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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 Katen Renfro, Springbrook Heritage Alliance 09/30/16 14
G ‘ Peter M. Wohlgemuth, Notthiside Improvement Association 09/28/16 23
H ‘ Peter M. Wohlgemuth, Northiside Improvement Association 09/29/16 28
I Richard Druty, Lozeau-Druty, LLP 09/30/16 48
] ‘ Anna Hoover, Pechanga Band of Luiseno Mission Indians 09/30/16 65
K Etin 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 Depattment of Transpottation 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:

e New significant impacts

e  Substantial increases in the severity of impacts

e  Teasible alternatives or mitigation that would reduce significant impacts

e  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

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



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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Letter A: Sharon Trujillo-Kasner
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Comment Al

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 “4-mile long, 308,000 square foot warchouse 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
patk 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
requitring 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 necessaty. No changes to the IS/MND have been made as a result of this
comment. No revision to the Initial Study text is necessaty, and this comment does not change the significance
determination found in the Mitigated Negative Declaration.

Comment A2

The commenter states, “Warchouses 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 requiting revisions to the IS/MND. The AB Brown Spotts
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 necessaty. 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 cleatly 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
ot 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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Letter B: Sharon Trujillo-Kasner
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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 requiting 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, 9% 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 1-215 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 1-215 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 atre 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 necessaty. 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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Letter C: Helen Trujillo Workman Mora
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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, Va-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 "a-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
patk 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 Bl 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 necessaty. 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 Resoutces 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 necessaty. 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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Letter D: Connie Kasner
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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, Va-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 neatly 4 of a
mile long facing the sports complex. The last thing we want is to have warechouses 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
requiting 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 necessaty. 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
ot identify any significant new information requiting revisions to the IS/MND. Traffic, recteation, air quality, and watet
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 ot 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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Letter E: Karen Renfro
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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 requiting 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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Letter F: Karen Renfro, Springbrook Heritage Alliance
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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 requiting 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 summartized 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 1.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 warechouse 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.

113

The MND analyzed the proposed industrial building as an anticipated manufacturing use providing a “worst-case”
scenatrio 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 watrehousing 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);

Not generate nuisance or other impacts (General Plan L.and Use and Urban Design FElement 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).

o

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 ot 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 critetia pollutant
or toxic emissions thresholds as established by the SCAQMD. The air quality analysis for the project assessed both
manufacturing and warechouse 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 butried 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 ate 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 depattment, 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
RIVO09 (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 Resoutces 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 archacological sensitivity training for
construction personnel, monitoring of construction excavations, the implementation of a treatment plan should
archacological 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 requiting revisions to the IS/MND. No new ot 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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Letter G: Peter M. Wohlgemuth, Northside Improvement Association
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Comment G1

The commenter states that, “We reiterate our position that a warchouse 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
warchouse is not in the best interest of a revitalized Northside.”

Response

The proposed warchouse 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 requiting 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 warchouse 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 propetly 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
Repott, 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 I, 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 requiting 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 othet 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 requitring 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 vetify 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
manufactuting. 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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Letter H: Peter M. Wohlgemuth, Northside Improvement Association

Response ta Planning Cases P14-1033 and F14-1034
Center Sireet Commerce Building Inieinl Srudy Deaft Midgaied MNogative Declaration

General Copments — These follewing comments are zencral in nature aid selale Lo e entice
TEpl.

# This document is difficult 1w read and Dard w Dollow. Many pages are blunk: some
expressly state 1hat the page i3 intentionally (e blank; samé pages ans just blank; and
soie pages ave blank whers lexl oc grapbics wens inlended 1o g, This 3s a pacticular
pecblem in Appendix F, where critizal soilzs and hydraleaic analysis is missing.

»  Puginution i difficule. Pages 1- 100 ane fairly steaighttooeard, but then Fallow the
Appenclices. Mest Appendices arc sepamtcly numbered, but some have Apperdices
withinn Appendices. Most confusing when (rving to reference o specific scetion.

= If quality contral on the final docuraent is so blatntly laeking, whal can be soid of the
Eactual infarmaticn?

e = =

*=  Inierms of the data itselt, some is mewsued and some are mudel outpuis, [n bolh cises,
there is no wiy w independently verify the accuracy andfor autbenticily of these valacs.
I models wne wsed, there is no woy o knaw iFche inpul parsmeters ialy refleck 1the on-
sile conditions, We need something mors than the implied ‘becawss we say s or we
woLAA'T Lie o yow® Tere.

)
~

*  Inseverdl inscances the reporl slutes Lk subscyuent complianes plans will be developed
and subenilied to the Planning authorities {a Stoomwater Runa ff Management Plan: a
Mpisz Mitipation Man: a Scorm Waler Pollolion Prevention Plany, These gs vet H
unformulated compliznce plans then in pact farm 1he busis for the delermination of o
fditigated Mepative Docluation. To avoid tis chesic cose of pulling Lhe cant before the
horie, Ihese complinnee plans should be part of this repovt.

u

w  Thens are many errors and omissions (documented below) thar cast doubt on Che aecu ey
ard the veracity of the roport as a whole, This is eapecially true for the hydrologic
e s s,

= |

Specitic Questlons — [n e ader presented in the manuserp, [hive the following questions
concerning the texl and tobles.

»  On Page 31, Section 43,0, if this proposed project is Uy build o lncking warchonse, how
i5 it that beawn=dunr eruck wips only account For 1667 o0 e increased trafiic?

e Op Page 3233, Seeliun 4.3.b, in Table £ the putputs of MOx is listed a5 Substandial
becpwss The modz|led outputs levels are very noar the dwreshold value of 55 Lbfday.

= b=
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Hesmvewer, io Table 5 dhe value of P25 §s vory neor the thresheld of 8 Ivday, yet this
walue is 10l considered Subsieniiol. Why i chis?

* [ Fage 3% Section 4. 1., the project coudd bave indirect impucls on sensiive
commuonitics devnstream. However, with SWIPP (not defined) including Bes
Mimigzment Practices, these impaccs would be reduced o less than significant impiel s,
Without documentation, how do we koow: this?

A=

#  On Puge 39, Section d. L, we ange wold that the project siie is net lecoted sithio an

antablichad ar potential wWildlifs movement cormider. Without docunmentation, how dowe  H10
know this™ L
= 0o Page 40, Section 4. 1.1, we ane told that ao suicable borrowing awl Babilal exisls on the }_Ill_l

projoct site, Without documentation. how do we koow Lbis?

&= O Page 61, Scction 4,60, operational B3Ps will be identified in a Swrmwater Busall
Munzgoient Plun thal will be submitled w0 ibe City lor reviow and approval. When will
this ke place? This camplinnse plan should b6 a part of this report.

+  On Page 61, Saction 4.6.c, o holding basin will be construcied that will tnfiltmle water o
arake of 10 inches par howr. The infiltation race of the natural so7] wis nover tested (or
at loast the resulls appear nowhbere in s repon, se Do deowe koo thit this besin will
perfarm as stated?

o On Page T4, Section 4.%.5, nutization measure -1 ealls o a noise miligalion plan

==k

4

verilving compliance cffcotiveness shall be prepared ond subnoitted to the Planning H14
Dircetor. When will this tuke place? This complimee plan showld be o part of this regort. L

¢ On Puge 76, Secliion 495, Table |7 hes Ibhe term PPV e as 4 colwmo heading. e
L L o H15

Mlowhere 14 this term delined. Wit is thas weom and wley is iCimporam? —4
a0 Page TH, Section £.9.¢, ace the values in Table |9 camecl? How were they obsingd? 171'1_()
= 00 Pupes $37'84, Section 4.13.a, what is LOS (leve| of service)? YWhat we diess volues }—1_51:7
bused vn? Whal e (he criteriat 0

*  DOn Puge B4, Sectuon 4134, ioohe paragreph onder Teip Gencniion, what is the time -
- : S— it H18
penod ol e aps (oo, day, wesk, maonth, peor)? -

# O Poge B4 Section 4,138, in Table 20, whal we Uhe unils of the Delay columns (sccond, _'1_9
mince, Low'd? Alsc, whee iz Highorowe at Cenler Soeet? (il is noe al Tuwa) IjL

» In Appendix F, Pogo 8, what iz LIDY This tern iz used vepealed]y in this seclion bt s 13'2‘0

never defined,

e T appendix F. Puge 9, Table ©.2 lists DA 2-B wilh Stobilizalion Type of o Natural
Channel with Depressed Overllow Quilel. However, previowsly in Appendix ¥ Page 5,
it 1 Sluped rat thiers are mo natwral hedoloic feaiuees onthe project site. How can thesa
o staterments e reconciled?

* In Appendix B Page 14, in Tablz 0.3 DCY Caleolaians [or LID B&Ps, the (orm DO
is never defimed. What is this ond why is it importan?

R EF
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Specific Hrrons — In the order presenied in the manuserip, 1 have docomentad e following
errors i the X and lables.

= Stating on Faze 25, Section 4 (the Evaluaticn of Eavironnentl Impacis) is broken down T
into subsections. However, the nombering of thass subsectivens 15 meonsisiend, labelled
41.42,43,4.1,42.2.3.44, .., £.15. This makes it extremely dilficult 1o sniquely If25
refeer 1o the many of the subseelions,

H -

# Oy Page 15, Section 4. 1.4, the report states that the Riverside Municipal Code 149,130
reguires 2 masimuom hoilding heighl ol 45 feel. Hawever, the proposed building height
would b 47 feet.

as)
[\
~

= [n Pape 26, Section 4. Ld, the report atrests to the “penecal Wwben charecter of the area’
and on Page 39, Secrion 4.1, he proposed project wea is described as *primani]y arbem®,
Howewer, miost of the land is vacant and Pape 42, Sectien 4. 2.a, connments un the *roral
area of the projest vizimily™, T'he snes 35 either roral oo wrban, Iccan'c be both.

5

—

+  n Poge 48, Section 4.2.0, the report states that the coployment of Best Management
Pructices implemenizd throvgh @ Storm Waner Polhution Prevention Plan would be
regyUieed o lwnit e extenl ol eroded materals from s constroclion site, Furthermone,

developmant of more 1han ane sere walld reqice complinnoe with the provisions of the H26
NPOES reaulaiions conmcenting the discharge of emded meterials and pollaiants from
construction sites and reguire the prepatation ond iplemenalion o SWEPP, However,

no cempliance plan SWFEE hos been prepared as pant of this repan, 1

= 0n Pages 61762, Sociions 46,000, all cefor to a Section 3.9.b or 3.%.¢ where detiled

_I

hyaleodopic analysis was provionsly pecformed, However, Section 3.9 does, oo exisl H27
amywlhere in Lhis report, cither i the main body ar in any of the Appendices. Morenver,
this delailed hydrologic snalysis appears nowheee in lhe repant, |

—

o Op Page 67, Beciion 460, the report states that the projec) sive is net in s 109-year flood
hazard area or 2o of e Sanle Anae River, However, wonup [rom be Aomy Corps of
Engine=rs cledarly shows U progecl sile In e I00-year Mood zone,

o
&

4

+ On Page 62, Scction 46,0, the repont states that che peaject site is ncl in 2 dam inondalion
aed, However, if the Seven Oaks dam an the Sania Ana River weie breachel, L
prajeet site would be affected.

= On Page 77, Section 4.90.b, Table 16 does NOT show that *perigdic heavy tock waktic
ooeurning along Center Sreet will ot exeesd vibrtien criteria for stuctural danage to
histotic ar sepdilive bldings” w stated in the report. Bather it shows Distances to
¥ibration Receptors.

S 3

=

s Ou Pages 91-92, Seerion 4. 151, teferring 1o the Mandalory Findings of $ignificance,
under the Air Quality heading the repont staures thar analysis in Section 4.3 found that
impacts would be less than signifieant with mitization incorpraled b redoee apermtional

T
&
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W cmissions. Poze 92 specifically refors to bitization bMeasuie AQ-1. Howewver, ao
such milimalicon ineasuce appears io Secliom .3 or any ather seclion of the report.

1

»  In Appendix O, Figune b, & Soils Map of e viginicy, the min sl vpe ol the project
wen (S1A) s nod listed in the map legemd witl a thamhnail description of the il
characteristics,

ac
0
¢}

4 -

= |n Appentix [, Page 12, Table 001 siaes tha the project site is not located within 100
fect of a waler supply well. However, jusl across Placentia Lane fram the project site is
Clarner "B Well and Garner 'TF Well,

an)
o

1

¢ InAppendix F, Page 14, Table D03 = DCY Culeolations, the parameters [or DA Bunoit
Faciors and Design Storm are taken from a WP Guidance Decumen which is not
provided. We connot cviloate the calculolions UF the pacameters are nol docuinented.

s
(O8]
N

1+

= In Appendix F. in the Water Quality Management Plan Exhbiliit, the Best bManazenenl

Practices mup logend lisis the infifsyion basin (13 08 2 proposed infilization trench (35 235
« In Appendiz F, Page 23, Appendix 2, the Grading and Dovnaze Plans arc norcadable. _26
o o Appendis F, Puge 24, Appendia 3, Soils Infirmalion = Geolechoicnl Sindy and Other -

Infiliration Testing Dana, the page is blank. Critical infleion dats Camd presumed |y H37

other spils data} are miRsing.

—

= [n Appondix E, Mages 29-31, Appendix %- L0, the pages are blunk. The Pallution
SowrcestSource Control Checklise is missing, The Operarional wid Muintesznes Plo el
Documentation of Finunce, Maintenance snd Recording Mechanisms is missing. Tha
Best hlanapement Practices Feet Sheets, Matntenonee Goidelives and (rher EnrlsUsae
BAIP Infommatisen is missing.

any
&

—

In conclusion, I feel chat:

= rha quality conkral of the repoat production iz blataanly lacking:
= the report contiins numerons coeors in the facts:
the repr 3x missing critical analvses:
*  the report Jacks auxiliary compliapnce plans,
=  the repoit presenls woveriflod data, some basad g unveriGed model Inpos.

—z—

Tn lighi of these senious deficieneics, 1 belicve that the repert does wor suppoer a determination of
a Minigated MWegalive Declaratin.

Sincerely,

Pete Wohlzemuoth
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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 Reportt 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 ot 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 petformed as requested.

Conclusion

This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new
information requiting revisions to the IS/MND. No new ot 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 ate used, thete 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 requitring 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 warechouse, 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 warchouse 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 warchouse” 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 (9% 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 ate 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 requitring 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 Ib/day. However, in Table 5 the value of PM2.5 is
very near the threshold of 8 Ib/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 (Ibs/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 cortidor. 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 requitring 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 sutrveys wetre 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 requiting 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 ot 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 706, 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 1 ibration Guidance Manunal, 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 requiting revisions to the IS/MND. No new ot 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 suppott 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 wete 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 cast side of Orange Street. The values shown in Table 19 are in fact correct and reflect a “worst-case” project
scenatio.

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 ate 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 requiting revisions to the IS/MND. No new ot 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 requiting revisions to the IS/MND. No new ot 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 lowa).”

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 1-215 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 ot 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, 43, 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 ot 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
3 2

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 requiting revisions to the IS/MND. No new ot 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 I 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 Reportt 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 cleatly 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 requiting revisions to the IS/MND. No new ot 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 1.2 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 warchouse 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 requiting 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, soutce 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 I, 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 requitring 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 IF 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 Repott, 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 ot 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/Soutce 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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Letter I: Richard Drury, Lozeau-Drury LLP
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Centar Sirast Coremarcs Suilding
CECHA Commant

Sephamber 30, 2016

Page 2

P EC

The project includes construction of @ 308,000-square ot buikding on 15.88
grass acres {1563 net acrest located south side of Center Strest and north of Plecentia
Lane (APNs 348.070-017, 248-040.002, -028, and 027). The building could be wsed for
any numbar of commercial or light industrisl uses as pemitted in tha BRIP zone;
however, snd users have not baen identtfled at théds ime, Bs such, specitc detalls about
the future operatlon of the facllity are not currently aveilable. The prapesed desikgn will
be a concrete fit-up building, The project includes 110,991 squang fTest of [@ndscaping,
the potential for up to 282 parking stalls, and 47 keading docks. The profect applications
include Design Review and Lok Consolidation, from 4 Ioks o 1 lot,

The projsct site is primarily vacant with a vacant singla family residenca and five
ancillary structues located on the southgastern portion of the site. The projecl will heve
gccesk to Center Street vie two 40-foot whde driveways located along the ronlage. Mo
access to Placentia Lang to the south will be provided . Interior drive gigles akng the
westarn, aastam, and southemn sides of the bullding wil! have a minfmum width of 40
feat fo provide adequate vehidke and smemency access as requirad by the Fire
Bepartment. The intarior dive aisle alang the northern side of the building will ba 24
feet wide and provide accass for passenger vahicles. Centar Strest and Flacantia Lena
ara not fully improved streets. The proposed praject will Include the construction of new
curbs and gutters, public sidewslk, and landzceping.

