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2018

tblVehicleEF HHD 0.03 0.23

Vechicle Emission Factors - Fleet Mix Per SCAQMD Recommendation

Vechicle Emission Factors - Fleet Mix Per SCAQMD Recommendation

Water And Wastewater - Include Landscape Water Demand

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Demolition - 

Vehicle Trips - Trip Rate Per ITE
Trip % Per SCAQMD Recommendation
Trip Length NCHRP Analysis

Vechicle Emission Factors - Fleet Mix Per SCAQMD Recommendation

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

1325.65 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

31

Climate Zone 10 Operational Year 2018

Utility Company Riverside Public Utilities

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Parking Lot 6.23 Acre 6.23 271,378.80 0

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 101.59 1000sqft 2.33 101,591.00 0

Population

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 308.00 1000sqft 7.07 308,000.00 0

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Page 1 of 1 Date: 6/9/2015 1:25 PM

Center Street Warehouse
South Coast Air Basin, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics
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0.0000 1,330.353
5

1,330.3535 0.1645 0.0000 1,333.807
8

0.8146 0.4190 1.2336 0.2635 0.3914 0.6549Total 5.8551 8.0870 8.8363 0.0157

0.0000 396.4230 396.4230 0.0442 0.0000 397.35020.1973 0.1096 0.3070 0.0531 0.1027 0.15582017 5.1232 2.0690 2.4978 4.7900e-
003

0.0000 933.9305 933.9305 0.1203 0.0000 936.45750.6172 0.3094 0.9266 0.2104 0.2887 0.49922016 0.7319 6.0180 6.3385 0.0109

CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 0.00 2,591,811.00

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 2.59 1.68

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 2.59 1.68

tblVehicleTrips PR_TP 92.00 100.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 2.59 1.68

tblVehicleTrips DV_TP 5.00 0.00

tblVehicleTrips PB_TP 3.00 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CNW_TTP 41.00 38.00

tblVehicleTrips CW_TTP 59.00 62.00

tblVehicleTrips CC_TL 8.40 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CNW_TL 6.90 17.41

tblVehicleEF UBUS 2.5020e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF UBUS 2.5020e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF SBUS 5.8800e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF UBUS 2.5020e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF SBUS 5.8800e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF SBUS 5.8800e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF OBUS 1.9400e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF OBUS 1.9400e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MHD 0.02 0.09

tblVehicleEF OBUS 1.9400e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MHD 0.02 0.09

tblVehicleEF MHD 0.02 0.09

tblVehicleEF MH 2.1170e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MH 2.1170e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.14 0.00

tblVehicleEF MH 2.1170e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.14 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.14 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 4.3620e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 4.3620e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 4.3620e-003 0.00
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0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.13 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

81.3664 3,435.800
1

3,517.1664 5.8582 0.0612 3,659.143
3

1.2545 0.0995 1.3540 0.3399 0.0918 0.4316Total 3.4881 5.9575 7.3549 0.0260

22.5964 574.9771 597.5735 2.3330 0.0573 664.33470.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

58.7699 0.0000 58.7699 3.4732 0.0000 131.70720.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste

0.0000 2,122.730
4

2,122.7304 0.0359 0.0000 2,123.484
9

1.2545 0.0970 1.3515 0.3399 0.0893 0.4292Mobile 0.5393 5.9251 7.3224 0.0258

0.0000 738.0824 738.0824 0.0161 3.8300e-
003

739.60562.4600e-
003

2.4600e-
003

2.4600e-
003

2.4600e-
003

Energy 3.5500e-
003

0.0323 0.0271 1.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0103 0.0103 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.01092.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

Area 2.9453 5.0000e-
005

5.3800e-
003

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

81.3664 3,435.800
1

3,517.1664 5.8587 0.0612 3,659.179
3

1.2545 0.0995 1.3540 0.3399 0.0918 0.4316Total 3.4881 5.9575 7.3549 0.0260

22.5964 574.9771 597.5735 2.3335 0.0574 664.37080.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

58.7699 0.0000 58.7699 3.4732 0.0000 131.70720.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste

0.0000 2,122.730
4

2,122.7304 0.0359 0.0000 2,123.484
9

1.2545 0.0970 1.3515 0.3399 0.0893 0.4292Mobile 0.5393 5.9251 7.3224 0.0258

0.0000 738.0824 738.0824 0.0161 3.8300e-
003

739.60562.4600e-
003

2.4600e-
003

2.4600e-
003

2.4600e-
003

Energy 3.5500e-
003

0.0323 0.0271 1.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0103 0.0103 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.01092.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

Area 2.9453 5.0000e-
005

5.3800e-
003

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 1,330.352
9

1,330.3529 0.1645 0.0000 1,333.807
1

0.8146 0.4190 1.2336 0.2635 0.3914 0.6549Total 5.8551 8.0870 8.8363 0.0157

0.0000 396.4229 396.4229 0.0442 0.0000 397.35010.1973 0.1096 0.3070 0.0531 0.1027 0.15582017 5.1232 2.0690 2.4978 4.7900e-
003

0.0000 933.9300 933.9300 0.1203 0.0000 936.45710.6172 0.3094 0.9266 0.2104 0.2887 0.49922016 0.7319 6.0180 6.3385 0.0109

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 57.00 0.00 0.00

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 14.70

14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 286.00 112.00 0.00

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 14.70

14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00

Demolition 6 15.00 0.00 733.00 14.70

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 361 0.48

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 255 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 130 0.36

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 255 0.40

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 125 0.42

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 226 0.29

Grading Excavators 2 8.00 162 0.38

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Excavators 3 8.00 162 0.38

Load Factor

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 75

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 626,599; Non-Residential Outdoor: 208,866 (Architectural Coating 

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power

20

6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 6/16/2017 7/13/2017 5 20

5 Paving Paving 5/19/2017 6/15/2017 5

30

4 Building Construction Building Construction 3/25/2016 5/18/2017 5 300

3 Grading Grading 2/12/2016 3/24/2016 5

20

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/29/2016 2/11/2016 5 10

End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 1/1/2016 1/28/2016 5

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date
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0.0000 37.0973 37.0973 0.0101 0.0000 37.30920.0229 0.0229 0.0214 0.0214Total 0.0429 0.4566 0.3503 4.0000e-
004

0.0000 37.0973 37.0973 0.0101 0.0000 37.30920.0229 0.0229 0.0214 0.0214Off-Road 0.0429 0.4566 0.3503 4.0000e-
004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 26.2555 26.2555 2.6000e-
004

0.0000 26.26107.9300e-
003

1.5800e-
003

9.5100e-
003

2.1600e-
003

1.4500e-
003

3.6200e-
003

Total 7.1700e-
003

0.1078 0.0895 2.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.5419 1.5419 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.54361.6500e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.6600e-
003

4.4000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.5000e-
004

Worker 6.0000e-
004

8.8000e-
004

9.1900e-
003

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 24.7136 24.7136 1.8000e-
004

0.0000 24.71746.2800e-
003

1.5700e-
003

7.8500e-
003

1.7200e-
003

1.4400e-
003

3.1700e-
003

Hauling 6.5700e-
003

0.1069 0.0803 2.7000e-
004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 37.0974 37.0974 0.0101 0.0000 37.30920.0229 0.0229 0.0214 0.0214Total 0.0429 0.4566 0.3503 4.0000e-
004

0.0000 37.0974 37.0974 0.0101 0.0000 37.30920.0229 0.0229 0.0214 0.0214Off-Road 0.0429 0.4566 0.3503 4.0000e-
004

NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

3.2 Demolition - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10
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0.0000 18.4385 18.4385 5.5600e-
003

0.0000 18.55530.0903 0.0147 0.1050 0.0497 0.0135 0.0632Total 0.0254 0.2732 0.2055 2.0000e-
004

0.0000 18.4385 18.4385 5.5600e-
003

0.0000 18.55530.0147 0.0147 0.0135 0.0135Off-Road 0.0254 0.2732 0.2055 2.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0903 0.0000 0.0903 0.0497 0.0000 0.0497Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.9251 0.9251 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.92629.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
003

2.6000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.7000e-
004

Total 3.6000e-
004

5.3000e-
004

5.5100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9251 0.9251 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.92629.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
003

2.6000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.7000e-
004

Worker 3.6000e-
004

5.3000e-
004

5.5100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 18.4386 18.4386 5.5600e-
003

0.0000 18.55540.0903 0.0147 0.1050 0.0497 0.0135 0.0632Total 0.0254 0.2732 0.2055 2.0000e-
004