LEGAL STANDARD

As the California Supreme Court held, "[ijf no EIR has been prepared for 2
norexempt project, but substantial evidencs inthe record supports a fair arguament thal
the project may result n significant adverse impects, the proper rameady is to arder
preparstion of an EIR." Communties fora Better Envt v Soudh Coast Alr Queaiity
Management Gist (20103 48 Cal 4h 310, 318-320 ["CBE v. SCALMD . citing, Mo OF,
ing. v. City of Loz Angofes (1874) 13 Cal.2d 68, ¥5, 88; Brembiwood Assn. for Mo Oniling,
inz v Cily of Los Angelas (1982] 154 Cal App 3d 491, 504-805. "Slgnificant
erviranmental effect” ix defmead vary roadly as "a substantial or potentially subztzniial
afversa ¢hange in the envirmnment.” Pub. Res. Code PPRECT § 21068; see also 14
CCR B 15382 An effect on the anyironment need not be “moementzus® 10 meet the
CECHA test for signiflcance; it is enough that the impacts are “not trivial.” Mo OF, g,
Suprg, 13 Cal3d at 83, "The ‘foremest principle’ in interpreting CEQA is that the
Legislatura intended the act to be read so as ko afiord the Milest possible prmtection Lo
tha anvironmant within the reasonable scope of e sialory l2nguage.” Corvmwnies
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CEQA Commernt
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Pagm 3

for @ Befter Envt v, Cal Resources Agency (2002 103 Cal App.dih 88, 108 [FCEE v,
CRA".

The EIR, iz the very haart of CEQA, Sakersiefd Ciizens for Local Comtrf v, Cify
of Bakersfofd (2004} 124 Cal App 4th 1184, 1214; Packet Protechars v. Gity of
Secramenin (2004} 124 Cal App.dth 903, 827, The EIR is an “environmentzl "slarmn
ball’ whoze purpose is o afer the public and its respon sitde officials bo endronmental
changas hafore they have reached tha scological points of ne relum.” Sakersiehd
Gitizens, 124 Cal App dth at 1220. The EIR alBs functlons 83 & "document of
accountability,” intended to "demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that e agency
haz, in fact, analyzed and considerad the secological implications of its action,” Lavrsf
Heghis fmproverments Assn. v. Hegents of Universiy of Calformiz (19881 47 Cal 3d
37é, 392, The EIR process “probects not only the envirenment but alse informed self-
qovernment.” Pocket Frofectors, 124 Cal.AppAth at 327,

An EIR is required if “there is substantial evidence, in light of the whole regord
fefore the Isad agency, that the projact may have a significant effact on the
smvirmnmant,” FRC § 21080(d); soa also Pociet Profeciors, 124 Cal App.dth at 927, In
very limiled circumstances, an agency may avold preparning an EIR by ssulng a
negative declaration, 2 wiilten statemant briafly indieafing that a project will have no
significant impaEct thus requiing no EIR {14 Cal, Code Rege. § 1537 1), andy if thars is
neleven a “fair argument” thal the project will have a sionfleant environmental sffect,
PRC, &§ 21100, 21084 Since '[t]ha adoplion of a negative declaration . . hes 8
terminal effect on the amironmenta | review procsss,” by allowing the agency *to
dispense wilh the duly [to prepare an EIR)," negative declaralions are allowed only in
casas whare the proposed prject will not affact the ervironment at el ® Citzens of
Lake Mumay v. San Diego (1989) 128 Cal App.3d 436, 440,

Undar the “fair argument” stardard, an EIR is raquired if any substantial evidence
In e record indlcetes that a praject may have an adverse emdratimentsl effest—even If
confrary avidende existz (o suppert the agency's dedsion, 14 COR 5 1506841}
Fockaf Protackors, 124 Cal App dth at 831; Sianiszws Aldubon Soofety v. Courty of
Stanisizus (1985} 33 Cal.Appadth 144, 150-15; Quad Bodanical Gardens Found., Inc. v.
Cify of Encinifas (1594) 28 Cal.App.dth 1597, 1602, The “fair agument” standard
creates a *low threshold” favoring anvironmental review through an EIR rather than
throuph lssuance of negatlve declaralions ar notlees of exempllon from CEQA. Pooket
Froteciors, 124 Cal App.4th at 926,

The “lalr argument” stendard 9 vinually the opposile of the typleal deferental
standard accorded ko agencies, As a leading CECA realise explains:

This “fRir argument’ standard iz vary diferent from e standard nomalky folowead
by public agencies in making adrministeative determinations. Ordinarily, publle
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Center Street Commense Building
CECA Comment

September 30, 2016

Fage 4

agencies weigh the avid ance in tha recond befora them and reach a decision
based on a preponderance of the evidence, [Cliallans]. The fair angument
standard, by contast, prevents te leed egency from weikghing competing
evidence to determine who has a better argurent concerning the likalihood or
extant of a potential environmental impact, Tha kead agency's dedizion ia thas
lergsly legal rather than faclual; it does not resolve conflicts in the evidence but
determines anly whether asubstantlsl evidence exlsts in the recard to support the
prazcriad fair argument,

Kostha & Zisheke, Praciice Under CEQA, §6.20 pp 273-274. The Courts have
axpl=ined that "t ig & quaston of 2w, not fact, winsther a fair argument exists, and the
courts owe no deferenca 1o the lsad agency’s determinaben. Review is de novo, with &
preference for resolving doubts in fevor of environmental revkew.” Pochie! Profectns,
124 Cal App Ath at 928 [emphasiz in onginal].

A5 g maltzr of law, “substantial evidence indudes ., ., expert cpinicn,™ PRC §
21080(e)(1); 14 COR § 15084 THS). CEQA (Guidelines demand Lthat where experts have
presentsd conflicling svidence on the axtant of the emvimonmenial effects of & project,
the agancy must congider ihe anvironmentsl effects to be significant and prepare an
EIR. 14 CCR § 15084(TK5), PRC § 21080 (1), Fockef Frofeclors, 124 Cal.Appdth at
J35.

DISCUSSION

A. There is 8 Falr Argument that the Project May have Significant —_
Environmental Impacts Recpilring an EIR.

1. There is a Fair Argament that the Project May Have Slgnificant Air
Quality Impacts,

The Lnittal Study {I2) admits that the future usa of the Project is unknown.
Tharafore, the 15 states that is selects manufacturng as a “worst-case, conmanative
approach 19 assegs operational impacds.” However, the consuling flrm, Sail Water Air
Protechon Enterprise CEWAPET) conadudes that warehouse uses would have
significanlly greatar impacts than manufacthuing. Such uses are clearly reasonably
fareseeable since there ene & large number of simllar-sized warehouwses being located
in the Riverside Counky area, including World Logistics Cantar in Moreno Yallsy,
Mareno Valley Logistics Center, any many othars. According (o Appendix A of the
15MAND:
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Center Street Commerce Building
CEG& Comment

September 34, 2016

Fege 7

2. There Is a Falr Argument that the Project will have Sigalficani Cancer
Risk Impacts.

Appendix B to the Initial Study is a Health Risk Assessmeant (HRA) Tha
SCAOMD has established a CEQA significance threshold that any progect crealing a
cancer risk of graater than 10 per milion has significant impacts requiring an EIR. {App.
B., p. 23). The Project will ganerate significant dissel emissions from 1rucke and other
yvahicular iraflle, Diesel engine exhausl meter IS kdentifled by the State s a cenger-
causing chemical. titlp:foehha ca govimedialdownlpads/propasition-
65//n653ingle080516 pdf

Appendix B calculstes that b Project will create a cancer risk of 31.8 per millian
(318 % 10-5]. [App. B. p. 26}, This sxceads the 10 per milon CECA significansa
threahold by cver 300%. Neverbeless the Inilisl Stody eondudes st there is no
significant canger risk impact. The exceedance of e GEQA significance threshold
creatas a fair argument that the Project will have significant enviroemental impacts
regulring analysis in an EIR. Indeed, in many instancas, such sir quality threshotds are
the only criteria reviewsd and treatad as dispositive in svaluating the significance of 3
project's air quality impacls. Soe, 8.9. Sohenck v. County of Sonoma (2011) 188
CelApp 4th 948, 980 [County applles BAAQMOY's "publlsned CEQA guantltabive critenia™
ard hreshald kevel of cumulative significance™, See also Commendidies for g Beter
Environment 1. Callfornfa Resources Agency (2002 103 Cal_ App.4th B8, 1101141 {*A
‘threshold of signiicance’ far a glven environmental effect s simply that kevel atwhich
the |ead agency finds the sffacis of the project 4o be significant™. The Calfornia
Suprame Court recently made clear the substantial Impartance that a SCAQMD
significance threshold plays in providing substentlal evidense of & signifleant adverse
impact. Commundies for a Betfer Enviranment v. South Coast Air Qually Management
Dist. (2010} 48 Cal4ih 310, 327 "As (he [Soulh Coast Alr Quality Managemenl)
Cshict's estaplished signiicance threshold for NOx i 55 pounds psr day, thess
ectimates [of MOx emissions of 2071 1o 455 pounds par day] constituta subsiantial
evidenca supporting & fakr argument for 8 slgnificant edverse Impact"y. Tharsfors, an
EIR i= reguired to analyze the Project'a cancer impacts and to propose sl feasible
mitigaton meagures to reduce those impacts.

SWAPE states:

According ko the 1SN, betausa “no thresholds for cancar or non-cancar risk
will be exceeded by the project” the Project will have & kess than signibeant
heslth sk impact (Appendix B, p, 28). This conclesion, however, is incomect, as
it complelsly contradicis the healin risk calculations conducted for the proposed
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Project. As & result, Bie Project’s health risk impact and |evel of sigmificance ane
entirely misreprazantad, An updated heakh risk assassmeant should be preparsd
in & DEIR hat mere acturately represents the proposet Project & haalth risk
impacts.

Appendix B of the ISMMMD discloses the essumpliong, methods, and values Used
to eatimate the Project's health risk impacts. Acconding to Appendix B,

“‘Concentratons were modeled wsing AERMOD and then nput inio e Hot
Spots end Reporting Program (HARP] Haalth Risk Assessment
Slandalona Toaol {RAST) computer scfbwars to calculate cancer risk based
on the mathods and recommendstions found in the HRA Guldelines. Tha
results of the HARP avaluation of caneer risk for residantlal S-years, 30
yazrs, and 70 years, and worker 25-4Bars exposUne scenanas for grd
receplors and discrete recepdars are summarized in the following tebles
and detailzd program results are included as Appandix B (p. 25).

The results of the 70-yvear resldential ifedme heakth nsk assessmant, which era
summarzed in Tabe 7 of Appendix B, indicate that four residantial aenaitive
receplor Iocations would have a health visk impact that exceeds the 1010n one
milfien sigrifcance threshald {see excerpt betow) (Appendlx B, p. 26).

Table 7 (70 Tebes (LIFetima) Fopulation-1ide Cancir Burdar

T P ez e iraren

I 457201 2759154 003558 1.1HE-05
El 4573591 I764154 D023 ALASE-TE
ES 467391 A7EA2M .07 LATE-05
-] 457181 A7E31504 00 B53 L GGE-05

Even though the |S3MMND eslimates that the Project will create 2 cancer rlsk of
31.8 in o million (3,18 ¥ 10-3), which axcesds the 14 in one million significancs
thrashold by ovar 300%. the IS/MMD s6l consludes hat the Projsct would havea
lgss than significent health risk impact (Appende B, p. 28). This condusion,
horwewvar, 8 Bntirsly ncomect, as Tahle 7 claarly demongirates that the Projack
would have a significant health risk Impacl By F2lling Lo adeguataly apply the
results of e health rlak assessrment 1o the estatlshed significance treshald,
the Project’s health risk impact iz misrepresantad, The resulis of the |SfMND'S
health risk assessment cleady demaonstrate that the Projec would have a
petzntially sigrificant health risk mpect, and es such, this significence
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Canter Sl Commarce Building
CEGS Comment

September 30, 2016

Fage 9

datermination should haye been made, and additional mitigation mazzuras
should have been identified and implementbed.

(SWAPE pp. 8-2).

3. The Initial Study Fails to Impose All Feasible Mitigation Measures to
Reduce Froject Impacts.

Ona of the fundamantsl purposes of CEQA i to ensure that ell feasible
miligaticn measures ara imposed o reduse Project impacts. CECHA requines public
agenckes to avold or reduce anvironmental damage when “feasibla® by requinng
*environmentally supeno” allarnetves and rmitigetion messures. (CEQA Guidellnes §
15002{a){2} and (3}; See also, Berkeley Jets, 81 Cal. App. 4th 1344, 13584, Ciizens of
Govefa Vatley v, Boand of Supendsars (19907 52 Oal.3d 553, 284) The EIR senves o
provide agencies and the public with Information about the environmenial imgacts of a
propossd prajgct and to “dHentify ways that environmeantat damage can be avolded ar
significanlly reduced.” {Guidalines §15002(=)(21) If the project will iave & significant
affect on the environmant, the agency may approve the pmiject only if it inds that it has
"eliminated or substantially lessened all significant effects on the envirenment wheres
feasitde” and that any unaveidabls significant effacts on the environment ara
“actepiable due 12 ovemiding concams.” (Fub.Ras. Code § 21081; 14 Cal.Code Regs. §
15002(B}2)A) & (R))

In ganeral, miigation measures must be designed to minimize, reducs or avoid
an identlfied environmental Impasct or to ractfy or compensats for that impact. (CEGA
Guldalines § 15370.) Where saveral miigation maasurss are available o midgate an
impact, each =hould ke discus=ed and the bagis for selecting a particular measure
should be Identifled. (4. al § 15126 HaK1}1B).) A lead agency may nol make the
required CEQA findIngs unless the adminiskrative record cleady shows that all
unceriainies regarding the mitigation of sipnificant endronmeantal impacis have hean
resolved.

CEQA requires the lead agency to sdopt fepsible midgation measures that will
subslantially lassan of awoid tha Projact's potantially significant environmental |mpacts
{Pub. Res, Coda §§ 21002, 21081{a)}, and describe those miligation measures in he
CEQA document. (Pub. Res. Code § 21100(b)(3); CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4.) A
public agency may not rely an mitigation measures of uncartain sficacy ar feasibility,
(Kings County Farm Sureauy v, Gy of Hanford {1980 221 Cal App.3d 682, T27 (finding
groundwater purchase sgresment Insdequete mitgation meassure becalse no record
avidance sxisted that replacement water was availabia).) “FessiHe” means capable of
being accomplished In a successhul manner within 2 reasonakble pennd of time, taking
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Center Streel Commene Building
ZEQA Comment

Septembar 30, 2016

Page 10

o account economic, emvironmeantal, legal, social and technolegical faclors, [CEQA
Gukdeltnes § 15364, Mitlgatian measures must be ully enferceable through parmil
conditions, agreemenks or offer lsgally binding inshuments, (&, at § 15126.4{2){2} }

A lsad agency mzy not concluda that an impack is significant and unavaidable
without reguiring the implementation of all feasible mitigation maasures 1o reduce the
Impacts of & projact to leaa than significant levels. [CEQA Cuidelines §§ 15126 .4,
15051.)

SWAPE pomils aut that there are dozens of migation measures tat have beeq
Imposed an similar projects (n the reglon that would significantly reduce alr pollution,
greenhouse gas and cancer mpacts. {SWAPE pp. 3-11). An EIR Is required lo analyze L
all of these feasible mitigaticn measures.

4. The Project Wili Have Significant Blological impacts, But Relies on T
Improper Deferred Mitigation.

The Inifial Sudy adrnlis that several species of bats may exist at e sile, but 14
dafers development of mitigation meazuras unbil after Project approval in vislation of
CEQA. The Initial Sudy states;

Several spacies of pats are known to ageur in the vicinity of the praject site,
Jeveral shads, mobile homes, and lrees are [ocatad on the project site that could
provide suitable roosting habitat far bat speties. Thos, Mitigation Measure B10-3,
requiring & pre-conslruckion survey of suitable habitat for roosting bats within 14
days prior vegetation ar structurse removal be conducted, has bean incorporated,
Should an occupled matemdly or colony roost be detected during the
preconstruction survey, GDFW =hall be contacted ahorf how lo proceed. With
Incorporation of Mitigatlen Measure BIG-3, Impacis 10 roosting tals will be
reduced 1o [ess-than-significant levals,

Initizl Sdy, p. 38 {amphesls added).

¥Whils the Initial Shady 2dmits that the Project may impact bats, 1ha proposed
mitigaticn, “COFYY shall be contacted about how b proceed,” 15 not a mitkgation
meaaure at all. First, ihe use of ihe passive yoice makes unclear wha will contact
COFW, Second, CEQA prohibits a load agency from defarming development of
mitigabon unlil after the approval of the project. This is precisely wheat the 15 doss n this
case. The |5 must specify what mitigalion messures will be implamanted, not simply
=tate that mitigation measurss will ke developead at a later timea by a diffsrent agency if
necessary. ~A siudy conducted after approval of 2 project will Inevilably have &
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Center Streel Commerce Building
FEQS Commen

Seplermnbar 30, 2016

Pape 11

diminished influence on decislonmaking. Even If the study is subject (o administrative
approval, It 1s analogous to the sort of post hoe ratlonalization of agency actions that
has besn rapeatedy condemped in dacisiong construing CEQA.™ [Sundsiom v. Coundy
of Mendocino (1888) 202 Cat App 3d 206, 307 ] "[R]elisnca on tenitative plans for futurs
mibigation after complation of the CEQA process significantly underminss CEQA's goals
of full disclo=urs and informed dacisionmaking; 2nd[ ] consequently, thess miligetion
plans have been overtumed on judicial revew as constituling Improper defarcal of
emviranmenial assessment ” {Commuonities kv 5 Bedter Enwronmen! 1. Gl of
Richmamd {2010} 184 Cal App.d4th 70, 82,1 e

B. THE MND'S CLMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSLE VIOLATES CEQA.

Far sach envirmonmental impact, the 15 concludes that the Project woukd not rasult
In cumulatively significant mpacts. See, eg., |15 92, Each conclusion is based on 15
improper regsoning, Snd an enabysis that is not in compliznee with CEQA.

An initial study and MND must discuss a Project’s significznt cumulative impacts,
14 CCR § 15130a). This requirement fiows from CECA section 21082, which requires
a finding that & project may have & significant affect on the snviranment if he possible
affects of @ project are individually fimited but cumulatively considerable. _ . .
‘Cumulalively conslderable’ means thal the incremental effects of an ndiiduel project
are consjderable when viewsd n conneciion wilh the sfects of past projacts, the sfects
of cther currant projects, and the effects of probable future projects.”

“Cumulzihe impacts” are dafined a5 "two or mora individua| efacks which, when
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other
envirenmantal impacts” 14 CCR § 153585(8). “{Jndividual effacts may be changas
resuiting from a single project or & number of separate projects ™ i “The cumualattve
impact from saveral prajacts is the changs in the environment which resulls Tom the
incramantal impact af the project when added 19 othar cioealy related past, prasent, and
reasonably foresecaple probable future projects. Cumulative Impacts can resule from
indlvicually mirar but eollectively significant projects Eking place over a period of time.®
Comm. for 3 Better Env't v Cal, Resouvmes Agency FCBE v CRA™ (2002) 103
Cal. Appdih 88, 117; 14 CCR § 15355(b). A legally adequate cumulative impacts
aralysls views a particular project over me and in conjunction with othar relabed past,
prezent, and rezgonahly forassazbla probable future projects whose impacts might
compound ar nlerrelals with tvose of the project at hand.

The MNDYs conclusony curmulative impact anatyses ara devoid of subatantial
evidence and ems as a8 matter of kw and commonsense. Lacking any substntial
evidence, the MKND fails to provide sufficient information for the: publis to eveluete
cumulative impacts that may result from approval of the Project,
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Cenler Street Cammeree Building
CEQA Comment

September 30, 2016

Fage 12

The CEGA Suldellnes allow two methods for satisfing the cumulative impacks
analysls requirameant: the list-of-projects epproach, and the summary-of projeds
approgch. Under sither method, the MWD must surmrmanize the expected environmental
effecta of the project and refated projects, provide a ressonable analyais of the
cumulative impacts, and examine reasonable mitigation options. 14 CCR § 151.300b).
The MWD cumulative impacts anelysis does not comply with either of these
requlrements.

Indeed. the MND doss not mention a single past, present, or fubure progect that it
evalated cormulatively with #he instant Project. This is deaplte Lhe Fact that the Cliy of
Riversida and the neighboing City of Morano Valley are curently underaking
anvircnmantal reyview for numercus similar distriudion cantsr, warehouss and logistics
center projecks - all of which will generake simjlar ruck raffic and air pollution impacts,
which will ba cumulatively significant. Thease indude thea massive 40 million square foot
Werld Logistics Centar in Moreng Valley {Slate Clagring house No, 2012021045), the
1.7 milllon square foot Moreno Yelley Logisties Center {SCH Mumber: 20150610403, the
2.2 million sguarg faot ProLogis Eucalypus Indusinial Park in Moranoe Walley, [SCH NO.
2008021002], and many others, Without any imformation on what — if amy — cumulative
projects were considered, and what environmental Impacis those cumulative propecie
have, the publlc and decislon makers lack any infarmation on which 1o assess the
validity of the umutstive impacts conclusions under TECHA.

The entire curnulative impact analysis for the Projeet conslsls of nathing more
than the following paragraph (zame for esch impsct):

Air Queality. The eonlext for assessing cumclative air quality impacts b the area is
the extent to which project retated emissions will contribute to 8 net increese of
any criteria pollutand far which the project region is in non-attainment, The
anahysis providad in Sechion 4.3 related b air guality found that impacts would be
less than significant with miigation incorporated to reduse operatonel NOx
amisgions, Mitigation Measure AQ-1 requires that prior o issyance of pusiness
licenzas, the building lenant shall provide avidencs to the City Planning Division
that emissions from truck Raest ifps and other operations will not excesd the
South Coast A Qualty Management District's {SCAQMD) daily axldes of
nitrogan threshel. Themefore, while the project wil contrinute to lgcalized or
regional cumul gtive impecis, the project contribution will not ba considerable. 4

1592

This bare conduslan does not constiuts an analysls. Withoul even the most
basic information about any of e cumulative projacts or Bwir snvironrmentsl impacs,
the MNIY's ganeral cumulative impact conclusion is not supportad Ly subatantizk
evidence.
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Comment 11

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 cleatly 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. Rathet, 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 warchouse 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 warchouse uses. In order to evaluate the variety of potential uses, the project was
evaluated with an 80/20 percent (truck/cat) 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 warchouse 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 warechouse uses. Because the actual tenants are not known; to analyze the project in the
context of a refrigerated warechouse 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 disclosute 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 (Ibs/day): Unrefrigerated Warehouse Use

Source | ROG | NOx | c€o | O, PMy PM.;
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
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 | so, PM PM., s
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 requiting revisions to the IS/MND. No new ot 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 12

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.20).
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
petiod. Futute visitors to the site and/or employees are not requited 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 warechouse 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 requitring 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. Teasible’ 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 requitring 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 14

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 |5

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.

“... Alegally 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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Letter J: Anna Hoover, Pechanga Band of Luiseno Mission Indians
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Pochumga Comment Later W U Sily ol Rivosie

Re: Pechanpa Trive Comments on the Conter sreel Commence Budig
Septamber 56, 2000

Puagres 4

THE CTTY OF RIVERSIDE MUST INCLUDE INVOL YEMENT (OF AND
CONSULTATION WITH THE PECHANGA TRTBE 1M ITS ENVIRONMENTAL
REVTEW PROCESS

[l has been the inkent of the Foderal Govermment! and the St of Califomiy? thal Indian
triles bz eonsulted with rogard to lssues whivh impacl culiwal and spizitwal cesoorees, as well as
otter governmantal sencems, The respuosibilicy o consult with Tndian tribes stems trom the
nnique governmy-le-geverment relationship berseen the Triled Sales and Indian tribes, This
arisgs wher Lribal ineresls are affected by the actions of governmental agensics and deparlments.
Tn this case, it is undisputed that the projest Ties within e Pechianpa Iribe™s iraditioon iy,
Therefors, in order to comply with CTOA and oiber appleable Federal and CaliZornia baw, it is
wnperative tliat the Ciy ol Riversids consalt with the Tabs in onder o puirantes oo adequats
knivwlalae base lor an approprizre cvaluaden of ihe Project elects, as weoll as goneraling
adegnate mitipation measnres,

LEAD AGENCY CONS N WITI THE PECHAMGA TRIBE REOLIR LT

(o Beptember 23, 2014, the CGowsner signod AN 32 lepislation thal amends the
Califiorala Enviewmental Qualite Aet. See Public Resources Cede §§ 50070, 21075, 21074,
S108003,1, 2I08G50 210873, 2108309, 210842, and 210445, AE 32 woaliz=s Uy pujects chat
buve a motice ol preparation (o an envivsunental Dopact teporl, oegative declaration or
mitipated nepaive declaration filed on o after July 1. 245 The law new requires tribal
constacion by citics, covrmes. and other CTOA lewd meencies and an evatuation of o new
covircrinental category, “inbel culmd ressurees,” which acknewledee s lake inio weenunt
tha rescuress” trbnd waloes nther than keosiog, purely on the selontifie or acelemic value of the
L=k th] Nh

AR 532 eslablishes g povernment-lo-government proccss berween a Wike and a Tead
agency, including a specific consltation process with Califomin Naldve American teibes
concerning potential impacts ta tribal cultural rescurces. AT 52 alwe recognizes that wribes may
have cxpertise regerding thair culture snd hislory anid requires (he eoncideration af the tribal
vulues inherenl M oenlioral resanrees lo prowide a corplace widerstanding of theiy navme snd the
significancs al the pulential ampects,  Lbe law fther addsd new subglantive considerations
canccening sipoiticant impacts, when a CEQA document msy he cortilied e alopred whas
findingsfelements sre to be jneluded i 8 CEQA documea. concerning ikl culioral rcsonrccs.
und apprepriale mitigation for irpaels by nihal colium] eesourcss.

Hee cog,, Bxecutive Vematandm of Apeil 2%, 138 an Sinve sumenr-co-geavariment Ralations witn Hutive
American Tribal Governments, Bxcrurive Onder o7 Woyember &, 2000 on Conzu oo amd Cognl venion with
Todian Tizal Curwcinrnerebs, baegat e Mernorandoo ol Ecposoloe 23, 2004 o Gowvenneen-to-Godemment
Retsanskipe with Tribal Goveinments, and Lxzoative Memorand nm of Bovember 5, 2006 oo Tribal Consaladon.
£ Zee Calitarnia Moslie Resoures Code §50907.% 5t ~og.; Califrmiz Goverament Cede §E0512]. 032325 und 633324

Farhangn Cniws! Resourcer = Semoesls Bt of Diednedo Mission faliny
Ptz d3fce Sax 2083« lenrulr 04 22502

Sared 5 Phe Doy Truted Die Our Uarg -sed BED Fodar We Rige o The Need!
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Tecianga Conunenl Leter e e Ciy of Rivoeside

B Meehamza Tribc Comineats on the Conter s Commerce [uilding
Seplernber 340, 2016

Tage

lechanga bezan AL 52 consultation with the Ciry of Riversde Seplember 1, 20716, which
was meorrectly ideaified nothe IS9INTE Altaough the TS2ARNTY alates thiat consaltatios: was
coneheled o that Hime, Pechanpa was nol provided with the peoposed mitiealion messons, we
were nol provided with the archaesloalenl report of sy of the Projest docunwents we reqoasted
and AB 52 was not formal'y closed, Thms, the Tribe belivves U= ix o [oiloee in the A 332
precess and o e fonmal vonsallaiion provess by vhe Ciee

PECHANGA CULTURAL AFNILIATION [O PROJECT AREA

Thi Pochamgy Tribe gzweds tha the Prgect area 5 part of 1uizefe. sod therelore e
Tribe's, ahariginal lemiliry w evideneed by the exislence of Laiseflo place names, tdokr pivdlaal
ik arl, pictographs, pelroolyphs), and ao extensive Luisello arifaet roeord i the vicintly af (ke
Project.  Uhis eulmrally sensitive arca it affiliated with lhe Pechangy Dend o Taiseiio ladians
ooeauss of the Lobe’s longstanding prehistone gd bistorie cultural ties o this aeea.

The Techanpga Tribe’s hnowledse ol owe ancestral bonpdades s based on reliable
inforuarien passed down ro ng tbom our alecrs; published acmdemic works inthe neesas of
anfluopolegy, history and odme-history; and theovgh regonded elbnographic and ngnizt.c
accmls. CH the many anibropolagss wd hisimans whe have presected beundarics of the
laizefa caditionnl terriviry, ew have excluded the Riverside arsa from their deseriplivns
(Spubmman 1904 Frosber 1925, White 1963, Bmith ane Froors 19947, and auch lemrilery
descrptions correspond almost identically with that communiested lo he Pechanpo people by
put elders, Whils historc seesunls and solhrepedogical Lol Hnguisie esries ae noporant in
deterrcining traditonal Taisefisr lermilory, the mist volical sounces of oto:mation vsed te dofine
o traditional teeritories ote our sosgs, crestion oeeccs, and oral tradiviens,

Tansedie: istory odpinates with the cocation o7 all things sl dree Temedeku, i1 e present
doy City ol Temeenla, und dispersing el 0 all cpmers ol ereatien Cahal i Weday oo 2
Luigciio terrilory?, which inclodes the Cige of Riveside and the Bana Ana Biver. It was at
Tencenla thar the Luiseis deity Haupder lived and tneht the people. aad hero that be beesme
sick, Mmally cxpiring at Lake Blsinore, Many of cur songs relabs (he fale of the peaple laking the
dwing Fegedod Lo the many hot sprongs, mcluding those st Elsineve, wheng T ollimetely Qe
foBods 1908 e was cremaled ol ‘wxme Tessdedp. TL 15 the 1odseno crealion account Lbat
counects Elzinere to Temecnla aod the st of Lodsefio teccitory, Crigin acconnts state thot from
Flsiinoeg, fhe people spread out, establishing villages and mmarking theie teeriteuies,

hfary traditinns ard siomes ume passel mom generalion o penecalion by aongs Ooe el
the Luisciio songs recounts the oavels ol the people Lo lsinore aller o greal Uood (Dral¥ois
1008y, From hore, they again spread out o the noth, south, cast and west, Theee songs, caled
KeicimentzemAWomifeol, sre worus of the places and landmarks that were destinations of -he Luiaciia
anceators, several of which wre locaesd near e Project v, They doseribe the cesel ronde of the
Temaeula echangal peaple wnd the lamdmarks wuds by vach o claim s Dy plwes 71 (heir
migryliomz {DuBods 1908 1100 The Native American Verige Camminsen §RATIC) ol

Fortares Ciitmal ferorrmes = tnmeceds Fand ar Lusefe Afirion hadians
Popt CHfTee Bor 2088« Tennendn, G4 R23052

Sred Fe T Doty Tracsoed Ui Cher Do Aol FFGh S B fie2 T The Miid
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Taschangs Conunent Lot to the Citv of Riverside

Rz Poghangs Tribe Commcne on e Center Slreel Connoerve Building
Septelnber 30, 20]6

Fape 4

Likely Dascencent (RALDY flles zaastantiale (his hebilebon and miprarion record from oral
traditton.  Thess cxamples Mustrale o ditecl comrelatipn berween the ozal tradivism and the
chysical place; proving the impormance of sonps and stores ag o webid soumes ol inlbomation
ontside of the publlshed ambwopolopical dara,

Filoe pixdlved (rovk arl) 35 wlso an impueant element note deteninaion of Duisedic
lereilorial boundaries.  Tiord piadlend con consist of potroglephs (neised) elements, or
pictagraphs {painteds elements. The sclence of arehaeslogy 1ells Ls thal places can be described
tlreugh these clements, Biverside and Morthern S Diege Countics s hoaos to ced-pigmeniad
pictoermph panels. Anchaeslagisle have adopred the mames For these pielsgraph-versans, ws
deficed by Ken Ledzes ot the Musewn of Man, a3 the San Lais Rew style. The San Luis Rey
stvle ineorporarcs clements which include chovions., zip=rags. dul palerns, suabiusts, bandprints,
nelchain, snlbropomorabic homan-like) snd  wwenerphic {acimal-like) desiens, Tilbal
histeriun: und pholographs infarm s thal some desigh elements arc reminiseonl o Taisefn
e painlings. A Jew of these desiph elements, partiowlarly the flawer mwils, (he netivhaie
and zig-zaps. were sometimes depicred in Luischio basket designs and van he obsecved o
remining biskets and oriles foday,