0.0000 18.4386 18.4386 5.5600e-
003

0.0000 18.55540.0147 0.0147 0.0135 0.0135Off-Road 0.0254 0.2732 0.2055 2.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0903 0.0000 0.0903 0.0497 0.0000 0.0497Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.3 Site Preparation - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 26.2555 26.2555 2.6000e-
004

0.0000 26.26107.9300e-
003

1.5800e-
003

9.5100e-
003

2.1600e-
003

1.4500e-
003

3.6200e-
003

Total 7.1700e-
003

0.1078 0.0895 2.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.5419 1.5419 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.54361.6500e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.6600e-
003

4.4000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.5000e-
004

Worker 6.0000e-
004

8.8000e-
004

9.1900e-
003

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 24.7136 24.7136 1.8000e-
004

0.0000 24.71746.2800e-
003

1.5700e-
003

7.8500e-
003

1.7200e-
003

1.4400e-
003

3.1700e-
003

Hauling 6.5700e-
003

0.1069 0.0803 2.7000e-
004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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0.0000 87.2935 87.2935 0.0263 0.0000 87.84640.1301 0.0538 0.1839 0.0540 0.0495 0.1034Total 0.0972 1.1222 0.7371 9.3000e-
004

0.0000 87.2935 87.2935 0.0263 0.0000 87.84640.0538 0.0538 0.0495 0.0495Off-Road 0.0972 1.1222 0.7371 9.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.1301 0.0000 0.1301 0.0540 0.0000 0.0540Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 3.0837 3.0837 1.7000e-
004

0.0000 3.08723.2900e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.3200e-
003

8.7000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
004

Total 1.2000e-
003

1.7700e-
003

0.0184 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0837 3.0837 1.7000e-
004

0.0000 3.08723.2900e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.3200e-
003

8.7000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
004

Worker 1.2000e-
003

1.7700e-
003

0.0184 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 87.2936 87.2936 0.0263 0.0000 87.84650.1301 0.0538 0.1839 0.0540 0.0495 0.1034Total 0.0972 1.1222 0.7371 9.3000e-
004

0.0000 87.2936 87.2936 0.0263 0.0000 87.84650.0538 0.0538 0.0495 0.0495Off-Road 0.0972 1.1222 0.7371 9.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.1301 0.0000 0.1301 0.0540 0.0000 0.0540Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.4 Grading - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.9251 0.9251 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.92629.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
003

2.6000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.7000e-
004

Total 3.6000e-
004

5.3000e-
004

5.5100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9251 0.9251 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.92629.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
003

2.6000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.7000e-
004

Worker 3.6000e-
004

5.3000e-
004

5.5100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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0.0000 243.3641 243.3641 0.0604 0.0000 244.63160.1977 0.1977 0.1858 0.1858Total 0.3423 2.8649 1.8599 2.6900e-
003

0.0000 243.3641 243.3641 0.0604 0.0000 244.63160.1977 0.1977 0.1858 0.1858Off-Road 0.3423 2.8649 1.8599 2.6900e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 517.4723 517.4723 0.0175 0.0000 517.84030.3846 0.0186 0.4032 0.1035 0.0171 0.1207Total 0.2154 1.1911 3.0723 6.3200e-
003

0.0000 295.4487 295.4487 0.0159 0.0000 295.78260.3154 2.6900e-
003

0.3180 0.0838 2.4700e-
003

0.0862Worker 0.1153 0.1692 1.7605 3.8800e-
003

0.0000 222.0237 222.0237 1.6200e-
003

0.0000 222.05760.0693 0.0159 0.0852 0.0198 0.0147 0.0344Vendor 0.1002 1.0219 1.3118 2.4400e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 243.3644 243.3644 0.0604 0.0000 244.63190.1977 0.1977 0.1858 0.1858Total 0.3423 2.8649 1.8599 2.6900e-
003

0.0000 243.3644 243.3644 0.0604 0.0000 244.63190.1977 0.1977 0.1858 0.1858Off-Road 0.3423 2.8649 1.8599 2.6900e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.5 Building Construction - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 3.0837 3.0837 1.7000e-
004

0.0000 3.08723.2900e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.3200e-
003

8.7000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
004

Total 1.2000e-
003

1.7700e-
003

0.0184 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0837 3.0837 1.7000e-
004

0.0000 3.08723.2900e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.3200e-
003

8.7000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
004

Worker 1.2000e-
003

1.7700e-
003

0.0184 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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0.0000 118.5420 118.5420 0.0292 0.0000 119.15470.0882 0.0882 0.0828 0.0828Total 0.1536 1.3071 0.8974 1.3300e-
003

0.0000 118.5420 118.5420 0.0292 0.0000 119.15470.0882 0.0882 0.0828 0.0828Off-Road 0.1536 1.3071 0.8974 1.3300e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 247.5175 247.5175 8.0000e-
003

0.0000 247.68550.1894 8.2800e-
003

0.1977 0.0510 7.6100e-
003

0.0586Total 0.0960 0.5333 1.3947 3.1100e-
003

0.0000 139.9330 139.9330 7.2300e-
003

0.0000 140.08480.1553 1.2700e-
003

0.1566 0.0413 1.1700e-
003

0.0424Worker 0.0509 0.0753 0.7824 1.9100e-
003

0.0000 107.5845 107.5845 7.7000e-
004

0.0000 107.60070.0341 7.0100e-
003

0.0411 9.7400e-
003

6.4400e-
003

0.0162Vendor 0.0451 0.4580 0.6123 1.2000e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 118.5422 118.5422 0.0292 0.0000 119.15480.0882 0.0882 0.0828 0.0828Total 0.1536 1.3071 0.8974 1.3300e-
003

0.0000 118.5422 118.5422 0.0292 0.0000 119.15480.0882 0.0882 0.0828 0.0828Off-Road 0.1536 1.3071 0.8974 1.3300e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.5 Building Construction - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 517.4723 517.4723 0.0175 0.0000 517.84030.3846 0.0186 0.4032 0.1035 0.0171 0.1207Total 0.2154 1.1911 3.0723 6.3200e-
003

0.0000 295.4487 295.4487 0.0159 0.0000 295.78260.3154 2.6900e-
003

0.3180 0.0838 2.4700e-
003

0.0862Worker 0.1153 0.1692 1.7605 3.8800e-
003

0.0000 222.0237 222.0237 1.6200e-
003

0.0000 222.05760.0693 0.0159 0.0852 0.0198 0.0147 0.0344Vendor 0.1002 1.0219 1.3118 2.4400e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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0.0000 20.6934 20.6934 6.3400e-
003

0.0000 20.82650.0114 0.0114 0.0105 0.0105Total 0.0272 0.2030 0.1473 2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Paving 8.1600e-
003

0.0000 20.6934 20.6934 6.3400e-
003

0.0000 20.82650.0114 0.0114 0.0105 0.0105Off-Road 0.0191 0.2030 0.1473 2.2000e-
004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1.4827 1.4827 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.48431.6500e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.6600e-
003

4.4000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.5000e-
004

Total 5.4000e-
004

8.0000e-
004

8.2900e-
003

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.4827 1.4827 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.48431.6500e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.6600e-
003

4.4000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.5000e-
004

Worker 5.4000e-
004

8.0000e-
004

8.2900e-
003

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 20.6934 20.6934 6.3400e-
003

0.0000 20.82660.0114 0.0114 0.0105 0.0105Total 0.0272 0.2030 0.1473 2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Paving 8.1600e-
003

0.0000 20.6934 20.6934 6.3400e-
003

0.0000 20.82660.0114 0.0114 0.0105 0.0105Off-Road 0.0191 0.2030 0.1473 2.2000e-
004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.6 Paving - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 247.5175 247.5175 8.0000e-
003

0.0000 247.68550.1894 8.2800e-
003

0.1977 0.0510 7.6100e-
003

0.0586Total 0.0960 0.5333 1.3947 3.1100e-
003

0.0000 139.9330 139.9330 7.2300e-
003

0.0000 140.08480.1553 1.2700e-
003

0.1566 0.0413 1.1700e-
003

0.0424Worker 0.0509 0.0753 0.7824 1.9100e-
003

0.0000 107.5845 107.5845 7.7000e-
004

0.0000 107.60070.0341 7.0100e-
003

0.0411 9.7400e-
003

6.4400e-
003

0.0162Vendor 0.0451 0.4580 0.6123 1.2000e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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0.0000 2.5533 2.5533 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.55891.7300e-
003

1.7300e-
003

1.7300e-
003

1.7300e-
003

Total 4.8438 0.0219 0.0187 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.5533 2.5533 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.55891.7300e-
003