An addilional lepe o] ddota pidlvad, identified oy archacologists also ws rock wl or
potecalviphs, are copules. Throophout Luisefo territony, there s cerlain iypes ol large Bowhle s,
taking the shape: of muslwveonms or weses, whish conlgin numerows small peckad and around
inden ubicne, or cupules. Many ol These cupule boalders heve been identified wirthin o few miles
ul e Prject. Addivanally, accerdiog o Tisborian Conslaoce DubBais:

When the people scattered from Blove Tomcke, Tomeceuls, fhey ware wery
praertie, Whon they got to s place. they would sing @ song Ly moke waler come
there, and wondll call thal Tlace theirs, ar hey would seoop ot a hollow ina rocl:
with their haods 1o have al or their marels as 2 claim upon the laod,  Lhe
diffcrent partics of people had their own warks, For ingtanes, A baiias’s anceators
had Thetre, und Lucstio s peaple had theics, snd their ewn song: of Munoival e el
hurwe thew traveled o Temecla of the spovy where They sbooaed und shout the
different places they cleimed O 908 158

This, e somgs and storics, our indipchous place names, #s owell a3 academic works,
demotatrate that the Tauisefi aeople wha oceupicd wlhist we know oday 2 the Cicy af Rivers e
and its sphere of nfluence anceslors ol the presenl-day LubsefioTechanpa people, and o soich,
Pevhunpes is vultarally atfiisred 1o this geopraphic area

The 'Urihe welcsmes Lhe cppartumily to meet with the Tl to fsther cxplain and provide
documentaticn conearnig vwr saeeilic cullad w1 ation e lamds wilhin sour jurisdiclion,

Peshange Cadiieal Mesoppes + Tiecels Fand of Liivefo sfisan fediina
Fozt DyFce Hae 2083« Tenseenle, G4 02502

Sorved By The Ttz Trwsted Unts Che Cleer Aiel BER Howor Be Rize ta Th Mol
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Fechanpa Comment Letler e Uee S of iverside

Fo: Tochanga Trihc Comments on the Ceatsr Street Commcree Bl .ding
Seplember 10, G016

Tag= 5

PROJECT IMPACTS TO CULTURAL RESOURCES

The proposed Frojeet 15 locnied in g highly sensitive repton ol Luiscfio torritory ond he
Trikes believes thal the pessthilite Ine recavering subswtace reaonrces during groond-dizturhing,
activities is hiph, whish iz aleo zupported o the SN0 Sechion 4.2-Culiumal Resoweces. The
Tiibe haz ovvcr thimefive {25 vears of cxporienes o workmg wilh variows Lypes of construction
prjects thraughoul ils Lermlory. The combimytion ol his bnowledoe and cxpericnes, along witl:
e knowlsdge ol the cullurally -sensilive aeas and oeal adition, is what the Tribe relies on
make faiely accarate predictions reparding the likalibood of subsurfice resoures: in a particulae
locatiomn,

{riven the secsitivity of the ares, inadventenr diseoverize are foresecable ipaels and thos
noed ta ke appropriacely mitipated for within the confincs of the Projoet. The tdenlilewion ol
surface resonrecs during an archacelogical survey sheuld nal b lhe sale delermining G i
deciding whether mitigation messwes for imgdverlent dizcoveries ars required.  The culmral
sipgnilicunee al e aren slwsold ploy o loree part in determining wheter specificarions ¢orcerning
nantieipated disvoveries shooid e ioeluded.

PROJECT MITICATION MEASURTS

The propozed I'eaject s on land thar is within the traditional fzvitore of te Pechangs -1
Band of Lulscdo Indians, Pechangza is oot opposed w0 fhis Projoect; hoveeer, wie ere opposed o
uny diree, mehirect and cumulalive Impacls s Progee, may heove o tnibal colwal cesources.
The Leibe’s primery concerns slern (rom the ProjecCs proposed npacts on Mativs Americas ]2
cultaral resowwees.  Coneatns: abiun bl e peotection of unique and ircplaccabls culiural
resourcos, such as Luisciio village sites, sacred sites and archazological items which would be
thsplaced by proumd disiordange work on e Prodest, and o the priper smed laselul ireatment of
cudtueal iverrs, Fulive America: hunoan renaing anl sacnsd ilems Tikely w be discgvered in the
course of the weark mst be properly accounted lor and mitigated per A3 52 and CLEOA

The Tribe bodeves that -he preposcd mitipation meazures a listed o Seclion 4.2 gre mas
aullicient, given ha senyilivily of the amea. The 2003 achacolirgical smsitivily anadysis ccarly
atered thay the area alony the Swnle Ana River (Fgrdwen) should be considersd seositive Toe
archacolozical ond enltoral resonrees. Additicoally, with the presenze of teibal enlioeal pesompces
weithan & elose ponimaiy to the Project, the potential to trapact addit.onal, subsurface resources 12
high.

Although the mitipation measies address procedures [oe inadvertent linds, they are nol
the slundard Cite of Riveralde measiees. nor do they appropriaoe i lode Tribal immlvcment
the developroent privess, As siated above, the Tiibe was oot provided with these measures for
teview prior to publie relesse of the docunsen] gnd were ymable oo sugaest sl zfomreel ons,

P hanga Cufieesi Serowrees « Temesnln B of Lirsefn Ldigson feiio
FPor Difioe floy 2008 = Tomerwle O Q2502

Survead by The: Dt Trasted Livte S Cave A e Hoeor Fe Rige To Tha Neod
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Pechanga Comnent Letter b the Ol of Riverside

L Teclanga Trilbe Coszugenls wa Uiy Cendes Sl Comneges Briding
Seplernher 20, 2006

I'agea

Vortber, C121 -1 is delerred mitipaion aod wider CEQA, iz ot allowshle, AID palenlial
development options and offesite Drpactz sheuld be propstly analyzesd ol s brae se thot the
diocision-makers heve all avallable dele w voview, Dy requiring additienal acchaecogicnl
survers 3l o luler date, the resulls cammal be propedy anolyzed nor son aveldones o prope
preservalion metiods be opplied, which are mandared under CEOA. Pochangs reesmmuends hal
additional surveys ko complored and netvded W the final I3ATND or & recirealuled THAAMTDY ax

ApTpTH

L aclliticen e corcpleting all archaeolyoical work prior ¢ scheduling for public hegring,
Pechanga reguests, [n ordsr to cusure chat the 1S/800r 1 compliant wilh AT 52 und CROA the
lolleowing rowigions e Ehe miligelion messores b e eloded o the doccement (udeelines ans
additions, simikeoils ure deletoms]:

Mitipation Moavures:

! g earthmaving
operatians  LThe [oilwing mihgahon measomes  are |:U|mmm|JfL o redoce  potootially
significant  impacts % archaeolopical resources  Hhat—aee—accidental v -discovered  during
implemettation of the proposed pooject te o le2ss than sipnificant Level;

TR 15 DTTFTERED MITIGATICRY AND IS NOT ALLOWARLE [™NORR
CLOA. Prior to the gradisg permit-issuance- the City shiould regaire the Aoaplicant
%e—eﬁ-m@JreﬁHr iupp]en’remﬁl Phase Efchr'lcal HE}’}H‘[- fﬂl‘—&tr}Fl:lf&J—tﬁﬁﬂﬂ-l-ef"{—l-f

CLL-T

l-l—';'u—":reafeaﬁ- of thE Inlermr 4 Pmleuﬁmﬁul—&i}uﬂh#ﬂ*mﬂﬂ—ﬁﬂd—&a—nf}ﬂfd;—l—he
lrsinipg—seastor—wiliselnde—a Dandoul and—wi—Fosw—en—hw—to—ideatise
arChider]rps-rasrrea—tar-Rrry—e-encolutterad dwiop e%ﬂaamag—m%

Feshanga Coluerad Besopres = fioaceels Foad o Dilwesa Aiesion Indians
Pt Ciffce Box 2XAE s lemeedn, O848 P25

Swevel Ty The Dape Tewated Uit Ope Loz Aned With aror B Rine To The Mepil
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FPechanps Cemenent Leler L the City of Riveride
Fe: Pechanes Tribe Comments an e ©enrer Stieer Commercs Building
Sepleriber dik 1114

Pupe 7
aral the procedurss b be [ollowedrsueser-evert—the-thtoraarchusil ogical
RS, aﬁd—the—ge&emi—ﬁeas—wmhﬁed—ﬁﬁbﬁﬂﬁﬂ— anchiaed lepbst—werd
i b fIes eSSy
U3 el bor Cenestruction, Excavse wiresl at all

d%ﬂﬁm%ﬁpﬁmmm#%%amham]nqmam&m
selzp—pit sl e der—he—dirsedsmn—ead—eandanen—al @ qml]ﬂed—ﬂtﬁfeﬂ:‘&ﬂ&ﬂ
14 Secrelas—af—che tnteriar s fador

arshmerteciie—whi—mests lhe 1
Cwalifications and ‘-..tandan:lv. J He—&ea&e&lagaeai—m&m—e{—uhuﬂ—be-frmﬁ* W 113
e i Atz prubbing) inta
ﬁﬁ-ﬂ—ﬁl—]—yﬁﬁ-ﬂgﬂ'—?—lﬂ-ﬂ-}eeﬁfﬁ |1”'Ll"r”l] v;:allrrl{:nih Multiple earirmeving
R — e e e geguice  inulbiple —aeeheeedoptert—aeRitors— e
archaealopical monitoring witl keep s—deitvrrehaesdogiod-rmoaniarrgtag ool
earthneving—aotivites—ceonmins—dumng—the—onding—phuse—althe  uaject’s
eeﬂsﬂat—:ﬁﬂ#he—ﬁ%qﬂmej—&i—mﬁ%ﬁﬂﬂg—*hdu—hﬁ hased eti—thre—pate—of
: i#rH e archaenlopieplresotress:
&ha—maw;&e—hamge*&wmad-(ﬂmwe veraws mificial-FiH-sersamdthedupth-of
exearattes—and—H fonnd—the sbardares—and-trpe—sfarehacelogical resouree:
egestmtered — - tnte mesdtering s boe—redussd e part Haredaspectiiny 0F

CLL-4 Cretie—Dround-Thserbing—Aubivition—aml bnplemess  Teenoers—Tlan —3f

fFeduen oo cal Resources Ale bﬂem{ered—m—t-he—eﬂi-em—ﬂﬁ—arehﬂeek\gﬁ&}
%m—ar&unenﬁh&d durﬂig #nu%dﬂﬁwhm P :

find LEM—MH&M—AHB%HF Jessl shall hE e%ﬂlﬂ-tﬁ-he&—&m—lﬂ-’r&
the Ttn-_‘l where construction activities shall oot he a]lﬂhaﬂ—ﬁ&—t‘,ﬂi‘ﬁiﬂﬂf—ﬂiﬁ-ﬂ—ﬂ

American mnmm—mm
shal-enordinate with the meh&mﬂnwu H—Mbp—ﬂ—&flﬁmfﬂ:!é—#-&&lﬂé&ﬂl—m

+61—+hﬂ—rewufees.—'13]-1e—|£+&n—m&v elude implementation of archasslagical data
E : b szt He seqosres alene with-ahaeng e

Jabumtur» processing and u.mﬂwﬂi Cebbzeted culurel resouroes avrtifnetst—and
faaseiaredtaentds diall be 1|dn-l|: vl inclrdbre i heto—thouspreprate—surbon
M%H—whieh—me&s—ﬂae- St“uldﬂ.l:ii ger fowth in 36 CRF Maet 79- fortadsral
E-H-]’}tﬁl‘ﬂli within- IJ‘E project aesd;

Feshanan Cudfen Mesemeer = Kaaestels Sond of Luirefo A0 simg fedtns
Fort Lrfice dog 2063« Tedaiedda, Ca RIS

St B The Dade Trasted Uty G Cers Ancd Fh Hocor e Sise T e Mo
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Pechanga Comrient [aier b the iy ol Riverside

Ee: Pechanga Tribe Cocunenls o 1le Cenfee Steeet Commgeree Bnilding
Septernber M), U160

Pupe 8

CLL-1 I'rink [0 Stv edtty neving activivy, the Projeon Applicant syl vetaine s guililed
principal investipater (P, defined as an archacolagist who mests the Secretary of
Lig uedor's Slaulards Gr poelsssiono] wehasalaos, 1o oversce the cultural
rospurees-relates] mitivaticn elons. A qualilied archaeological monitor shall
moniter all pround distarbing activitics for the duratfon el the Project. The
archacological menitor will work under the supervision of” the princioal
imvestigalor, The durdiion snd liming of ke menioring shall be determined by the
prinvipal investigator in consulation with the Ciy of Riverside and 8 Trioa
hdonitor from the Pechanps Band of Lpisefio Indians. If, in consullnion with the
City of Riverside anc the Tribal Momitor, the principy’ invesigator deteemines
that Tull-lime menitering 35 oo longer waranted, be or she way recominend &

that menisoring cease sarively.

The: Frov el archaoelizl will have the aulborily 00 3top and redircet grading in
the irmmediale amea al w 1Gd i eedes w svaluate the find and dotermuine fhe
dppropridee next seps, in consullation with the Tribal Monitor, Any newly
discovored cubtral resourcs deposits shall be subjecl (0 p eultural reswirees
cvalvation which will be detgiled n oa Culiural Resources Monitoring Plan
(CRMPE 10 be complelad by the archacologgsl, the Uity aod the Pechanea Lribe.
pricr b e sl ol pradinge, The CRBIEY wil. deocumeont the proposcd
mathodoloryr for inadvartent fiads, the stase Jaw process should hymean reneing be
identificd, the pradinge acrivite obsarvation oroeess, the nailigulion mewsures and
conditions of approval for the Projecs, as well as the customs and traditiors of the

Peclanpa Trike.

CIILL-2 At legst 50 davs pder to beeinnine projee construction., e Project Aaplicant
sha 1 ol e Po b Lo pondle Ue Tribe of liny, esenvinian e the

oigmmiloring propran, sl o dewelop a Coliuna] Besourees  Teeatmmall  and
Monitoring Asreement which will be developed belwesn the Project Asplicant
the Pechanea, The Apreement shall addeess <he weatment of known culmral
resourees, Lhe deslgnaton, respensibolitics, and  participatior. of professionl
Malive American Teihal momiors during prading,  escavaion amd  pround
distorbing activilies: project grading and develapment scheduling: 1erms ol
compenzatian Jar the monitors: and tregiment end final disposition of anyv cultural
Tesaurecs, seored sites, and lnunan roraing discovered on the site.

The Pechange Tribal Wonitor will have the autharity to stop and vedinest grading
in e tourediale area ol w Nngd 3o onder ke eceloale the Gl une determine che
APpUopriane et steps. in oonsulration swill e Project archaeolopisl.  Such
evaluation shall include coltural y appropeiate oo ey aind ereianent treateeil
purseant o the Agreement which mav inelude avoidacce of cultural resources. in-

Perfeng Ol Revoneced + Temacnla Sad of Leiedn Mo fndimng
Frind Mo Beek 2183 Teraocisin, LA H2502

Sgered iy The thar Srecbee' L Cae Core And P Doooe N diee To The Newd
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CommentJ1

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 ate 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/cotrections. ... Further CUL-1 is deferted 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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Letter K: Erin Snyder
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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 propetly 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
accutately as is feasible for the sake of full disclosute of anticipated impacts. Howevet, the IS/MND analyzes both
warchouse 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 warchouse and manufactuting. 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 requiting revisions to the IS/MND. No new ot 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 ot 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 LLU-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 requiting revisions to the IS/MND. No new ot 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
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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 requiting revisions to the IS/MND. No new ot 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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Letter L: Nancy Melendez, Spanish Town Heritage Foundation
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Comment L1

The commenter states that, “The timing of the preparaton 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-industtial land uses. There ate 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 pofential 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 warchouse 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 measutes that include requitements 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 vatious conditions of the structure. We can only assume that the historic site is free standing and that is
cleatly 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 continnons 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 centetline 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
summatized in Table 18 (Vibration Criteria for Buildings) of the IS/MND. As shown in Table 18, petiodic 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 requiting revisions to the IS/MND. No new ot 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 atre 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 atre
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, airtborne 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 12 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 receptots.

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 2 and L.2. 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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Letter M: Rich Stadler
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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 ot 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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Letter N: Sala Ponnech

RECEIVED

SEP & 25

Community & Economic
Crevalopmeant Depardment

August 21, ZIH&

Brian Maorton, Sendor Flanner

City of Riverside, Planning Divisian
3900 Maln Street, 3™ Floor
Riverside, CA 92522

Re: Planning Cases P14-1033 and F14-1034
Dear Mr. Morton:

Heving looked over the Mitigated Negative Declaration for this project, | find it
deficient in a number of ways.

Project Description (page £)
The second paragraph on page & described the project as follows:

The profect includes 110,591 square feel of landscaping, the poelential for
up e 282 parking statls and 47 ipading docks.

The Canceptual Grading Plan show a total of 62 loading docks, 47 along the
Placentfa Lane side and 15 on the west side. This is a significant difference although N1
47 laading docks already seem more than what 1s necessary for a manufacturing
facility. The nurnber af parking spaces is also misstated as 282 although the Site Plan
calls for 404 {or 368) parking stalls. These misstatements are material kecause basing
analyses on flawed input makes it more lkely that conclusions will be skewed toward
“no significant impact”.

Determination (page 23) T
N2

| disagree that a Mitigated Negative Declaration is appropriate when one
corsiders the problems with analyses of individual enwirenmental factors, which { will
discuss in more detail below.

Apsthetlcs (page 25)

The proposed building will have a maxlmuem height of 47 feet at the northern
cormers. | assume the rest of the building will comply with the 45-foot height limit.
If | stood on Placentia Lane and faced the building, | would not be able to see the N3
existing vista. The fact that the “project site and vicinity are not designated by the
City's General Plan for the preservation or unigueness of scenic views™ does not do
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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 developrment
interests and broader community presarvation objective (7)™ Lilts in the direction of
development interasts. 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, A

As Tor the effect on ambient light in the vicinity, this project is enommous. The
study’s authors claim:

There {5 currently substaniiaf nighttime lighting in the sorrounding
oreas of the praject site due to surrounding developments and the
gqereral urban charocter of the aren. fpage 26)

The study characterizes the vicinity as urban. That term implies a degree of N4
development that could generate significant light pollution. | am ak Reid Park at
nmight at least once a month and | would not describe the adjoining neighborhood
{fram the park down te the comer of Placentia Lane and Orange Street) as well lit. |
do nat know exactly how much light is thrown off by the existing businesses but
rateral storage yards, sports flelds and towing companies are not huge buildings that
require axtensive outdeor lighting and whose indoor lighting could be exposed at
night through truck bays. |F trucks arrve and depart throughout the night, their
Peadlights would add to the light produced by the facility itself. ..

Afr Cuality (page 29) T‘

The profect woidd resull in short-term construction and lang-term
poftutant emissions that are less than the CEQA significance emissions
threshofds established by the SCAQMD...therefore The project could nal
resuflt in an incredse in the frequency or severity of omy air quality
stondards violaticdt ahd wiil nol couse @ new af gualfly stondard N5
vinlatian.,

Table 2 on page 30 surmmarizes the Seuth Coast afr Basin Attainment Status.
Tiee Basll is abready out of compliance with state standards on kevels of four alr
pollutants. This study appears to argue that because the air is already so bad, this
project cannot make {t warse, so why worry,  That is not an argument ) find
acceptable even iF aft quality complles with AQMD regulations in a strictly legal
SENSE.

Turning to the section on Operational Emissions an page 31, the study discusses
how it calculated mobile source emissions:

CalEEMod defaulls were used for trip length, prime end no-primer trip
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percentages and trip purpose in light of the proposed profect being
assessed a5 monufacturing us {sich

Although the authors of this report admit they are not certain about the
ultimate use of this building (see page 6), they used the manufacturing default data.
| cannot understand that a manufacturing facility would require 62 loadine docks.
Given the grewth of the logistics industry in the inland area and its popularity with
the Powers That Be, it is mast likely this facility will be a warehouse fdstribution
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 figurs used
in this report, Furthermare, CalEEMod shows that warehaeses without rall service
wlld have an average daily trip rate of 2.59 per 1000 square feet per day while
manufacturing facilitizs have an average daily trip rate of 1.97 per 1000 sgoare feet.
My averages were hased upon CalEEMod Table 4.3: Mobile Trip Rates, Trip Purpose,
Trip Type by Land Use.

4
-
It is also difficult to believe thak a warehouse wold have anly five fark lifts N7
operating inside the facility, as stated on page 31. 1L

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 surmounding receptors, the report states that
“The proposed building does not have a tenank and is speculatively considered for
manufacturing uses, thus the type and extent of on-site stationary or on-site mobrile N8
sources is unknown.” {page 33}, The authors then estimate the internal equiprment
will consist of thres (not five as previously stated)) forklifts and one gensratar.
Combining these estimates with a flawed analysis of vehicle emissions, the report
concludes no critera pollutant will be emitted that wAill exceed applicable L5Ts.

.

On page 35, the report delves into the question of how toxic emissions from T
the facility would impact the Ab Brown Sports Complex directly acress the street from N9
the loading docks. 1t dees not consider Lhe effects on Reid Park, alse a sports and _l_
recraation center,

The use of a manufacturing model versus a warehousing moded to calculate afr
quality impacts is a material misreprasentation af the situation. The air quality
analysic alsa exposes a major weakness in this stedy (and maybe many CEQA studies;
it considers anly the project site and not the ripple effects from the project. For
eam e, cpmased ruck Wralfic from Center to the |-215 ar down Main to the 60 {and
from the freeways Lo the preposed warehouse) means more trucks idling as they slpw  N10
down for turns, wait for lights or idle while steck an freeway entries or exdts.
Students at Fremont School near the intersection of Main and the 60 could be
axposed to increzsed combustion poliuticn all day during the schools vear, Thatis a

Planngflof\g Commission - Exhibit 1 - Development Review Committee Staff Report
Development Review Committee - Exhibit 8 - MND Response to Comments



different risk pattern than the one facing users of the sporis complex or park. Even if
big rigs would not be "allowed™ to travel down Main te the &0, it will be tempting for
them to do so. -4

Cultural Resources (page 41) T

According to records resgarch, there are seven prehistoric sites, 27 historic-
period sites, three “pending™ sites and five isclates within a one mile radius of the
project site. However, only one of these sites, an abandenad house, is located on the
project site, 50 the report does not treat the rest of them. Again, this underscores N11
the failure to put the project in context. An area this rich in cultural resources,
Including the site of the important La Placita/Agua Manza settlement, should be
developed very carefully, if at all. On page 43, the report recognizes the Trujillo
Adobe but claims it will nat be disturbed by activities on the site. The report does
not conslder the potential impact of increased daily truck traffic along Cenker Street
on what 1s already an extremely fragile building. e

Mote also that the vicinity is characterized a< “rural” on pape 42, whereas in
the armbient lght impact analysis it was described as "urban™. This is an important N12
distinction. Failure to praperly classify the area is 2 material misrepresentation, A
-

The HistoricalfArchasological Resources survey Report appendix deais at great
length with the one historical structure (six asseciated buildings) on the project site.
The site evaluation on page 15 states that the construction of Lthese buildings
postdates La Placita and s "more closely associated with a time when the area
underwent a prolonged period of slow, agrarian growth as a sparsety populated
outskirt of Riverside.™ But i the same paragraph, the report states "they do not
demanstrate a particularly close or important assoclation with this pattern of events, N13
or with any other established histarle themas.™ [s there a clase association or not? |
noticed that Table 1 on page 11 shows the property was inhabited by C.5. Densmore.
There are Densmores Lliving in the City of Riverside, one of them being fermer City
Cauncilperson Laura Pearson Densmore. There is no indication that the authors of
this report attempted ta locate or speak with any Densmeres about this property,

They rmight have been able to shed some light on the history of these buildings. J

Hydrology and Water Quality {page 59}
On page 62 we are gssutred that
«profect related stovm wiater fiows will be dirgcted to the proposed
infilEration bosin ond infilkrete fnto the seil. The propossd water

guatity functen of the basin would reduce the amount of poliuted
runaff that would be comvayed nto the grovnd waler,
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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

59

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 propetly 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. 1
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 requiting revisions to the IS/MND. No new ot 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 Llane 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 cast, 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 ot 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 ot 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 0), 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/disttribution centet. 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 warchouse uses. In order to evaluate a wide vatiety 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
wete 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 requited 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 duting 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 requitring 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 requiting 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 1-215 or down Main to the 60 (and from the freeways to the
proposed warchouse) 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 warchouse 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 warchouse 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 warchouse 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 1-215 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,

Plann%g Commission - Exhibit 1 - Development Review Committee Staff Report
Development Review Committee - Exhibit 8 - MND Response to Comments



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 histotic 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 resoutces 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 requiting revisions to the IS/MND. No new ot 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 propetly 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/Archacological Resoutces 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 Sutvey
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 dischatging to groundwater. A Project Specific Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) has been
prepated 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 wotk, 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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Letter O: California Department of Transportation
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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 ot 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 02

The commenter states, “Page #10: Why the existing intersection turning movements counts were obtained during the
month of December 10, 20152 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 requitring 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 thetre 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
patt 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 04

The commenter states, “Page #26: Please note that all traffic volumes figures provided atre 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 requiting revisions to the IS/MND. No new ot 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 06

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 ot 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 07

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 08

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 Drtive at Stephens Avenue/I-215 Freeway SB Ramps (Intersection #6), East La Cadena Drive at Highgrove
Place/1-215 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 09

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 010

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 I1.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 requiting 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 NOL 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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acveprable LOS on all fFeswayn, medwdy somnwnls, and inferscotions i 11", For
mdeveiopad ar nat densely developed locations. the ponl mev be to achiewve LOS 0",

= Clemly indicate LU with and without ropravements.

@ Tris recotmnended that the Sypehta Analyais includes ull invterscoricus from the Project
ST 10 the propused study arens. & PHE of .92 in utban sreas is rocomuended to he nsed
n tha Syacline Ansl ysis.

= All ficeway eotrance and exit tunps whae a proposed projest widl add a sipmificant
mumber al peah-hour trips fiat may cacue ame aFic quens b exeoed SIOFAGE Cafiacitics
showld be anelyzed, I7ranp wetering i t0 oconr, 6 funp goree analysis for all nearpy
Caltrans melered on-mmps is required o idenrify die delay b macarsts wsioe Ge o-
rarEps and the storape necosSary Lo eceommadate e quesing. The effects of ramp
motering should be apalyzed iv the moffic sy, For metaed freewny rainps, LOS doeyx
eot apply, However, mmp meter delays ahove 15 miwnes are considered cxocssive.

= Pmposed iprovementy shauld be exhibited jo peelimioery drawings that iwdeuls the
LS with inwrovernenis,

UPHIKH & gl mureemi, ifcpraiier aud dfaim e A RO panom
3 Al e 55T s oo e @ it
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hr. Mortom
Febwuary 4, 20115
PRac 3

*  Please submit 8 hard copy o all Tialfic Enpect Analysis deconen’s and an electonic
Fyochre Analysis file.

We appreciara ihe opporunity B affer coltoients comeeming this pruject I you have any

questions regardiag this Icoer, please contact Talvin Denmnis &t 9UCY B 3957 or wrysel Far (205)
3831c55T for pssistance.

Bincerely,

/“_‘f/:j =

WMARK ROBERTSE
OTie= Chict

Intergovemmental Review, Contianiily snd Regional Planmog

“Erunie o ey smahet, Gniprarer e BEERR A ke S
L mmien or LB b o sancr 2t (oo d il
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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

T4 TE OF CALIPORML,—CaLITCRNLS 3T4TE TRAMSMBTATION ACGHCY

DEFARTMENT OF TRANSPFORTATION
DiSTRICT B

PLANMING (45 T23) —ian T Ty
464 WEST 4% STREET, 6° Flacr RECE{W i)
SAN BERMARLING, ©A 524011300 Sersous drouglt
FHOME (90¥) IE3.4557 S g
FAX. (908) 335936 SEP 1 A8 i
TTV (309 3835300 im
wrews, that 28, o/ HistE Cormminity & Econcmis
Development Deparirent

Augost 31, 2016

Brain Morton

Senior Planner

City of Riverside

Comumunity Development Depaniment
Plannmg Division

3900 Wuin Sireet, 3 Floor

Riverside, CA 92522

Planning Case P14-10G3 and EF14-1034 (B 215 T0 44.93)
Mr. Moo,

We have reccived and rovicwed your comment letter dated Aupnst 24, 2016 for the abave
mentianed propoaal for sonsideratiom of 8 desipn to construct an approximately 308,000 square
foot warehouse and & Lot Merger 1o consalidute four {4) parcels inte one parcel totaling
approximatehy 1530 acres.

A3 the owner snd operalor of the State Highway System (SHS), it is owr responsibility to
coordinate and consult with locul jurisdictions when proposed development may impact our
facilities. Under the Califoenia Envitonmental Quality Aer (CEOQAY, we ste mquired 1o make
recommendations to offsot associated impacts with the proposed project. Althouph the projact is
under the judsdiction of the City of Riverside due to the Project’s poteadal impact to State
facilities il 15 also subject 1o the policics and regulalions that govemn the SHS.

As per o letters dated July 23, 2016 and February 4, 2015 we g5k that you plesse meview said
leliers for our comments. A copy of both leners are enclosed for vour reference, The Depanimert
of Transportalion standa behiind out pervious concoms.

We appreciate the opporhmity to offer comments concerning this project. I you have any
guestions regarding this letter, please contact Talvin Dennis at (M09} B06-3957 or mysell at {209]
JRIAT5T fer aasistance.

*Fremide o ngfe, menarmebly, wirgrated med ook romposaon e
s erfaare Califoealn s oronemp aus thablfpp"
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Wir. Marton
August 31, 2016
Pape 2

Sincerely,

Lo L Lo,

5+ MARK ROBERTS
Office Chief
Intergovernmental Review, Comtwwity and Regional Planning

i w s, Tussimb. kegraied ans' sfficlen irzasncriaten e
3 erafigare Colyferreia T oconomy o e iy =
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Attachment A:
Air Quality/ Climate Change Assessment: Unrefrigerated Warehouse Use
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1 Executive Summary

Construction-related and operational emissions of criteria pollutants were modeled and analyzed for the proposed Center
Street Commerce Building project. The building is located south of Center Street and north of Placentia Lane in the City of
Riverside. This report also analyzes the project's consistency with the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) 2012 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) for the South Coast Air Basin. Cumulative impacts were analyzed
using the methodology provided by the 1993 SCAQMD California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality Handbook.
Please note that a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for this project under separate cover.

Additionally, this report models and analyzes construction- and operation-related emissions of greenhouse gases from the
proposed project. This analysis utilizes guidance provided in the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
(CAPCOA) CEQA and Climate Change white paper and the Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures handbook.
Modeling of emissions utilizes the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) v 2013.2.2.

1.1  Project Description

The project includes the construction of a 308,000-square-foot building on 15.63 acres located south of Center Street and
north of Placentia Lane in the City of Riverside, California. The building includes 110,591 square feet of landscaping, the
potential for up to 282 parking stalls, and 47 loading docks. The project includes use of low-VOC coatings on interiors and
exterior surface of 37 grams per liter or less.

1.2 Air Quality

The project will not result in substantial emissions of oxides of nitrogen, volatile organic compounds (with mitigation
incorporated), or particulate matter and would not exceed the regional growth assumptions used in the Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP). The project will not individually cause or cumulatively contribute to an air quality standard
violation. Emissions of carbon monoxide and localized construction emissions will not substantially impact sensitive receptors
in vicinity of the project. The project will not emit substantial amounts of diesel particulate matter due to the operation of
heavy-duty trucks on the project site. The project will not expose a substantial number of people to odors.

1.3  Climate Change

Greenhouse gas emissions will not exceed the annual 10,000 metric ton carbon dioxide equivalent threshold established by
the South Coast Air Quality Management District and will not conflict with state greenhouse gas emissions strategies.

Center Stregt C ilding (13432) . . . 1
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2 Introduction

This report models and analyzes construction- and operation-related emissions of criteria air pollutants and greenhouse gas
emissions from the proposed Center Street Commerce Building project totaling 308,000 square feet on 15.63 acres located in
City of Riverside, California.

The air quality analysis provided herein utilizes guidance provided in the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) the 1993 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality handbook as amended and supplemented
(http://www.agmd.gov/cega/hdbk.html). Please note that analysis of toxic air contaminants (TAC) is provided under separate
cover. Pollutant emissions were modeled by utilizing the following:

o  California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) v 2013.2.2
e EMFAC2014

The climate change analysis provided herein utilizes guidance provided in the California Air Pollution Control Officers
Association (CAPCOA) CEQA and Climate Change white paper and the Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures
handbook. Modeling of greenhouse gas emissions utilizes the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) v 2013.2.2.