1.7300e-
003

1.7300e-
003

1.7300e-
003

Off-Road 3.3200e-
003

0.0219 0.0187 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Archit. Coating 4.8405

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 5.6341 5.6341 2.9000e-
004

0.0000 5.64026.2500e-
003

5.0000e-
005

6.3000e-
003

1.6600e-
003

5.0000e-
005

1.7100e-
003

Total 2.0500e-
003

3.0300e-
003

0.0315 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.6341 5.6341 2.9000e-
004

0.0000 5.64026.2500e-
003

5.0000e-
005

6.3000e-
003

1.6600e-
003

5.0000e-
005

1.7100e-
003

Worker 2.0500e-
003

3.0300e-
003

0.0315 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2.5533 2.5533 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.55891.7300e-
003

1.7300e-
003

1.7300e-
003

1.7300e-
003

Total 4.8438 0.0219 0.0187 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.5533 2.5533 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.55891.7300e-
003

1.7300e-
003

1.7300e-
003

1.7300e-
003

Off-Road 3.3200e-
003

0.0219 0.0187 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Archit. Coating 4.8405

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1.4827 1.4827 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.48431.6500e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.6600e-
003

4.4000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.5000e-
004

Total 5.4000e-
004

8.0000e-
004

8.2900e-
003

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.4827 1.4827 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.48431.6500e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.6600e-
003

4.4000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.5000e-
004

Worker 5.4000e-
004

8.0000e-
004

8.2900e-
003

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000

SBUS MH

0.618000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.064600 0.000000 0.087000 0.230400

LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY

0.00 38.00 100 0 0

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

0.00 0.00 0 0 0

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No 
Rail

16.60 0.00 17.41 62.00

0.00 0.00 0 0 0

Parking Lot 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00

4.3 Trip Type Information

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-
W

Total 517.44 517.44 517.44 3,184,553 3,184,553
Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 517.44 517.44 517.44 3,184,553 3,184,553

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual VMT

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00 0.00

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT

0.0000 2,122.730
4

2,122.7304 0.0359 0.0000 2,123.484
9

1.2545 0.0970 1.3515 0.3399 0.0893 0.4292Unmitigated 0.5393 5.9251 7.3224 0.0258

0.0000 2,122.730
4

2,122.7304 0.0359 0.0000 2,123.484
9

1.2545 0.0970 1.3515 0.3399 0.0893 0.4292Mitigated 0.5393 5.9251 7.3224 0.0258

NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 5.6341 5.6341 2.9000e-
004

0.0000 5.64026.2500e-
003

5.0000e-
005

6.3000e-
003

1.6600e-
003

5.0000e-
005

1.7100e-
003

Total 2.0500e-
003

3.0300e-
003

0.0315 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 5.6341 5.6341 2.9000e-
004

0.0000 5.64026.2500e-
003

5.0000e-
005

6.3000e-
003

1.6600e-
003

5.0000e-
005

1.7100e-
003

Worker 2.0500e-
003

3.0300e-
003

0.0315 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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35.1732 35.1732 6.7000e-
004

6.4000e-
004

35.38722.4600e-
003

2.4600e-
003

2.4600e-
003

2.4600e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000

Total 3.5500e-
003

0.0323 0.0271 1.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

35.1732 35.1732 6.7000e-
004

6.4000e-
004

35.3872

Other Non-Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000

2.4600e-
003

2.4600e-
003

2.4600e-
003

2.4600e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000

Unrefrigerated 
Warehouse-No 

Rail

659120 3.5500e-
003

0.0323 0.0271 1.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO

35.1732 6.7000e-
004

6.4000e-
004

35.3872

Mitigated

2.4600e-
003

2.4600e-
003

2.4600e-
003

0.0000 35.1732

35.3872

Total 3.5500e-
003

0.0323 0.0271 1.9000e-
004

2.4600e-
003

2.4600e-
003

0.0000 35.1732 35.1732 6.7000e-
004

6.4000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

2.4600e-
003

2.4600e-
003

2.4600e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unrefrigerated 
Warehouse-No 

Rail

659120 3.5500e-
003

0.0323 0.0271

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Other Non-Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 35.1732 35.1732 6.7000e-
004

6.4000e-
004

35.38722.4600e-
003

2.4600e-
003

2.4600e-
003

2.4600e-
003

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

3.5500e-
003

0.0323 0.0271 1.9000e-
004

0.0000 35.1732 35.1732 6.7000e-
004

6.4000e-
004

35.38722.4600e-
003

2.4600e-
003

2.4600e-
003

2.4600e-
003

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

3.5500e-
003

0.0323 0.0271 1.9000e-
004

0.0000 702.9092 702.9092 0.0154 3.1800e-
003

704.21840.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 702.9092 702.9092 0.0154 3.1800e-
003

704.21840.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Electricity 
Mitigated

NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.4 Fleet Mix
Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

5.0 Energy Detail
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0.0000 0.0103 0.0103 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.01092.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

Unmitigated 2.9453 5.0000e-
005

5.3800e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 0.0103 0.0103 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.01092.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

Mitigated 2.9453 5.0000e-
005

5.3800e-
003

0.0000

NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

560.3513

Total 702.9092 0.0154 3.1800e-
003

704.2184

Unrefrigerated 
Warehouse-No 

Rail

930160 559.3096 0.0122 2.5300e-
003

0.0000

Parking Lot 238813 143.5996 3.1400e-
003

6.5000e-
004

143.8670

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

Other Non-Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

560.3513

Total 702.9092 0.0154 3.1800e-
003

704.2184

Unrefrigerated 
Warehouse-No 

Rail

930160 559.3096 0.0122 2.5300e-
003

0.0000

Parking Lot 238813 143.5996 3.1400e-
003

6.5000e-
004

143.8670

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

Other Non-Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity
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Unmitigated 597.5735 2.3335 0.0574 664.3708

Category t
o
n

MT/yr

Mitigated 597.5735 2.3330 0.0573 664.3347

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000 0.0103 0.0103 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.01092.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

Total 2.9452 5.0000e-
005

5.3800e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 0.0103 0.0103 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.01092.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

Landscaping 5.1000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

5.3800e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

2.4607

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.4841

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0103 0.0103 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.01092.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

Total 2.9452 5.0000e-
005

5.3800e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 0.0103 0.0103 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.01092.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

Landscaping 5.1000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

5.3800e-
003

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

2.4607

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.4841

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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 Unmitigated 58.7699 3.4732 0.0000 131.7072

t
o
n

MT/yr

 Mitigated 58.7699 3.4732 0.0000 131.7072

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Category/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

664.3347

Total 597.5735 2.3330 0.0573 664.3347

Unrefrigerated 
Warehouse-No 

Rail

71.225 / 
2.59181

597.5735 2.3330 0.0573

0.0000

Parking Lot 0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

Other Non-Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

664.3708

Total 597.5735 2.3335 0.0574 664.3708

Unrefrigerated 
Warehouse-No 

Rail

71.225 / 
2.59181

597.5735 2.3335 0.0574

0.0000

Parking Lot 0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

Other Non-Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
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Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Vegetation

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power

131.7072

Total 58.7699 3.4732 0.0000 131.7072

Unrefrigerated 
Warehouse-No 

Rail

289.52 58.7699 3.4732 0.0000

0.0000

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

Other Non-Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

131.7072

Total 58.7699 3.4732 0.0000 131.7072

Unrefrigerated 
Warehouse-No 

Rail

289.52 58.7699 3.4732 0.0000

0.0000

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

Other Non-Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
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tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.04 0.06

tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.04 0.06

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.18 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.04 0.06

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.18 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.18 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.06 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.06 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDA 0.51 0.62

tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.06 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDA 0.51 0.62

tblVehicleEF LDA 0.51 0.62

tblVehicleEF HHD 0.03 0.23

tblVehicleEF HHD 0.03 0.23

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2018

tblVehicleEF HHD 0.03 0.23

tblArchitecturalCoating EF_Nonresidential_Exterior 250.00 37.00

tblArchitecturalCoating EF_Nonresidential_Interior 250.00 37.00

Vechicle Emission Factors - Fleet Mix Per SCAQMD Recommendation

Vechicle Emission Factors - Fleet Mix Per SCAQMD Recommendation

Water And Wastewater - Include Landscape Water Demand

Architectural Coating - Use of Low-VOC Paints

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Demolition - 

Vehicle Trips - Trip Rate Per ITE
Trip % Per SCAQMD Recommendation
Trip Length NCHRP Analysis