This report has been prepared utilizing project-specific characteristics where available. In those instances where project-
specific data is not available, the analysis has been supplemented by model defaults or other standardized sources of
comparable data. In any case where non-project defaults or other data have been used, a “worst-case” scenario was
developed to ensure a conservative estimate of emissions.

This report has been prepared for use by the Lead Agency to assess potential project-related air quality impacts in compliance
with the State CEQA Statutes and Guidelines, particularly in respect to the air quality issues identified in Appendix G of the
State CEQA Guidelines. This report does not make determinations of significance pursuant to CEQA because such
determinations are required to be made solely in the purview of the Lead Agency.

This document has been reviewed in accordance with the Table 7-2, Checklist for an Air Quality Analysis Section of the
SCAQMD Air Quality Handbook for quality control purposes.

This report was prepared by Christopher Brown (Director of Environmental Services) of MIG | Hogle-Ireland under contract by
Transitions Properties, LP.

f 1
i
- s lf - f - —

—— { ; f _ 2

Christopher Brown
Directorof Environmental Services
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3 Environmental Setting

3.1 Climate

The project is located in the City of Riverside. The City of Riverside and the broader Inland Empire are defined by a semi-arid,
Mediterranean climate with mild winters and warm summers. Annual rainfall averages 9.86 inches with the rainy season
occurring during the winter.! The coolest month of the year is December with an average monthly low of 41.3° Fahrenheit (F).
The warmest month is August with an average monthly high of 94.4° F. Riverside is located at an elevation of approximately
700 feet to 1,400 feet above mean sea level (AMSL).2 The project site is located at an approximate elevation of 830 AMSL.
Wind generally blows from the west.3

3.2 Regional Air Quality

The proposed project is located within the South Coast Air Basin (Basin).* The basin includes Orange County and the non-
desert portions of Los Angeles, San Bernardino, and Riverside Counties. The San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto
Mountains bound the Basin to the north and east that trap ambient air and pollutants within the Los Angeles and Inland
Empire valleys below. The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) manages the Basin. Pursuant to the
California Clean Air Act (CCAA), SCAQMD is responsible for bringing air quality within the Basin into conformity with federal
and State air quality standards by reducing existing emission levels and ensuring that future emission levels meet applicable
air quality standards. SCAQMD works with federal, State, and local agencies to reduce pollutant sources through the
development of rules and regulations.

Both California and the federal government have established health-based ambient air quality standards (AAQS) for seven air
pollutants (known as criteria pollutants). These pollutants include ozone (Os), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO.),
sulfur dioxide (SOy), inhalable particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less (PMyo), fine particulate matter with a
diameter of 2.5 microns or less (PM2s), and lead (Pb). The State has also established AAQS for the additional pollutants of
visibility reducing particles, sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride. The AAQS are designed to protect the health and
welfare of the populace within a reasonable margin of safety. Where the State and federal standards differ, State AAQS are
more stringent than federal AAQS. Federal and State standards are shown in Table 1 (Ambient Air Quality Standards). A brief
description of each criteria pollutant is provided below.

Ozone. Ozone is a pungent, colorless, and highly reactive gas that forms from the atmospheric reaction of organic gases with
nitrogen oxides in the presence of sunlight. Ozone is most commonly associated with smog. Ozone precursors such as
reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) are released from mobile and stationary sources. Ozone is a
respiratory irritant and can cause cardiovascular diseases, eye irritation, and impaired cardiopulmonary function. Ozone can
also damage building materials and plant leafs.

Carbon Monoxide. Carbon monoxide is primarily emitted from vehicles due to the incomplete combustion of fuels. Carbon
monoxide has wide ranging impacts on human health because it combines with hemoglobin in the body and reduces the
amount of oxygen transported in the bloodstream. Carbon monoxide can result in reduced tolerance for exercise, impairment
of mental function, impairment of fetal development, headaches, nausea, and death at high levels of exposure.

Nitrogen Dioxide. Nitrogen dioxide and other oxides of nitrogen (NOx) contribute to the formation of smog and results in the
brownish haze associated with it. They are primarily emitted from motor vehicle exhaust but can be omitted from other high-
temperature stationary sources. Nitrogen oxides can aggravate respiratory illnesses, reduce visibility, impair plant growth, and
form acid rain.

Particulate Matter. Particulate matter is a complex mixture of small-suspended particles and liquid droplets in the air.
Particulate matter between ten microns and 2.5 microns is known as PMyo, also known as coarse or inhalable particulate
matter. PM1o is emitted from diverse sources including road dust, diesel soot, combustion products, abrasion of tires and
brakes, construction operations, and windstorms. PMsq can also be formed secondarily in the atmosphere when NO, and SO

Center Stregt C ilding (13432) . . . 5
Plar?nn?ﬁ K o°r”ﬁ”9${f§s?8r{”9 EX?‘II%H: 1 - Development Review Committee Staff Report
g P P

Development Review Committee - Exhibit 8 - MND Response to Comments



Environmental Setting

react with ammonia. Particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size are called PMzs or fine particulate matter. PMys is
primarily emitted from point sources such as power plants, industrial facilities, automobiles, wood-burning fireplaces, and
construction sites. Particulate matter is deposited in the lungs and cause permanent lung damage, potentially resulting in lung
disease and respiratory symptoms like asthma and bronchitis. Particulate matter has also been linked to cardiovascular
problems such as arrhythmia and heart attacks. Particulate matter can also interfere with the body’s ability to clear the
respiratory tract and can act as a carrier of absorbed toxic substances. Particulate matter causes welfare issues because it
scatters light and reduces visibility, causes environmental damage such as increasing the acidity of lakes and streams, and
can stain and damage stone, such as that applied in statues and monuments.

Sulfur Dioxide. Sulfur dioxide and other oxides of sulfur (SOx) are reactive gases emitted from the burning of fossil fuels,
primarily from power plants and other industrial facilities.> Other less impacting sources include metal extraction activities,
locomotives, large ships, and off-road equipment. Human health impacts associated with SOx emissions include
bronchoconstriction and increased asthma symptoms.

Lead. Lead is primarily emitted from metal processing facilities (i.e. secondary lead smelters) and other sources such as
manufacturers of batteries, paints, ink, ceramics, and ammunition. Historically, automobiles were the primary sources before
lead was phased out of gasoline. The health effects of exposure to lead include gastrointestinal disturbances, anemia, kidney
diseases, and potential neuromuscular and neurologic dysfunction. Lead is also classified as a probable human carcinogen.

6 . . i .Air Quality and Climate Ch t
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Environmental Setting

Table 1
Ambient Air Quality Standards
Pollutant Av%rra;gemg California Standardst National Standards?
Concentration? Method* Primary3»> Secontary36 Method’
0.09 ppm
1 Hour .
(180 pg/md) . Same as Primary ,
Ozone (O3) 5 Four 0.07 ppm Ultraviolet Photometry 0.075 ppm Standard Ultraviolet Photometry
(137 pg/imd) (147 pg/m?3)
H 3 3
Resplrable 24 Hour 50 pg/m Gravimetric or Beta 150 pg/m Same as Primary Inertial Separation and
Particulate Attenuation Standard Gravimetric Analysis
Matter (PM1o)8 | Annual Arithmetic 20 ua/m? y
Mean HS
' Same as Primary
Elne 24 Hour ) 35 ug/m? Standard Inertial Separation and
Particulate Annual Arithmetic Gravimetric or Beta Gravimetric Analysis
Matter(PM2.5) 8 Mean 12 pg/md Attenuation 12 ug/md 15 pg/md
20 ppm 35 ppm
1 Hour -
Carbon (23 mg/ m’) Non-Dispersive (4% mg/m’) Non-Dispersive Infrared
Monoxide 8 Hour 9.0 ppm (10mg/m3) Infrared Photometry ppm 3 - Photometry (NDIR)
(CO) (NDIR) (10 mg/m?) i
8 Hour (Lake 6 ppm
Tahoe) (7 mg/ m3) i
Annual Arithmetic 0.03 ppm 0.053 ppm Same as Primary
Nitrogen Mean (57 pg/md) Gas Phase (100 pg/m?) Standard Gas Phase
Dioxide (NO2) 1 Hour 0.18 ppm Chemiluminescence 100 ppb i Chemiluminescence
(339 pg/m3) (188 pg/m?)
0.25 ppm 75 ppb
1 Hour (655 pglm?) (196 pglm?) -
3 Hour ) 0.5 ppm Ultraviolet Fluorescence;
Sulfur Dioxide Ultraviolet (1,300 pg/m?3) Spectrophotometry
(SO2) 0.04 ppm Fluorescence 0.14 ppm (for (Pararosaniline Method)
24 Hour ; -
(105 pug/md) certain areas)? -
Annual Arithmetic 0.030 ppm (for
Mean i certain areas)™® i
30 Day Average 1.5 pg/im3 - -
1.5 pg/m3 (for .
Lead"12 Calendar Quarter i Atomic Absorption certain areas)'? | Same as Primary High Volume Sampler and
- Atomic Absorption
Rolling 3-Month i 0.15 ua/m? Standard
Average'? 1O Hg
Visibility Beta Attenuation and
Reducing 8 Hour See footnote 13 Transmittance through N
Particles Filter Tape °
Sulfates 24 Hour 25 ug/m3 lon Chromatography
- Federal
Hydrogen 0.03 ppm Ultraviolet
1 Hour
Sulfide (42 pg/md) Fluorescence Standards
Vinyl 0.01 ppm andar
Chioride™ 24 Hour (26 pgim?) Gas Chromatography
Source: ARB, June 2013
PPM, parts per million
pg/m3, micrograms per cubic meter
1. California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide (except 8-hour Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1 and 24 hour), and particulate matter (PM1o, PM25, and visibility reducing particles),
are values that are not to be exceeded. All others are not to be equaled or exceeded. California ambient air quality standards are listed in the Table of Standards in Section 70200
of Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations.
2. National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, and those based on annual arithmetic mean) are not to be exceeded more than once a year. The ozone standard is
attained when the fourth highest 8-hour concentration measured at each site in a year, averaged over three years, is equal to or less than the standard. For PM1o, the 24-hour
standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration above 150 ug/m? is equal to or less than one. For PMzs, the 24-
hour standard is attained when 98 percent of the daily concentrations, averaged over three years, are equal to or less than the standard. Contact U.S. EPA for further clarification
and current national policies.
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Environmental Setting

3. Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units given in parentheses are based upon a reference temperature of 25°C and a reference
pressure of 760 torr. Most measurements of air quality are to be corrected to a reference temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm in this table refers to ppm
by volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole of gas.

4. Any equivalent measurement method which can be shown to the satisfaction of the ARB to give equivalent results at or near the level of the air quality standard may be used.

5. National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to protect the public health.

6. National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant.

7. Reference method as described by the U.S. EPA. An “equivalent method” of measurement may be used but must have a “consistent relationship to the reference method” and
must be approved by the EPA.

8. On December 14, 2012, the national annual PMzs primary standard was lowered from 15 pg/m3 to 12.0 pg/m3. The existing national 24-hour PM2s standards (primary and
secondary) were retained at 35 ug/m3, as was the annual secondary standard of 15 pg/m?. The existing 24-hour PM+1o standards (primary and secondary) of 150 pg/m? also were
retained. The form of the annual primary and secondary standards is the annual mean, averaged over 3 years.

9. To attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour daily maximum concentrations at each site must not exceed
100ppb. Note that the national 1-hour standard is in units of parts per billion (ppb). California standards are in units of parts per million (ppm). To directly compare the national
standards to the California standards the units can be converted from ppb to ppm. In this case, the national standards of 100ppb is identical to 0.100ppm.

10. On June 2, 2010, a new 1-hour SO; standard was established and the existing 24-hour and annual primary standards were revoked. To attain the 1-hour national standard, the
3-year average of the annual 99" percentile of the 1-hour daily maximum concentrations at each site must not exceed 75 ppb. The 1971 SO national standards (24-hour and
annual) remain in effect until one year after an area is designated for the 2010 standard, except that in areas designated nonattainment for the 1971 standards, the 1971 standards
remain in effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2010 standards are approved.

Note that the 1-hour national standard is in units of parts per billion (ppb). California standards are in units of parts per million (ppm). To directly compare the 1-hour national
standard to the California standard the units can be converted to ppm. In this case, the national standard of 75 ppb is identical to 0.075 ppm.

11. The ARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as “toxic air contaminants” with no threshold level of exposure for adverse health effects determined. These actions allow for the
implementation of control measures at levels below the ambient concentrations specified for these pollutants.

11. The national standard for lead was revised on October 15, 2008 to a rolling 3-month average. The 1978 lead standard (1.5 pg/m? as a quarterly average) remains in effect until
one year after an area is designated for the 2008 standard, except that in areas designated nonattainment for the 1978 standard, the 1978 standard remains in effect until
implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2008 standard are approved.

12. In 1989, the ARB converted both the general statewide 10-mile visibility standard and the Lake Tahoe 30-mile visibility standard to instrumental equivalents, which are
“extinction of 0.23 per kilometer” and “extinction of 0.07 per kilometer” for the statewide and Lake Tahoe Air Basin standards, respectively.

3.3  Non-Attainment Status

Air pollution levels are measured at monitoring stations located throughout the Basin. Areas that are in nonattainment with
respect to criteria pollutants are required to prepare plans and implement measures that will bring the region into attainment.
Table 2 (South Coast Air Basin Attainment Status) summarizes the attainment status in the Basin for the criteria pollutants.
The Basin is currently in nonattainment status for ozone and inhalable and fine particulate matter.

Pollution problems in the Basin are caused by emissions within the area and the specific meteorology that promotes pollutant
concentrations. Emissions sources vary widely from smaller sources such as individual residential water heaters and short-
term grading activities to extensive operational sources including long-term operation of electrical power plants and other
intense industrial use. Pollutants in the Basin are blown inward from coastal areas by sea breezes from the Pacific Ocean and
are prevented from horizontally dispersing due to the surrounding mountains. This is further complicated by atmospheric
temperature inversions that create inversion layers. The inversion layer in Southern California refers to the warm layer of air
that lies over the cooler air from the Pacific Ocean. This is strongest in the summer and prevents ozone and other pollutants
from dispersing upward. A ground-level surface inversion commonly occurs during winter nights and traps carbon monoxide
emitted during the morning rush hour.
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Table 2
South Coast Air Basin Attainment Status
Pollutant Federal State

O3 (1-hr) - Nonattainment
O3 (8-hr) Nonattainment Nonattainment
PM1o Nonattainment Nonattainment
PM2s Nonattainment Nonattainment
CO Attainment Attainment
NO, Attainment Nonattainment
SO, Attainment Attainment
Pb Nonattainment Nonattainment
VRP -- Unclassified
SO -- Attainment
H.S - Unclassified
Sources: ARB 2014

3.4  Local Air Quality

The City of Riverside is located within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), which is under the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The project site is located in Area 23. Air quality in Area 23 is monitored in
Riverside. Air monitoring results for station 4144 over the last three years of available data is summarized in Table 3 (2011-
2013 Local Air Quality).6 7 8 Table 4 (2011-2013 Air Quality Standards Exceedance) summarizes the number of days for each
monitoring year that air quality standards were exceeded. Based on the 2011-2013 air quality monitoring data, ozone pollution
did not exceed the State-8-hour standard or the Federal 8-hour standard in 2013. the Metropolitan Riverside County area
experiences ozone pollution and has exceeded the State 8-hr maximum concentration for 70 days in 2012 and 92 days in
2011. This is not necessarily due to local production of ozone, but due to how ozone forms and travels over the Basin. Ozone
precursors are emitted primarily in the urban centers of the Basin such as Los Angeles. Ozone does not form immediately but
rather forms over the day. This combined with prevailing winds blowing ozone precursors inland cause the highest
concentrations of ozone in the Basin to occur in Riverside County and mountain regions. The County also experiences
particulate matter pollution, with approximately 19 percent of PMs samples in year 2012 exceeding the State standard.
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Environmental Setting

3.5  Sensitive Receptors

Some populations are more susceptible to the effects of air pollution than the population at large; these populations are
defined as sensitive receptors. Sensitive receptors include children, the elderly, the sick, and the athletic. Land uses
associated with sensitive receptors include residences, schools, playgrounds, childcare centers, athletic facilities, long-term
health care facilities, rehabilitation centers, convalescent centers, and retirement homes. Sensitive receptors are located
north, east, and south of the project. The Ab Brown Sports Complex Park is located directly south of the project site.
Residential uses are located north and west of the project site. Exhibit 2 (Radius Map) identifies existing development in the
project vicinity based on recent assessor’s parcel data.

3.6  Local Transportation

The proposed project is located south of Center Street and north of Placentia Lane. Both roadways are two-lane, undivided
roadways.

3.7 Odors

According to the CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land uses associated with odor complaints include agricultural operations,
wastewater treatment plants, landfills, and certain industrial operations (such as manufacturing uses that produce chemicals,
paper, etc.). The proposed project does not produce odors that could affect a substantial number of people.

3.8 Climate Change

3.8.1 Defining Climate Change

Climate change is the distinct change in measures of climate for a long period of time. Climate change can result from natural
processes and from human activities. Natural changes in the climate can be caused by indirect processes such as changes in
the Earth’s orbit around the Sun or direct changes within the climate system itself (i.e. changes in ocean circulation). Human
activities can affect the atmosphere through emissions of gases and changes to the planet’s surface. Emissions affect the
atmosphere directly by changing its chemical composition, while changes to the land surface indirectly affects the atmosphere
by changing the way the Earth absorbs gases from the atmosphere. The term “climate change” is preferred over the term
“global warming” because “climate change” conveys the fact that other changes can occur beyond just average increase in
temperatures near the Earth’s surface. Elements that indicate that climate change is occurring on Earth include:

. Rising of global surface temperatures by 1.3° Fahrenheit (F) over the last 100 years
. Changes in precipitation patterns

. Melting ice in the Arctic

. Melting glaciers throughout the world

. Rising ocean temperatures

. Acidification of oceans

. Range shifts in plant and animal species

Climate change is intimately tied to the Earth’s greenhouse effect. The greenhouse effect is a natural occurrence that helps
regulate the temperature of the planet. The majority of radiation from the Sun hits the Earth’s surface and warms it. The
surface in turn radiates heat back towards the atmosphere, known as infrared radiation. Gases and clouds in the atmosphere
trap and prevent some of this heat from escaping back into space and re-radiate it in all directions. This process is essential to
supporting life on Earth because it keeps the planet approximately 60° F warmer than without it. Emissions from human
activities since the beginning of the industrial revolution (approximately 150 years) are adding to the natural greenhouse effect
by increasing the gases in the atmosphere that trap heat, thereby contributing to an average increase in the Earth’s
temperature. Human activities that enhance the greenhouse effect are detailed below.
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Greenhouse Gases

The greenhouse effect is caused by a variety of “greenhouse gases”. Greenhouse gases (GHGs) occur naturally and from
human activities. Greenhouse gases produced by human activities include carbon dioxide (CO.), methane (CHa), nitrous oxide
(N20), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SFs). Since the year 1750, it is
estimated that the concentrations of carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide in the atmosphere have increased over 36
percent, 148 percent, and 18 percent, respectively, primarily due to human activity. The primary GHGs are discussed below.?

Carbon Dioxide. CO; is emitted and removed from the atmosphere naturally. Animal and plant respiration involves the
release of carbon dioxide from animals and its absorption by plants in a continuous cycle. The ocean-atmosphere exchange
results in the absorption and release of CO; at the sea surface. Carbon dioxide is also released from plants during wildfires.
Volcanic eruptions release a small amount of CO, from the Earth’s crust.

Human activities that affect carbon dioxide in the atmosphere include burning of fossil fuels, industrial processes, and product
uses. Combustion of fossil fuels is the largest source of carbon dioxide emissions in the United States, accounting for
approximately 85 percent of all equivalent emissions. Because of the fossil fuels used, the largest of these sources is
electricity generation and transportation. When fossil fuels are burned, the carbon stored in them is released into the
atmosphere entirely as CO,. Emissions from on site industrial activities also emit carbon dioxide such as cement, metal, and
chemical production and use of petroleum produced in plastics, solvents, and lubricants.

Methane. Methane (CHs) is emitted from human activities and natural sources. Natural sources of methane include wetlands,
gas hydrates, permafrost, termites, oceans, freshwater bodies, soils, and wildfires. Human activities that cause methane
releases include fossil fuel production, animal digestive processes from farms, manure management, and waste management.
It is estimated that 50 percent of global methane emissions are human generated. Wetlands are the primary natural producers
of methane in the world because the habitat is conducive to bacteria that produce methane during decomposition of organic
material. Methane is produced from landfills as solid waste decomposes. Methane is a primary component of natural gas and
is emitted during its production, processing, storage, transmission, distribution, and use. Decomposition of organic material in
manure stocks or in liquid manure management systems also releases methane. Releases from animal digestive processes
are the primary source of human-related methane.

Nitrous Oxide. Anthropogenic (human) sources of nitrous oxide include agricultural soil management, animal manure
management, sewage treatment, combustion of fossil fuels, and production of certain acids. N2O is produced naturally in soil
and water, especially in wet, tropical forests. The primary human-related source of N,O is agricultural soil management due to
use of synthetic nitrogen fertilizers and other techniques to boost nitrogen in soils. Combustion of fossil fuels (mobile and
stationary) is the second leading source of nitrous oxide, although parts of the world where catalytic converters are used (such
as California) have significantly lower levels than those areas that do not.

High Global Warming Potential Gases. High global warming potential (GWP) gases (or fluorinated gases) are entirely
manmade and are mainly used in industrial processes. HFCs, PFCs, and SFg are high GWP gases. These types of gases are
used in aluminum production, semiconductor manufacturing, electric power transmission, magnesium production and
processing, and in the production of hydrochlorofuorocarbon-22 (HCFC-22). High GWP gases are also used as substitutes for
ozone-depleting gases like chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) and halons. Use of high GWP gases as substitutes for ozone-
depleting substances is the primary use of these gases in the United States.

Water Vapor. It should be noted that water vapor is also a significant GHG in the atmosphere; however, concentration of
water vapor in the air is primarily dependent on air temperature and cannot be influenced by humans.

GHGs behave differently in the atmosphere and contribute to climate change in different ways. Some gases have more
potential to reflect infrared heat back towards the earth while some persist in the atmosphere longer than others. To equalize
the contribution of GHGs to climate change, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) devised a weighted
metric to compare all greenhouse gases to carbon dioxide.”® The weighting depends on the lifetime of the gas in the
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atmosphere and its radiative efficiency. As an example, over a time horizon of 100-years, emissions of nitrous oxide will
contribute to climate change 298 times more than the same amount of emissions of carbon dioxide while emissions of HFC-23
would contribute 14,800 times more than the same amount of carbon dioxide. These differences define a gas's GWP. Table 5
(Global Warming Potential of Greenhouse Gases) identifies the lifetime and GWP of select GHGs. The lifetime of the GHG
represents how many years the GHG will persist in the atmosphere. The GWP of the GHG represents the GHG's relative
potential to induce climate change as compared to carbon dioxide.

Carbon Sequestration

Carbon sequestration is the process by which plants absorb CO, from the atmosphere and store it in biomass like leaves and
grasses. Agricultural lands, forests, and grasslands can all sequester carbon dioxide, or emit it. The key is to determine if the
land use is emitting carbon dioxide faster than it is absorbing it. Young, fast-growing trees are particularly good at absorbing
more than they release and are known as a sink. Agricultural resources often end up being sources of carbon release
because of soil management practices. Deforestation contributes to carbon dioxide emissions by removing trees, or carbon
sinks, that would otherwise absorb CO.. Forests are a crucial part of sequestration in some parts of the world, but not much in
the United States. Another form of sequestration is geologic sequestration. This is a manmade process that results in the
collection and transport of CO, from industrial emitters (i.e. power plants) and injecting it into underground reservoirs.

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

Carbon Dioxide 50-200 1
Methane 12 25
Nitrous Oxide 114 298
HFC-23 270 14,800
HFC-134a 14 1,430
HFC-152a 14 124
PFC-14 50,000 7,390
PFC-116 10,000 12,200
Sulfur Hexafluoride 3,200 22,800
Source: IPCC 2007

3.8.2 Climate Change and California

Specific, anticipated impacts to California have been identified in the 2009 California Climate Adaptation Strategy prepared by
the California Natural Resources Agency (CNRA) through extensive modeling efforts.!" General climate changes in California
indicate that:

. California is likely to get hotter and drier as climate change occurs with a reduction in winter snow,
particularly in the Sierra Nevadas

. Some reduction in precipitation is likely by the middle of the century

. Sea-levels will rise up to an estimated 55 inches

. Extreme events such as heat waves, wildfires, droughts, and floods will increase

. Ecological shifts of habitat and animals are already occurring and will continue to occur

It should be noted that changes are based on the results of several models prepared under different climatic scenarios;
therefore, discrepancies occur between the projections. The potential impacts of global climate change in California are
detailed below.
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Public Health and Welfare

Concerns related to public health and climate change includes higher rates of mortality and morbidity, change in prevalence
and spread of disease vectors, decreases in food quality and security, reduced water availability, and increased exposure to
pesticides. These concerns are all generally related to increase in ambient outdoor air temperature, particularly in summer.

Higher rates of mortality and morbidity could arise from more frequent heat waves at greater intensities. Health impacts
associated with extreme heat events include heat stroke, heat exhaustion, and exacerbation of medical conditions such as
cardiovascular and respiratory diseases, diabetes, nervous system disorders, emphysema, and epilepsy. Climate change
would result in degradation of air quality promoting the formation of ground-level pollutants, particularly ozone. Degradation of
air quality would increase the severity of health impacts from criteria and other air pollutants discussed in Section 4.3 (Air
Quality). Temperature increases and increases in carbon dioxide are also expected to increase plant production of pollens,
spores, and fungus. Pollens and spores could induce or aggravate allergic rhinitis, asthma, and obstructive pulmonary
diseases.

Precipitation projections suggest that California will become drier over the next century due to reduced precipitation and
increased evaporation from higher temperatures. These conditions could result in increased occurrences of drought. Surface
water reductions will increase the need to pump groundwater, reducing supplies and increasing the potential for land
subsidence.

Precipitation changes are also suspected to impact the Sierra snowpack (see “Water Management” herein). Earlier snow
melts could coincide with the rainy season and could result in failure of the flood control devices in that region. Flooding can
cause property damage and loss of life for those affected. Increased wildfires are also of concern as the State “dries” over
time. Wildfires can also cause property damage, loss of life, and injuries to citizens and emergency response services.

Sea-level rises would also threaten human health and welfare. Flood risks will be increased in coastal areas due to
strengthened storm surges and greater tidal damage that could result in injury and loss of property and life. Gradual rising of
the sea will permanently inundate many coastal areas in the state.

Other concerns related to public health are changes in the range, incidence, and spread of infectious, water-borne, and food-
borne diseases. Changes in humidity levels, distribution of surface water, and precipitation changes are all likely to shift or
increase the preferred range of disease vectors (i.e. mosquitoes). This could expose more people and animals to potential for
vector-borne disease.

Biodiversity and Habitat

Changes in temperature will change the livable ranges of plants and animals throughout the state and cause considerable
stress on these species. Species will shift their range if appropriate habitat is available and accessible if they cannot adapt to
their new climate. If they do not adapt or shift, they face local extirpation or extinction. As the climate changes, community
compositions and interactions will be interrupted and changed. These have substantial implications on the ecosystems in the
state. Extreme events will lead to tremendous stress and displacement on affected species. This could make it easier for
invasive species to enter new areas, due to their ability to more easily adapt. Precipitation changes would alter stream flow
patterns and affect fish populations during their life cycle. Sea level rises could impact fragile wetland and other coastal
habitat.

Water Management

Although disagreement among scientists on long-term precipitation patterns in the State has occurred, it is generally accepted
by scientists that rising temperatures will impact California’s water supply due to changes in the Sierra Nevada snowpack.
Currently, the State’s water infrastructure is designed to both gather and convey water from melting snow and to serve as a
flood control device. Snowpack melts gradually through spring warming into early summer, releasing an average of
approximately 15 million acre-feet of water. The State’s concern related to climate change is that due to rising temperatures,
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snowpack melt will begin earlier in the spring and will coincide with the rainy season. The combination of precipitation and
snowmelt would overwhelm the current system, requiring tradeoffs between water storage and flood protection to be made.
Reduction in reserves from the Sierra Nevada snowpack is troublesome for California and particularly for Southern California.
Approximately 75-percent of California’s available water supply originates in the northern third of the state while 80 percent of
demand occurs in the southern two-thirds. There is also concern is that rising temperatures will result in decreasing volumes
from the Colorado River basin. Colorado River water is important to Southern California because it supplies water directly to
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. Water from the Colorado River is also used to recharge groundwater basins
in the Coachella Valley.

Agriculture

California is the most agriculturally productive state in the US resulting in more than 37 billion dollars in revenue in 2008.
California is the nation’s leading producer of nearly 80 crops and livestock commodities, supplying more than half of the
nation’s fruit and vegetables and over 90 percent of the nation’s production of almonds, apricots, raisin grapes, olives,
pistachios, and walnuts. Production of crops is not limited to the Central Valley but also occurs in Southern California.
Strawberries and grapes are grown in San Bernardino and Riverside Counties. Orange County and San Diego County also
contribute to strawberry production. Cherries are also grown in Los Angeles and Riverside County. Anticipated impacts to
agricultural resources are mixed when compared to the potentially increased temperatures, reduced chill hours, and changes
in precipitation associated with climate change. For example, wheat, cotton, maize, sunflower, and rice are anticipated to
show declining yields as temperatures rise. Conversely, grapes and almonds would benefit from warming temperatures.
Anticipated increases in the number and severity in heat waves would have a negative impact on livestock where heat stress
would make livestock more vulnerable to disease, infection and mortality. The projected drying trend and changes in
precipitation are a threat to agricultural production in California. Reduced water reliability and changes in weather patterns
would impact irrigated farmlands and reduce food security. Furthermore, a drying trend would increase wildfire risk. Overall,
agriculture in California is anticipated to suffer due to climate change impacts.

Forestry

Increases in wildfires will substantially impact California’s forest resources that are prime targets for wildfires. This can
increase public safety risks, property damage, emergency response costs, watershed quality, and habitat fragmentation.
Climate change is also predicted to affect the behavior or plant species including seed production, seedling establishment,
growth, and vigor due to rising temperatures. Precipitation changes will affect forests due to longer dry periods and moisture
deficits and drought conditions that limit seedling and sapling growth. Prolonged drought also weakens trees, making them
more susceptible to disease and pest invasion. Furthermore, as trees die due to disease and pest invasion (i.e. the Bark
Beetle invasion of the San Bernardino Forest), wildfires can spread more rapidly.

Transportation and Energy Infrastructure

Higher temperatures will require increased cooling, raising energy production demand. Higher temperatures also decrease the
efficiency of distributing electricity and could lead to more power outages during peak demand. Climate changes would impact
the effectiveness of California’s transportation infrastructure as extreme weather events damage, destroy, and impair
roadways and railways throughout the state causing governmental costs to increase as well as impacts to human life as
accidents increase. Other infrastructure costs and potential impacts to life would increase due to the need to upgrade levees
and other flood control devices throughout the state. Infrastructure improvement costs related to climate change adaptation
are estimated in the tens of billions of dollars.

Center Stregt C Building (13432) . , : 17
Plar?nn?ﬁgre Ommission - Exdhl%lt 1 - Development Review Committee Staff Report

Development Review Committee - Exhibit 8 - MND Response to Comments



Environmental Setting

18 . . i Air Quality and Climate Ch t
Planning Commission - Exhibit 1 - Development ReV|'er\9\9a®'8Pnrﬁrrl]?teeeag%%ll??ssamsr&)rt
Development Review Committee - Exhibit 8 - MND Response to Comments



Environmental Setting

Exhibit 1
Regional Context and Vicinity Map
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Exhibit 2
Radius Map
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4 Regulatory Framework

The following summarizes Federal, State, and local regulations related to air quality, pollution control, greenhouse gas
emissions.

4.1 Clean Air Act

The Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) defines the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) responsibilities for protecting and
improving the United States air quality and ozone layer.”? Key components of the CAA include reducing ambient
concentrations of air pollutants that cause health and aesthetic problems, reducing emission of toxic air pollutants, and
stopping production and use of chemicals that destroy the ozone.