Vechicle Emission Factors - Fleet Mix Per SCAQMD Recommendation

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

1325.65 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

31

Climate Zone 10 Operational Year 2018

Utility Company Riverside Public Utilities

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Parking Lot 6.23 Acre 6.23 271,378.80 0

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 101.59 1000sqft 2.33 101,591.00 0

Population

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 308.00 1000sqft 7.07 308,000.00 0

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Page 1 of 1 Date: 6/9/2015 2:23 PM

Center Street Warehouse
South Coast Air Basin, Summer

1.0 Project Characteristics
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0.0000 16,831.39
16

16,831.391
6

2.7748 0.0000 16,889.66
24

22.1644 5.5340 27.0527 11.0313 5.1255 15.5627Total 78.7474 111.5248 95.8597 0.1833

0.0000 8,316.082
0

8,316.0820 0.8276 0.0000 8,333.462
0

3.8970 1.9479 5.8448 1.0472 1.8263 2.87362017 72.1847 36.6069 45.4250 0.0917

0.0000 8,515.309
6

8,515.3096 1.9472 0.0000 8,556.200
4

18.2675 3.5861 21.2078 9.9840 3.2992 12.68922016 6.5627 74.9179 50.4347 0.0917

CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 0.00 2,591,811.00

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 2.59 1.68

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 2.59 1.68

tblVehicleTrips PR_TP 92.00 100.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 2.59 1.68

tblVehicleTrips DV_TP 5.00 0.00

tblVehicleTrips PB_TP 3.00 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CNW_TTP 41.00 38.00

tblVehicleTrips CW_TTP 59.00 62.00

tblVehicleTrips CC_TL 8.40 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CNW_TL 6.90 17.41

tblVehicleEF UBUS 2.5020e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF UBUS 2.5020e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF SBUS 5.8800e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF UBUS 2.5020e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF SBUS 5.8800e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF SBUS 5.8800e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF OBUS 1.9400e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF OBUS 1.9400e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MHD 0.02 0.09

tblVehicleEF OBUS 1.9400e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MHD 0.02 0.09

tblVehicleEF MHD 0.02 0.09

tblVehicleEF MH 2.1170e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MH 2.1170e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.14 0.00

tblVehicleEF MH 2.1170e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.14 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.14 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 4.3620e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 4.3620e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD2 6.6470e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 4.3620e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD2 6.6470e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD2 6.6470e-003 0.00
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0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

13,263.87
29

13,263.872
9

0.2218 3.8900e-
003

13,269.73
75

7.0155 0.5467 7.5621 1.8976 0.5041 2.4017Total 19.0705 31.0454 38.0409 0.1455

13,051.33
39

13,051.333
9

0.2175 13,055.90
03

7.0155 0.5331 7.5485 1.8976 0.4905 2.3881Mobile 2.9114 30.8680 37.8492 0.1445

212.4480 212.4480 4.0700e-
003

3.8900e-
003

213.74100.0135 0.0135 0.0135 0.0135Energy 0.0195 0.1770 0.1487 1.0600e-
003

0.0910 0.0910 2.5000e-
004

0.09631.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

Area 16.1396 4.0000e-
004

0.0430 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

13,263.87
29

13,263.872
9

0.2218 3.8900e-
003

13,269.73
75

7.0155 0.5467 7.5621 1.8976 0.5041 2.4017Total 19.0705 31.0454 38.0409 0.1455

13,051.33
39

13,051.333
9

0.2175 13,055.90
03

7.0155 0.5331 7.5485 1.8976 0.4905 2.3881Mobile 2.9114 30.8680 37.8492 0.1445

212.4480 212.4480 4.0700e-
003

3.8900e-
003

213.74100.0135 0.0135 0.0135 0.0135Energy 0.0195 0.1770 0.1487 1.0600e-
003

0.0910 0.0910 2.5000e-
004

0.09631.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

Area 16.1396 4.0000e-
004

0.0430 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 16,831.39
16

16,831.391
6

2.7748 0.0000 16,889.66
24

22.1644 5.5340 27.0527 11.0313 5.1255 15.5627Total 78.7474 111.5248 95.8597 0.1833

0.0000 8,316.082
0

8,316.0820 0.8276 0.0000 8,333.462
0

3.8970 1.9479 5.8448 1.0472 1.8263 2.87362017 72.1847 36.6069 45.4250 0.0917

0.0000 8,515.309
6

8,515.3096 1.9472 0.0000 8,556.200
4

18.2675 3.5861 21.2078 9.9840 3.2992 12.68922016 6.5627 74.9179 50.4347 0.0917

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 57.00 0.00 0.00

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 14.70

14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 286.00 112.00 0.00

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 14.70

14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00

Demolition 6 15.00 0.00 733.00 14.70

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 361 0.48

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 255 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 130 0.36

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 255 0.40

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 125 0.42

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 226 0.29

Grading Excavators 2 8.00 162 0.38

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Excavators 3 8.00 162 0.38

Load Factor

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 75

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 626,599; Non-Residential Outdoor: 208,866 (Architectural Coating 

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power

20

6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 6/16/2017 7/13/2017 5 20

5 Paving Paving 5/19/2017 6/15/2017 5

30

4 Building Construction Building Construction 3/25/2016 5/18/2017 5 300

3 Grading Grading 2/12/2016 3/24/2016 5

20

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/29/2016 2/11/2016 5 10

End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 1/1/2016 1/28/2016 5

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date
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2,905.367
2

2,905.3672 0.0287 2,905.969
8

0.8061 0.1583 0.9644 0.2193 0.1456 0.3649Total 0.6941 10.2216 8.1043 0.0292

178.4374 178.4374 9.1500e-
003

178.62950.1677 1.4000e-
003

0.1691 0.0445 1.2900e-
003

0.0458Worker 0.0624 0.0781 0.9730 2.1200e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

2,726.929
9

2,726.9299 0.0196 2,727.340
3

0.6385 0.1569 0.7954 0.1748 0.1443 0.3192Hauling 0.6317 10.1435 7.1313 0.0271

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 4,089.284
1

4,089.2841 1.1121 4,112.637
4

2.2921 2.2921 2.1365 2.1365Total 4.2876 45.6559 35.0303 0.0399

0.0000 4,089.284
1

4,089.2841 1.1121 4,112.637
4

2.2921 2.2921 2.1365 2.1365Off-Road 4.2876 45.6559 35.0303 0.0399

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2,905.367
2

2,905.3672 0.0287 2,905.969
8

0.8061 0.1583 0.9644 0.2193 0.1456 0.3649Total 0.6941 10.2216 8.1043 0.0292

178.4374 178.4374 9.1500e-
003

178.62950.1677 1.4000e-
003

0.1691 0.0445 1.2900e-
003

0.0458Worker 0.0624 0.0781 0.9730 2.1200e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

2,726.929
9

2,726.9299 0.0196 2,727.340
3

0.6385 0.1569 0.7954 0.1748 0.1443 0.3192Hauling 0.6317 10.1435 7.1313 0.0271

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

4,089.284
1

4,089.2841 1.1121 4,112.637
4

2.2921 2.2921 2.1365 2.1365Total 4.2876 45.6559 35.0303 0.0399

4,089.284
1

4,089.2841 1.1121 4,112.637
4

2.2921 2.2921 2.1365 2.1365Off-Road 4.2876 45.6559 35.0303 0.0399

NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

3.2 Demolition - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10
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214.1249 214.1249 0.0110 214.35540.2012 1.6800e-
003

0.2029 0.0534 1.5500e-
003

0.0549Total 0.0749 0.0937 1.1675 2.5500e-
003

214.1249 214.1249 0.0110 214.35540.2012 1.6800e-
003

0.2029 0.0534 1.5500e-
003

0.0549Worker 0.0749 0.0937 1.1675 2.5500e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 4,065.005
3

4,065.0053 1.2262 4,090.754
4

18.0663 2.9387 21.0049 9.9307 2.7036 12.6343Total 5.0771 54.6323 41.1053 0.0391

0.0000 4,065.005
3

4,065.0053 1.2262 4,090.754
4

2.9387 2.9387 2.7036 2.7036Off-Road 5.0771 54.6323 41.1053 0.0391

0.0000 0.000018.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

214.1249 214.1249 0.0110 214.35540.2012 1.6800e-
003

0.2029 0.0534 1.5500e-
003

0.0549Total 0.0749 0.0937 1.1675 2.5500e-
003

214.1249 214.1249 0.0110 214.35540.2012 1.6800e-
003

0.2029 0.0534 1.5500e-
003

0.0549Worker 0.0749 0.0937 1.1675 2.5500e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

4,065.005
3

4,065.0053 1.2262 4,090.754
4

18.0663 2.9387 21.0049 9.9307 2.7036 12.6343Total 5.0771 54.6323 41.1053 0.0391

4,065.005
3

4,065.0053 1.2262 4,090.754
4

2.9387 2.9387 2.7036 2.7036Off-Road 5.0771 54.6323 41.1053 0.0391

0.0000 0.000018.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.3 Site Preparation - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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237.9165 237.9165 0.0122 238.17260.2236 1.8700e-
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.7200e-
003

0.0610Total 0.0833 0.1041 1.2973 2.8300e-
003

237.9165 237.9165 0.0122 238.17260.2236 1.8700e-
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.7200e-
003

0.0610Worker 0.0833 0.1041 1.2973 2.8300e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 6,414.980
7

6,414.9807 1.9350 6,455.615
4

8.6733 3.5842 12.2576 3.5965 3.2975 6.8940Total 6.4795 74.8137 49.1374 0.0617

0.0000 6,414.980
7

6,414.9807 1.9350 6,455.615
4

3.5842 3.5842 3.2975 3.2975Off-Road 6.4795 74.8137 49.1374 0.0617

0.0000 0.00008.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

237.9165 237.9165 0.0122 238.17260.2236 1.8700e-
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.7200e-
003

0.0610Total 0.0833 0.1041 1.2973 2.8300e-
003

237.9165 237.9165 0.0122 238.17260.2236 1.8700e-
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.7200e-
003

0.0610Worker 0.0833 0.1041 1.2973 2.8300e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

6,414.980
7

6,414.9807 1.9350 6,455.615
4

8.6733 3.5842 12.2576 3.5965 3.2975 6.8940Total 6.4795 74.8137 49.1374 0.0617

6,414.980
7

6,414.9807 1.9350 6,455.615
4

3.5842 3.5842 3.2975 3.2975Off-Road 6.4795 74.8137 49.1374 0.0617

0.0000 0.00008.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.4 Grading - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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5,846.023
2

5,846.0232 0.1919 5,850.054
0

3.8968 0.1847 4.0814 1.0472 0.1698 1.2170Total 2.1262 11.2158 29.7225 0.0649

3,402.206
2

3,402.2062 0.1744 3,405.868
8

3.1968 0.0267 3.2235 0.8478 0.0246 0.8724Worker 1.1906 1.4891 18.5509 0.0405

2,443.817
0

2,443.8170 0.0175 2,444.185
2

0.7000 0.1579 0.8579 0.1993 0.1452 0.3446Vendor 0.9356 9.7268 11.1715 0.0244

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2,669.286
4

2,669.2864 0.6620 2,683.189
0

1.9674 1.9674 1.8485 1.8485Total 3.4062 28.5063 18.5066 0.0268

0.0000 2,669.286
4

2,669.2864 0.6620 2,683.189
0

1.9674 1.9674 1.8485 1.8485Off-Road 3.4062 28.5063 18.5066 0.0268

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

5,846.023
2

5,846.0232 0.1919 5,850.054
0

3.8968 0.1847 4.0814 1.0472 0.1698 1.2170Total 2.1262 11.2158 29.7225 0.0649

3,402.206
2

3,402.2062 0.1744 3,405.868
8

3.1968 0.0267 3.2235 0.8478 0.0246 0.8724Worker 1.1906 1.4891 18.5509 0.0405

2,443.817
0

2,443.8170 0.0175 2,444.185
2

0.7000 0.1579 0.8579 0.1993 0.1452 0.3446Vendor 0.9356 9.7268 11.1715 0.0244

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2,669.286
4

2,669.2864 0.6620 2,683.189
0

1.9674 1.9674 1.8485 1.8485Total 3.4062 28.5063 18.5066 0.0268

2,669.286
4

2,669.2864 0.6620 2,683.189
0

1.9674 1.9674 1.8485 1.8485Off-Road 3.4062 28.5063 18.5066 0.0268

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.5 Building Construction - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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5,676.276
7

5,676.2767 0.1779 5,680.013
0

3.8970 0.1667 4.0636 1.0472 0.1534 1.2006Total 1.9280 10.2013 27.2959 0.0648

3,272.004
6

3,272.0046 0.1610 3,275.384
8

3.1968 0.0257 3.2225 0.8478 0.0237 0.8715Worker 1.0704 1.3447 16.7892 0.0405

2,404.272
2

2,404.2722 0.0170 2,404.628
2

0.7002 0.1409 0.8411 0.1994 0.1296 0.3291Vendor 0.8576 8.8566 10.5067 0.0244

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2,639.805
3

2,639.8053 0.6497 2,653.449
0

1.7812 1.7812 1.6730 1.6730Total 3.1024 26.4057 18.1291 0.0268

0.0000 2,639.805
3

2,639.8053 0.6497 2,653.449
0

1.7812 1.7812 1.6730 1.6730Off-Road 3.1024 26.4057 18.1291 0.0268

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

5,676.276
7

5,676.2767 0.1779 5,680.013
0

3.8970 0.1667 4.0636 1.0472 0.1534 1.2006Total 1.9280 10.2013 27.2959 0.0648

3,272.004
6

3,272.0046 0.1610 3,275.384
8

3.1968 0.0257 3.2225 0.8478 0.0237 0.8715Worker 1.0704 1.3447 16.7892 0.0405

2,404.272
2

2,404.2722 0.0170 2,404.628
2

0.7002 0.1409 0.8411 0.1994 0.1296 0.3291Vendor 0.8576 8.8566 10.5067 0.0244

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2,639.805
3

2,639.8053 0.6497 2,653.449
0

1.7812 1.7812 1.6730 1.6730Total 3.1024 26.4057 18.1291 0.0268

2,639.805
3

2,639.8053 0.6497 2,653.449
0

1.7812 1.7812 1.6730 1.6730Off-Road 3.1024 26.4057 18.1291 0.0268

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.5 Building Construction - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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171.6086 171.6086 8.4400e-
003

171.78590.1677 1.3500e-
003

0.1690 0.0445 1.2400e-
003

0.0457Total 0.0561 0.0705 0.8806 2.1200e-
003

171.6086 171.6086 8.4400e-
003

171.78590.1677 1.3500e-
003

0.1690 0.0445 1.2400e-
003

0.0457Worker 0.0561 0.0705 0.8806 2.1200e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2,281.058
8

2,281.0588 0.6989 2,295.736
0

1.1384 1.1384 1.0473 1.0473Total 2.7235 20.2964 14.7270 0.0223

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Paving 0.8161

0.0000 2,281.058
8

2,281.0588 0.6989 2,295.736
0

1.1384 1.1384 1.0473 1.0473Off-Road 1.9074 20.2964 14.7270 0.0223

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

171.6086 171.6086 8.4400e-
003

171.78590.1677 1.3500e-
003

0.1690 0.0445 1.2400e-
003

0.0457Total 0.0561 0.0705 0.8806 2.1200e-
003

171.6086 171.6086 8.4400e-
003

171.78590.1677 1.3500e-
003

0.1690 0.0445 1.2400e-
003

0.0457Worker 0.0561 0.0705 0.8806 2.1200e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2,281.058
8

2,281.0588 0.6989 2,295.736
0

1.1384 1.1384 1.0473 1.0473Total 2.7235 20.2964 14.7270 0.0223

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Paving 0.8161

2,281.058
8

2,281.0588 0.6989 2,295.736
0

1.1384 1.1384 1.0473 1.0473Off-Road 1.9074 20.2964 14.7270 0.0223

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.6 Paving - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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652.1128 652.1128 0.0321 652.78650.6371 5.1200e-
003

0.6423 0.1690 4.7300e-
003

0.1737Total 0.2133 0.2680 3.3461 8.0700e-
003

652.1128 652.1128 0.0321 652.78650.6371 5.1200e-
003

0.6423 0.1690 4.7300e-
003

0.1737Worker 0.2133 0.2680 3.3461 8.0700e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0297 282.07210.1733 0.1733 0.1733 0.1733Total 71.9714 2.1850 1.8681 2.9700e-
003

0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0297 282.07210.1733 0.1733 0.1733 0.1733Off-Road 0.3323 2.1850 1.8681 2.9700e-
003

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Archit. Coating 71.6390

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

652.1128 652.1128 0.0321 652.78650.6371 5.1200e-
003

0.6423 0.1690 4.7300e-
003

0.1737Total 0.2133 0.2680 3.3461 8.0700e-
003

652.1128 652.1128 0.0321 652.78650.6371 5.1200e-
003

0.6423 0.1690 4.7300e-
003

0.1737Worker 0.2133 0.2680 3.3461 8.0700e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

281.4481 281.4481 0.0297 282.07210.1733 0.1733 0.1733 0.1733Total 71.9714 2.1850 1.8681 2.9700e-
003

281.4481 281.4481 0.0297 282.07210.1733 0.1733 0.1733 0.1733Off-Road 0.3323 2.1850 1.8681 2.9700e-
003

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Archit. Coating 71.6390

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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212.4480 212.4480 4.0700e-
003

3.8900e-
003

213.74100.0135 0.0135 0.0135 0.0135NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0195 0.1770 0.1487 1.0600e-
003

212.4480 212.4480 4.0700e-
003

3.8900e-
003

213.74100.0135 0.0135 0.0135 0.0135NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0195 0.1770 0.1487 1.0600e-
003

NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.4 Fleet Mix
Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000

5.0 Energy Detail

SBUS MH

0.618000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.064600 0.000000 0.087000 0.230400

LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY

0.00 38.00 100 0 0

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

0.00 0.00 0 0 0

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No 
Rail

16.60 0.00 17.41 62.00

0.00 0.00 0 0 0

Parking Lot 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00

4.3 Trip Type Information

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-
W

Total 517.44 517.44 517.44 3,184,553 3,184,553
Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 517.44 517.44 517.44 3,184,553 3,184,553

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual VMT

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00 0.00

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT

13,051.33
39

13,051.333
9

0.2175 13,055.90
03

7.0155 0.5331 7.5485 1.8976 0.4905 2.3881Unmitigated 2.9114 30.8680 37.8492 0.1445

13,051.33
39

13,051.333
9

0.2175 13,055.90
03

7.0155 0.5331 7.5485 1.8976 0.4905 2.3881Mitigated 2.9114 30.8680 37.8492 0.1445

NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10
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0.0910 0.0910 2.5000e-
004

0.09631.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

Unmitigated 16.1396 4.0000e-
004

0.0430 0.0000

0.0910 0.0910 2.5000e-
004

0.09631.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

Mitigated 16.1396 4.0000e-
004

0.0430 0.0000

NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

212.4480 212.4480 4.0700e-
003

3.8900e-
003

213.74100.0135 0.0135 0.0135 0.0135Total 0.0195 0.1770 0.1487 1.0600e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Other Non-Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

212.4480 212.4480 4.0700e-
003

3.8900e-
003

213.74100.0135 0.0135 0.0135 0.0135Unrefrigerated 
Warehouse-No 

Rail

1.80581 0.0195 0.1770 0.1487 1.0600e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

212.4480 212.4480 4.0700e-
003

3.8900e-
003

213.74100.0135 0.0135 0.0135 0.0135Total 0.0195 0.1770 0.1487 1.0600e-
003

212.4480 212.4480 4.0700e-
003

3.8900e-
003

213.74100.0135 0.0135 0.0135 0.0135Unrefrigerated 
Warehouse-No 

Rail

1805.81 0.0195 0.1770 0.1487 1.0600e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Other Non-Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Vegetation

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number

0.0910 0.0910 2.5000e-
004

0.09631.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

Total 16.1396 4.0000e-
004

0.0430 0.0000

0.0910 0.0910 2.5000e-
004

0.09631.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

Landscaping 4.1100e-
003

4.0000e-
004

0.0430 0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

13.4832

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

2.6523

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0910 0.0910 2.5000e-
004

0.09631.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

Total 16.1396 4.0000e-
004

0.0430 0.0000

0.0910 0.0910 2.5000e-
004

0.09631.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

Landscaping 4.1100e-
003

4.0000e-
004

0.0430 0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

13.4832

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

2.6523

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.04 0.06

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.18 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.04 0.06

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.18 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.18 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.06 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.06 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDA 0.51 0.62

tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.06 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDA 0.51 0.62

tblVehicleEF LDA 0.51 0.62

tblVehicleEF HHD 0.03 0.23

tblVehicleEF HHD 0.03 0.23

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2018

tblVehicleEF HHD 0.03 0.23

tblArchitecturalCoating EF_Nonresidential_Exterior 250.00 37.00

tblArchitecturalCoating EF_Nonresidential_Interior 250.00 37.00

Vechicle Emission Factors - Fleet Mix Per SCAQMD Recommendation

Vechicle Emission Factors - Fleet Mix Per SCAQMD Recommendation

Water And Wastewater - Include Landscape Water Demand

Architectural Coating - Use of Low-VOC Paints

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Demolition - 

Vehicle Trips - Trip Rate Per ITE
Trip % Per SCAQMD Recommendation
Trip Length NCHRP Analysis

Vechicle Emission Factors - Fleet Mix Per SCAQMD Recommendation

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

1325.65 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

31

Climate Zone 10 Operational Year 2018

Utility Company Riverside Public Utilities

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Parking Lot 6.23 Acre 6.23 271,378.80 0

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 101.59 1000sqft 2.33 101,591.00 0

Population

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 308.00 1000sqft 7.07 308,000.00 0

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Page 1 of 1 Date: 6/9/2015 2:24 PM

Center Street Warehouse
South Coast Air Basin, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics
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0.0000 16,375.73
22

16,375.732
2

2.7753 0.0000 16,434.01
41

22.1644 5.5354 27.0540 11.0313 5.1268 15.5640Total 78.7535 111.8855 96.6138 0.1779

0.0000 8,092.219
8

8,092.2198 0.8282 0.0000 8,109.610
9

3.8970 1.9493 5.8462 1.0472 1.8276 2.87482017 72.1889 36.9574 46.2804 0.0889

0.0000 8,283.512
3

8,283.5123 1.9472 0.0000 8,324.403
2

18.2675 3.5861 21.2078 9.9840 3.2992 12.68922016 6.5646 74.9281 50.3334 0.0890

CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 0.00 2,591,811.00

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 2.59 1.68

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 2.59 1.68

tblVehicleTrips PR_TP 92.00 100.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 2.59 1.68

tblVehicleTrips DV_TP 5.00 0.00

tblVehicleTrips PB_TP 3.00 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CNW_TTP 41.00 38.00

tblVehicleTrips CW_TTP 59.00 62.00

tblVehicleTrips CC_TL 8.40 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CNW_TL 6.90 17.41

tblVehicleEF UBUS 2.5020e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF UBUS 2.5020e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF SBUS 5.8800e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF UBUS 2.5020e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF SBUS 5.8800e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF SBUS 5.8800e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF OBUS 1.9400e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF OBUS 1.9400e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MHD 0.02 0.09

tblVehicleEF OBUS 1.9400e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MHD 0.02 0.09

tblVehicleEF MHD 0.02 0.09

tblVehicleEF MH 2.1170e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MH 2.1170e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.14 0.00

tblVehicleEF MH 2.1170e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.14 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.14 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 4.3620e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 4.3620e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD2 6.6470e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 4.3620e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD2 6.6470e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD2 6.6470e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.04 0.06
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0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

13,015.90
38

13,015.903
8

0.2228 3.8900e-
003

13,021.78
91

7.0155 0.5483 7.5638 1.8976 0.5056 2.4032Total 19.1837 32.1892 40.7339 0.1423

12,803.36
47

12,803.364
7

0.2184 12,807.95
19

7.0155 0.5347 7.5502 1.8976 0.4920 2.3896Mobile 3.0246 32.0118 40.5422 0.1413

212.4480 212.4480 4.0700e-
003

3.8900e-
003

213.74100.0135 0.0135 0.0135 0.0135Energy 0.0195 0.1770 0.1487 1.0600e-
003

0.0910 0.0910 2.5000e-
004

0.09631.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

Area 16.1396 4.0000e-
004

0.0430 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

13,015.90
38

13,015.903
8

0.2228 3.8900e-
003

13,021.78
91

7.0155 0.5483 7.5638 1.8976 0.5056 2.4032Total 19.1837 32.1892 40.7339 0.1423

12,803.36
47

12,803.364
7

0.2184 12,807.95
19

7.0155 0.5347 7.5502 1.8976 0.4920 2.3896Mobile 3.0246 32.0118 40.5422 0.1413

212.4480 212.4480 4.0700e-
003

3.8900e-
003

213.74100.0135 0.0135 0.0135 0.0135Energy 0.0195 0.1770 0.1487 1.0600e-
003

0.0910 0.0910 2.5000e-
004

0.09631.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

Area 16.1396 4.0000e-
004

0.0430 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 16,375.73
22

16,375.732
2

2.7753 0.0000 16,434.01
41

22.1644 5.5354 27.0540 11.0313 5.1268 15.5640Total 78.7535 111.8855 96.6138 0.1779

0.0000 8,092.219
8

8,092.2198 0.8282 0.0000 8,109.610
9

3.8970 1.9493 5.8462 1.0472 1.8276 2.87482017 72.1889 36.9574 46.2804 0.0889

0.0000 8,283.512
3

8,283.5123 1.9472 0.0000 8,324.403
2

18.2675 3.5861 21.2078 9.9840 3.2992 12.68922016 6.5646 74.9281 50.3334 0.0890

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 57.00 0.00 0.00

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 14.70

14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 286.00 112.00 0.00

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 14.70

14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00

Demolition 6 15.00 0.00 733.00 14.70

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 361 0.48

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 255 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 130 0.36

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 255 0.40

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 125 0.42

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 226 0.29

Grading Excavators 2 8.00 162 0.38

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Excavators 3 8.00 162 0.38

Load Factor

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 75

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 626,599; Non-Residential Outdoor: 208,866 (Architectural Coating 

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power

20

6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 6/16/2017 7/13/2017 5 20

5 Paving Paving 5/19/2017 6/15/2017 5

30

4 Building Construction Building Construction 3/25/2016 5/18/2017 5 300

3 Grading Grading 2/12/2016 3/24/2016 5

20

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/29/2016 2/11/2016 5 10

End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 1/1/2016 1/28/2016 5

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date
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2,887.808
0

2,887.8080 0.0290 2,888.416
0

0.8061 0.1587 0.9648 0.2193 0.1460 0.3652Total 0.7309 10.5966 9.0677 0.0290

167.3543 167.3543 9.1500e-
003

167.54640.1677 1.4000e-
003

0.1691 0.0445 1.2900e-
003

0.0458Worker 0.0638 0.0858 0.8970 1.9900e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

2,720.453
7

2,720.4537 0.0198 2,720.869
7

0.6385 0.1573 0.7957 0.1748 0.1447 0.3195Hauling 0.6671 10.5109 8.1707 0.0270

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 4,089.284
1

4,089.2841 1.1121 4,112.637
4

2.2921 2.2921 2.1365 2.1365Total 4.2876 45.6559 35.0303 0.0399

0.0000 4,089.284
1

4,089.2841 1.1121 4,112.637
4

2.2921 2.2921 2.1365 2.1365Off-Road 4.2876 45.6559 35.0303 0.0399

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2,887.808
0

2,887.8080 0.0290 2,888.416
0

0.8061 0.1587 0.9648 0.2193 0.1460 0.3652Total 0.7309 10.5966 9.0677 0.0290

167.3543 167.3543 9.1500e-
003

167.54640.1677 1.4000e-
003

0.1691 0.0445 1.2900e-
003

0.0458Worker 0.0638 0.0858 0.8970 1.9900e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

2,720.453
7

2,720.4537 0.0198 2,720.869
7

0.6385 0.1573 0.7957 0.1748 0.1447 0.3195Hauling 0.6671 10.5109 8.1707 0.0270

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

4,089.284
1

4,089.2841 1.1121 4,112.637
4

2.2921 2.2921 2.1365 2.1365Total 4.2876 45.6559 35.0303 0.0399

4,089.284
1

4,089.2841 1.1121 4,112.637
4

2.2921 2.2921 2.1365 2.1365Off-Road 4.2876 45.6559 35.0303 0.0399

NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

3.2 Demolition - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Planning Commission - Exhibit 1 - Development Review Committee Staff Report 
Development Review Committee - Exhibit 8 - MND Response to Comments



200.8251 200.8251 0.0110 201.05560.2012 1.6800e-
003

0.2029 0.0534 1.5500e-
003

0.0549Total 0.0766 0.1029 1.0764 2.3900e-
003

200.8251 200.8251 0.0110 201.05560.2012 1.6800e-
003

0.2029 0.0534 1.5500e-
003

0.0549Worker 0.0766 0.1029 1.0764 2.3900e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 4,065.005
3

4,065.0053 1.2262 4,090.754
4

18.0663 2.9387 21.0049 9.9307 2.7036 12.6343Total 5.0771 54.6323 41.1053 0.0391

0.0000 4,065.005
3

4,065.0053 1.2262 4,090.754
4

2.9387 2.9387 2.7036 2.7036Off-Road 5.0771 54.6323 41.1053 0.0391

0.0000 0.000018.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

200.8251 200.8251 0.0110 201.05560.2012 1.6800e-
003

0.2029 0.0534 1.5500e-
003

0.0549Total 0.0766 0.1029 1.0764 2.3900e-
003

200.8251 200.8251 0.0110 201.05560.2012 1.6800e-
003

0.2029 0.0534 1.5500e-
003

0.0549Worker 0.0766 0.1029 1.0764 2.3900e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

4,065.005
3

4,065.0053 1.2262 4,090.754
4

18.0663 2.9387 21.0049 9.9307 2.7036 12.6343Total 5.0771 54.6323 41.1053 0.0391

4,065.005
3

4,065.0053 1.2262 4,090.754
4

2.9387 2.9387 2.7036 2.7036Off-Road 5.0771 54.6323 41.1053 0.0391

0.0000 0.000018.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.3 Site Preparation - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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223.1390 223.1390 0.0122 223.39520.2236 1.8700e-
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.7200e-
003

0.0610Total 0.0851 0.1144 1.1960 2.6500e-
003

223.1390 223.1390 0.0122 223.39520.2236 1.8700e-
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.7200e-
003

0.0610Worker 0.0851 0.1144 1.1960 2.6500e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 6,414.980
7

6,414.9807 1.9350 6,455.615
4

8.6733 3.5842 12.2576 3.5965 3.2975 6.8940Total 6.4795 74.8137 49.1374 0.0617

0.0000 6,414.980
7

6,414.9807 1.9350 6,455.615
4

3.5842 3.5842 3.2975 3.2975Off-Road 6.4795 74.8137 49.1374 0.0617

0.0000 0.00008.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

223.1390 223.1390 0.0122 223.39520.2236 1.8700e-
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.7200e-
003

0.0610Total 0.0851 0.1144 1.1960 2.6500e-
003

223.1390 223.1390 0.0122 223.39520.2236 1.8700e-
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.7200e-
003

0.0610Worker 0.0851 0.1144 1.1960 2.6500e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

6,414.980
7

6,414.9807 1.9350 6,455.615
4

8.6733 3.5842 12.2576 3.5965 3.2975 6.8940Total 6.4795 74.8137 49.1374 0.0617

6,414.980
7

6,414.9807 1.9350 6,455.615
4

3.5842 3.5842 3.2975 3.2975Off-Road 6.4795 74.8137 49.1374 0.0617

0.0000 0.00008.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.4 Grading - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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5,614.225
9

5,614.2259 0.1925 5,618.267
7

3.8968 0.1863 4.0831 1.0472 0.1713 1.2185Total 2.2427 11.6081 30.5118 0.0622

3,190.888
2

3,190.8882 0.1744 3,194.550
8

3.1968 0.0267 3.2235 0.8478 0.0246 0.8724Worker 1.2172 1.6356 17.1029 0.0380

2,423.337
8

2,423.3378 0.0181 2,423.716
9

0.7000 0.1596 0.8595 0.1993 0.1467 0.3461Vendor 1.0255 9.9724 13.4090 0.0242

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2,669.286
4

2,669.2864 0.6620 2,683.189
0

1.9674 1.9674 1.8485 1.8485Total 3.4062 28.5063 18.5066 0.0268

0.0000 2,669.286
4

2,669.2864 0.6620 2,683.189
0

1.9674 1.9674 1.8485 1.8485Off-Road 3.4062 28.5063 18.5066 0.0268

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

5,614.225
9

5,614.2259 0.1925 5,618.267
7

3.8968 0.1863 4.0831 1.0472 0.1713 1.2185Total 2.2427 11.6081 30.5118 0.0622

3,190.888
2

3,190.8882 0.1744 3,194.550
8

3.1968 0.0267 3.2235 0.8478 0.0246 0.8724Worker 1.2172 1.6356 17.1029 0.0380

2,423.337
8

2,423.3378 0.0181 2,423.716
9

0.7000 0.1596 0.8595 0.1993 0.1467 0.3461Vendor 1.0255 9.9724 13.4090 0.0242

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2,669.286
4

2,669.2864 0.6620 2,683.189
0

1.9674 1.9674 1.8485 1.8485Total 3.4062 28.5063 18.5066 0.0268

2,669.286
4

2,669.2864 0.6620 2,683.189
0

1.9674 1.9674 1.8485 1.8485Off-Road 3.4062 28.5063 18.5066 0.0268

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.5 Building Construction - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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5,452.414
5

5,452.4145 0.1784 5,456.161
9

3.8970 0.1680 4.0650 1.0472 0.1546 1.2019Total 2.0285 10.5518 28.1513 0.0621

3,068.339
2

3,068.3392 0.1610 3,071.719
4

3.1968 0.0257 3.2225 0.8478 0.0237 0.8715Worker 1.0918 1.4767 15.4217 0.0379

2,384.075
3

2,384.0753 0.0175 2,384.442
5

0.7002 0.1423 0.8425 0.1994 0.1309 0.3303Vendor 0.9367 9.0751 12.7296 0.0242

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2,639.805
3

2,639.8053 0.6497 2,653.449
0

1.7812 1.7812 1.6730 1.6730Total 3.1024 26.4057 18.1291 0.0268

0.0000 2,639.805
3

2,639.8053 0.6497 2,653.449
0

1.7812 1.7812 1.6730 1.6730Off-Road 3.1024 26.4057 18.1291 0.0268

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

5,452.414
5

5,452.4145 0.1784 5,456.161
9

3.8970 0.1680 4.0650 1.0472 0.1546 1.2019Total 2.0285 10.5518 28.1513 0.0621

3,068.339
2

3,068.3392 0.1610 3,071.719
4

3.1968 0.0257 3.2225 0.8478 0.0237 0.8715Worker 1.0918 1.4767 15.4217 0.0379

2,384.075
3

2,384.0753 0.0175 2,384.442
5

0.7002 0.1423 0.8425 0.1994 0.1309 0.3303Vendor 0.9367 9.0751 12.7296 0.0242

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2,639.805
3

2,639.8053 0.6497 2,653.449
0

1.7812 1.7812 1.6730 1.6730Total 3.1024 26.4057 18.1291 0.0268

2,639.805
3

2,639.8053 0.6497 2,653.449
0

1.7812 1.7812 1.6730 1.6730Off-Road 3.1024 26.4057 18.1291 0.0268

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.5 Building Construction - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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160.9269 160.9269 8.4400e-
003

161.10420.1677 1.3500e-
003

0.1690 0.0445 1.2400e-
003

0.0457Total 0.0573 0.0775 0.8088 1.9900e-
003

160.9269 160.9269 8.4400e-
003

161.10420.1677 1.3500e-
003

0.1690 0.0445 1.2400e-
003

0.0457Worker 0.0573 0.0775 0.8088 1.9900e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2,281.058
8

2,281.0588 0.6989 2,295.736
0

1.1384 1.1384 1.0473 1.0473Total 2.7235 20.2964 14.7270 0.0223

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Paving 0.8161

0.0000 2,281.058
8

2,281.0588 0.6989 2,295.736
0

1.1384 1.1384 1.0473 1.0473Off-Road 1.9074 20.2964 14.7270 0.0223

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

160.9269 160.9269 8.4400e-
003

161.10420.1677 1.3500e-
003

0.1690 0.0445 1.2400e-
003

0.0457Total 0.0573 0.0775 0.8088 1.9900e-
003

160.9269 160.9269 8.4400e-
003

161.10420.1677 1.3500e-
003

0.1690 0.0445 1.2400e-
003

0.0457Worker 0.0573 0.0775 0.8088 1.9900e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2,281.058
8

2,281.0588 0.6989 2,295.736
0

1.1384 1.1384 1.0473 1.0473Total 2.7235 20.2964 14.7270 0.0223

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Paving 0.8161

2,281.058
8

2,281.0588 0.6989 2,295.736
0

1.1384 1.1384 1.0473 1.0473Off-Road 1.9074 20.2964 14.7270 0.0223

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.6 Paving - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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611.5221 611.5221 0.0321 612.19580.6371 5.1200e-
003

0.6423 0.1690 4.7300e-
003

0.1737Total 0.2176 0.2943 3.0736 7.5600e-
003

611.5221 611.5221 0.0321 612.19580.6371 5.1200e-
003

0.6423 0.1690 4.7300e-
003

0.1737Worker 0.2176 0.2943 3.0736 7.5600e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0297 282.07210.1733 0.1733 0.1733 0.1733Total 71.9714 2.1850 1.8681 2.9700e-
003

0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0297 282.07210.1733 0.1733 0.1733 0.1733Off-Road 0.3323 2.1850 1.8681 2.9700e-
003

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Archit. Coating 71.6390

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

611.5221 611.5221 0.0321 612.19580.6371 5.1200e-
003

0.6423 0.1690 4.7300e-
003

0.1737Total 0.2176 0.2943 3.0736 7.5600e-
003

611.5221 611.5221 0.0321 612.19580.6371 5.1200e-
003

0.6423 0.1690 4.7300e-
003

0.1737Worker 0.2176 0.2943 3.0736 7.5600e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

281.4481 281.4481 0.0297 282.07210.1733 0.1733 0.1733 0.1733Total 71.9714 2.1850 1.8681 2.9700e-
003

281.4481 281.4481 0.0297 282.07210.1733 0.1733 0.1733 0.1733Off-Road 0.3323 2.1850 1.8681 2.9700e-
003

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Archit. Coating 71.6390

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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212.4480 212.4480 4.0700e-
003

3.8900e-
003

213.74100.0135 0.0135 0.0135 0.0135NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0195 0.1770 0.1487 1.0600e-
003

212.4480 212.4480 4.0700e-
003

3.8900e-
003

213.74100.0135 0.0135 0.0135 0.0135NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0195 0.1770 0.1487 1.0600e-
003

NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.4 Fleet Mix
Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000

5.0 Energy Detail

SBUS MH

0.618000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.064600 0.000000 0.087000 0.230400

LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY

0.00 38.00 100 0 0

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

0.00 0.00 0 0 0

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No 
Rail

16.60 0.00 17.41 62.00

0.00 0.00 0 0 0

Parking Lot 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00

4.3 Trip Type Information

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-
W

Total 517.44 517.44 517.44 3,184,553 3,184,553
Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 517.44 517.44 517.44 3,184,553 3,184,553

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual VMT

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00 0.00

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT

12,803.36
47

12,803.364
7

0.2184 12,807.95
19

7.0155 0.5347 7.5502 1.8976 0.4920 2.3896Unmitigated 3.0246 32.0118 40.5422 0.1413

12,803.36
47

12,803.364
7

0.2184 12,807.95
19

7.0155 0.5347 7.5502 1.8976 0.4920 2.3896Mitigated 3.0246 32.0118 40.5422 0.1413

NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10
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0.0910 0.0910 2.5000e-
004

0.09631.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

Unmitigated 16.1396 4.0000e-
004

0.0430 0.0000

0.0910 0.0910 2.5000e-
004

0.09631.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

Mitigated 16.1396 4.0000e-
004

0.0430 0.0000

NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

212.4480 212.4480 4.0700e-
003

3.8900e-
003

213.74100.0135 0.0135 0.0135 0.0135Total 0.0195 0.1770 0.1487 1.0600e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Other Non-Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

212.4480 212.4480 4.0700e-
003

3.8900e-
003

213.74100.0135 0.0135 0.0135 0.0135Unrefrigerated 
Warehouse-No 

Rail

1.80581 0.0195 0.1770 0.1487 1.0600e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

212.4480 212.4480 4.0700e-
003

3.8900e-
003

213.74100.0135 0.0135 0.0135 0.0135Total 0.0195 0.1770 0.1487 1.0600e-
003

212.4480 212.4480 4.0700e-
003

3.8900e-
003

213.74100.0135 0.0135 0.0135 0.0135Unrefrigerated 
Warehouse-No 

Rail

1805.81 0.0195 0.1770 0.1487 1.0600e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Other Non-Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Vegetation

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number

0.0910 0.0910 2.5000e-
004

0.09631.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

Total 16.1396 4.0000e-
004

0.0430 0.0000

0.0910 0.0910 2.5000e-
004

0.09631.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

Landscaping 4.1100e-
003

4.0000e-
004

0.0430 0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

13.4832

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

2.6523

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0910 0.0910 2.5000e-
004

0.09631.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

Total 16.1396 4.0000e-
004

0.0430 0.0000

0.0910 0.0910 2.5000e-
004

0.09631.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

Landscaping 4.1100e-
003

4.0000e-
004

0.0430 0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

13.4832

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

2.6523

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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Attachment B:
Final Hydrology Study
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