Federal clean air laws require areas with unhealthy levels of ozone, inhalable particulate matter, Carbon monoxide, nitrogen
dioxide, and sulfur dioxide to develop State Implementation Plans (SIPs); comprehensive documents that identify how an area
will attain NAAQS. Deadlines for attainment were established in the 1990 amendments to the CAA based on the severity of an
area's air pollution problem. Failure to meet air quality deadlines can result in sanctions against the State or the EPA taking
over enforcement of the CAA in the affected area. SIPs are a compilation of new and previously submitted plans, programs,
district rules, and State and Federal regulations. The SCAQMD implements the required provisions of an applicable SIP
through its AQMP. Currently, SCAQMD implements the 8-hr Ozone and PMy5 SIP in the 2007 AQMP and the PMo SIP in the
2003 AQMP. The PMys SIP is currently being revised by SCAQMD in response to partial disapproval by the EPA. The 2012
Lead SIP for the Los Angeles County portion of SCAB was adopted by the SCAQMD Board on May 4, 2012 and approved by
ARB on May 24, 2012 and forwarded to the EPA for approval as a revision to the California SIP.

4.2  California Clean Air Act

The California Clean Air Act (CCAA) of 1988 was enacted to develop plans and strategies for attaining California Ambient Air
Quality Standards (CAAQS). The California Air Resources Board (ARB), which is part of the California Environmental
Protection Agency (Cal-EPA), develops statewide air quality regulations, including industry-specific limits on criteria, toxic, and
nuisance pollutants. The CCAA is more stringent than Federal law in a number of ways including revised standards for PM10
and ozone and State for visibility reducing particles, sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride.

4.3 2012 Air Quality Management Plan

The purpose of an Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) is to bring an air basin into compliance with federal and state air
quality standards and is a multi-tiered document that builds on previously adopted AQMPs.'3 The 2003 AQMP was adopted in
August 2003 and demonstrated O3 and PMy, for the Basin. It also provides the maintenance plans for CO and NO,, which the
Basin has been in attainment for since 1997 and 1992, respectively. The 2007 AQMP for the Basin was approved by the
SCAQMD Board of Directors in June 2007. The 2007 AQMP builds on the 2003 AQMP and is designed to address the federal
8-hour ozone and PMys air quality standards. The AQMP identifies short- and long-term control measures designed to reduce
stationary, area, and mobile source emissions, organized into four primary components:

1. District Stationary and Mobile Source Control Measures

2. Air Resources Board (ARB) State Strategy

3. Supplement to ARB Control Strategy

4, SCAG Regional Transportation Strategy and Control Measures

The 2012 AQMP was adopted by the SCAQMD board on December 7, 2012. The 2012 AQMP incorporated the latest
scientific and technological information and planning assumptions, including the 2012 Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy and updated emission inventory methodologies for various source categories. The
2012 AQMP includes the new and changing federal requirements, implementation of new technology measures, and the
continued development of economically sound, flexible compliance approaches. The SCAQMD is currently initiating an early
development process for preparation of the 2016 AQMP.
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44  SCAQMD Rule Book

In order to control air pollution in the Basin, SCAQMD adopts rules that establish permissible air pollutant emissions and
governs a variety of businesses, processes, operations, and products to implement the AQMP and the various federal and
state air quality requirements. SCAQMD does not adopt rules for mobile sources; those are established by ARB or the United
States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Rules that will be applicable during construction of the proposed project
include Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) and Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings). Rule 403 prohibits emissions of fugitive dust from
any grading activity, storage pile, or other disturbed surface area if it crosses the project property line or if emissions caused
by vehicle movement cause substantial impairment of visibility (defined as exceeding 20 percent opacity in the air). Rule 403
requires the implementation of Best Available Control Measures (BACM) and includes additional provisions for projects
disturbing more than five acres and those disturbing more than fifty acres. Rule 1113 establishes maximum concentrations of
VOCs in paints and other applications and establishes the thresholds for low-VOC coatings.

45  Executive Order S-3-05

Executive Order S-3-05 was issued by California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger and established targets for the reduction
of greenhouse gas emission at the milestone years of 2010, 2020, and 2050. Statewide GHG emissions must be reduced to
1990 levels by year 2020 and by 80 percent beyond that by year 2050. The Order requires the Secretary of the California
Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) to coordinate with other State departments to identify strategies and reduction
programs to meet the identified targets. A Climate Action Team (CAT) was created and is headed by the Secretary of CalEPA
who reports on the progress of the reduction strategies. The latest CAT Biennial Report to the Governor and Legislature was
completed in April 2010.1* CAT also works in 11 subgroups to support development and implementation of the Scoping Plan
(see “California Global Warming Solutions Act” herein).

4.6  Executive Order B-30-15

Executive Order B-30-15 was issued by California Governor Edmund G. Brown Jr. on April 29, 2015 to establish a California
greenhouse gas reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. This is meant as an interim target to ensure the
state meets its ultimate goal of 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.

4.7  California Global Warming Solutions Act

The California State Legislature adopted the California Global Warming Solutions Act in 2006 (AB32). AB32 establishes the
caps on statewide greenhouse gas emissions proclaimed in Executive Order S-3-05 and establishes a regulatory timeline to
meet the reduction targets. The timeline is as follows:

January 1, 2009 Adopt Scoping Plan

January 1, 2010 Early action measures take effect
January 1, 2011 Adopt GHG reduction measures
January 1, 2012 Reduction measures take effect

December 31, 2020 Deadline for 2020 reduction target

As part of AB32, CARB had to determine what 1990 GHG emissions levels were and projected a business-as-usual (BAU)
estimate for 2020 to determine the amount of GHG emissions that will need to be reduced. BAU is a term used to define
emissions levels without considering reductions from future or existing programs or technologies. 1990 emissions are
estimated at 427 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MMTCOZ2E) while 2020 emissions (after accounting for the
economic downturn in 2008 and implementation of Pavley 1 vehicle emissions reductions and the State Renewable Portfolio
Standard identified in Air Resources Board Scoping Plan below) are estimated at 507 MMTCOZ2E; therefore, California GHG
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emissions must be reduced 80 MMTCOZ2E (507 - 427 = 80) by 2020, a reduction of approximately 16 percent below BAU.
Emissions are required to be reduced an additional 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.

4.8  Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act

In January 2009, California Senate Bill (SB) 375 went into effect known as the Sustainable Communities and Climate
Protection Act.'> The objective of SB375 is to better integrate regional planning of transportation, land use, and housing to
reduce sprawl and ultimately reduce greenhouse gas emissions and other air pollutants. SB375 tasks ARB to set greenhouse
gas reduction targets for each of California’s 18 regional Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs). Each MPO is required
to prepare a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) as part of their Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The SCS is a
growth strategy in combination with transportation policies that will show how the MPO will meet its GHG reduction target. If
the SCS cannot meet the reduction goal, an Alternative Planning Strategy (APS) may be adopted that meets the goal through
alternative development, infrastructure, and transportation measures or policies.

In the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) region (in which the proposed project is located), sub-regions
can also elect to prepare their own SCS or APS. In August 2010, ARB released the proposed GHG reduction targets for the
MPOs to be adopted in September 2010. The proposed reduction targets for the SCAG region were 8-percent by year 2020
and 13-percent by year 2035. The 8-percent year 2020 target was adopted in September 2010 and tentatively adopted the
year 2035 until February 2011 to provide additional time for SCAG, ARB, and other stakeholders to account for additional
resources (such as state transportation funds) needed to achieve the proposed targets. In February 2011, the SCAG
President affirmed the year 2035 reduction target and SCAG Staff updated ARB on additional funding opportunities.

4.9  Air Resources Board Scoping Plan

The ARB Scoping Plan is the comprehensive plan to reach the GHG reduction targets stipulated in AB32. The key elements of
the plan are to expand and strengthen energy efficiency programs, achieve a statewide renewable energy mix of 33 percent,
develop a cap-and-trade program with other partners in the Western Climate Initiative (includes seven states in the United
States and four territories in Canada), establish transportation-related targets, and establish fees.'® The Scoping Plan
measures are identified in Table 6 (Scoping Plan Measures). Note that the current early discrete actions are incorporated into
these measures. ARB estimates that implementation of these measures will reduce GHG emissions in the state by 174
MMTCO2E by 2020; therefore, implementation of the Scoping Plan will meet the 2020 reduction target. In a report prepared
on September 23, 2010, ARB indicates that 40 percent of the reduction measures identified in the Scoping Plan have been
secured."” The cap-and-trade program began on January 1, 2012 after ARB completes a series of activities that deal with the
registration process, compliance cycle, and tracking system; however, covered entities will not have an emissions obligation
until 2013.'® ARB is currently working on the low carbon fuel standard where public hearings and workshops are currently
being conducted. In August 2011, the Scoping plan was reapproved by the ARB Board with the program’s environmental
documentation.

The ARB has prepared the First Update to the Scoping Plan (Update) with a draft made available for public review on
February 10, 2014. The Update to the Scoping Plan builds upon the 2008 Scoping Plan with new strategies and
recommendations. The Update identifies opportunities to leverage existing and new funds to further drive GHG emission
reductions through strategic planning and targeted low carbon investments. The Update defines ARB’s climate change
priorities for the next five years and sets the groundwork to reach post-2020 goals set forth in Executive Orders S-3-05 and B-
16-2012. The Update highlights California’s progress toward meeting the 2020 GHG emission reduction goals defined in the
2008 Scoping Plan. It also evaluates how to align the State’s long-term GHG reduction strategies with other State policy
priorities for water, waste, natural resources, clean energy, transportation, and land use. A draft Environmental Analysis (EA)
was released for a 45-day public review period on March 14, 2014. After considering public comments and Board direction,
the final First Update, summary of comments received on the draft EA, and ARB’s responses to those comments were
released on May 15, 2014. The First Update to the Scoping Plan was approved by the Board on May 22, 2014.

Center Street Commerce Building (13432) . . : 25
Planning Commission 9Ex %lt 1 - Development Review Committee Staff Report

Development Review Committee - Exhibit 8 - MND Response to Comments



Regulatory Framework

4.10 Water Conservation in Landscaping Act

Section 65591 of the Government Code requires all local jurisdictions to adopt a water efficient landscape ordinance. The
ordinance is to address water conservation through appropriate use and grouping of plants based on environmental
conditions, water budgeting to maximize irrigation efficiency, storm water retention, and automatic irrigation systems. Failure
to adopt a water efficiency ordinance requires a local jurisdiction to enforce the provisions of the State’s model water efficiency
ordinance. In 2009, the Department of Water Resources (DWR) updated the Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance
pursuant to amendments to the 1991 Act. These amendments and the new model ordinance went into effect on January 1,
2010. The amended Act is applicable to any new commercial, multi-family, industrial or tract home project containing 2,500
square feet (SF) or more of landscaping. Individual landscape projects of 5,000 SF or more on single-family properties will
also be subject to the Act. All landscape plans are required to include calculations verifying conformance with the maximum
applied water allowance and must be prepared and stamped by a licensed landscape architect.

4.11 California Green Building Standards

New California Green Building Standards Code (CALGREEN) went into effect on January 1, 2011." The purpose of the new
addition to the California Building Code (CBC) is to improve public health, safety, and general welfare by enhancing the design
and construction of buildings using concepts to reduce negative impacts or produce positive impacts on the environment. The
CALGREEN regulations cover planning and design, energy efficiency, water efficiency and conservation, material
conservation and resources efficiency, and environmental quality. Many of the new regulations have the effect of reducing
greenhouse gas emissions from the operation of new buildings. Table 7 (CALGREEN Requirements) summarizes the
previous requirements of the CBC and the new requirements of CALGREEN that went into effect in January 2011. Minor
technical revisions and additional requirements went into effect in July 2012. The Code was further updated in 2013, effective
January 1, 2014 through 2016.
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Table 6
Scoping Plan Measures
Measure Description
T-1 Pavely I and Il — Light Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Standards
T-2 Low Carbon Fuel Standard
T-3 Regional Transportation-Related Greenhouse Gas Targets
T-4 Vehicle Efficiency Measures
T-5 Ship Electrification at Ports
T-6 Good Movement Efficiency Measures
T-7 Heavy-Duty Vehicle Aerodynamic Efficiency
T-8 Medium and Heavy-Duty Vehicle Hybridization
T-9 High Speed Rail
E-1 Energy Efficiency (Electricity Demand Reduction)
E-2 Increase Combined Heat and Power Use
E-3 Renewable Portfolio Standard
E-4 Million Solar Roofs
CR-1 Energy Efficiency (Natural Gas Demand Reduction)

CR-2 Solar Water Heating

GB-1 Green Buildings

W-1 Water Use Efficiency
W-2 Water Recycling
W-3 Water System Energy Efficiency
W-4 Reuse Urban Runoff
W-5 Increase Renewable Energy Production
W-6 Public Good Charge (Water)
-1 Energy Efficiency for Large Industrial Sources
-2 Oil and Gas Extraction GHG Reductions
-3 Oil and Gas Transmission Leak Reductions
-4 Refinery Flare Recovery Process Improvements
-5 Removal of Methane Exemption from Existing Refinery Regulations
RW-1 Landfill Methane Control

RW-2 Increase Landfill Methane Capture Efficiency

RW-3 Recycling and Zero Waste

F-1 Sustainable Forest Target
H-1 Motor Vehicle Air Conditioning
H-2 Non-Utilities and Non-Semiconductor SFs Limits

H-3 Semiconductor Manufacturing PFC Reductions
H-4 Consumer Products High GWP Limits

H-5 High GWP Mobile Source Reductions

H-6 High GWP Stationary Source Reductions

H-7 High GWP Mitigation Fees

A-1 Large Dairy Methane Capture
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Table 7
CALGREEN Requirements

[tem

Requirements

Previous CALGREEN
Stormwater Stormwater management required on projects > than one . .
All projects subject to stormwater management.
4.1 Management acre
Surface Drainage Surface water must flow away from building Drainage patterns must be analyzed
42 Energy Efficiency California Energy Code Minimum energy f-JfflClency to be established by California
Energy Commissions
HCD maximum flush rates; CEC water use standards for Indoor water use must decrease by at least 20 percent
Indoor Water Use . ' -
appliances and fixtures (prescriptive or performance based)
43 Multiple Showerheads | Not covered (l\:/lotijlgple showerheads cannot exceed combined flow of the
o Irrigation controllers must be weather or soil moisture based
Irrigation Controllers Not covered
controllers
Joint Protection Plumbing and Mechanical Codes anoepigggs must be sealed with materials that rodents cannot
Construction Waste Local Ordinances Establishes minimum 50 percent recycling and waste
44 management plan
Educational materials and manuals must be provided to
Operation Plumbing Code for gray water systems building occupants and owners to ensure proper equipment
operation
Gas fireplaces must be direct-vent sealed-combustion type;
Fireplaces Local Ordinances Wood stoves and pellet stoves must meet USEPA Phase Il
emissions limits
Mechanical Equipment | Not covered All yentllatlon equment must be sealed from contamination
during construction
. Establishes statewide limits on VOC emissions from
VOCs Local Ordinances . ) .
adhesives, paints, sealants, and other coatings
. - . Establishes minimum requirements for vapor barriers in slab
45 Capillary Break No prescriptive method of compliance on grade foundations
. Current mill moisture levels for wall and floor beams is 15- | Moisture content must be verified prior to enclosure of wall or
Moisture Content
20 percent floor beams
Whole House Fans Not covered (I?f?qwres insulated louvers and closing mechanism when fan is
Bath Exhaust Fans Not covered Requires Energy Star compliance and humidistat control
HVAC Design Minimal requirements for heat loss, heat gain, and duct Eptlre system must be designed in respects to the local
systems climate
7 Installer Qualifications | HVAC installers need not be trained HVAC installers must be trained or certified
Inspectors Training only required for structural materials All inspectors must be trained

Source: HCD 2010
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5 Project Description

The project includes the construction of a 308,000-square-foot building on 15.63 acres located south of Center Street and
North of Placentia Lane in the City of Riverside, California. The project includes 110,591 square feet of landscaping, the
potential for up to 282 parking stalls, and 47 loading docks.
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Exhibit 3
Site Plan
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6  Air Quality Impact Analysis

The impact analysis contained herein was prepared utilizing guidance provided in the 1993 SCAQMD California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality Handbook. The thresholds identified in Appendix G of the State CEQA
Guidelines, as implemented by the City of Riverside, have been utilized to determine the significance of potential impacts.

6.1  Thresholds of Significance

In accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines and the local implementation procedures of the City of
Riverside, the project could result in potentially significant impacts related to air quality if it:

A. Conflicts with or obstructs implementation of the applicable air quality plan.
B. Violates any air quality standard or contributes substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation.
C. Results in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant that the region is non-attainment

under an applicable Federal or State ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions that exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors).

D. Exposes sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

E Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

To determine if maximum daily criteria pollutant emissions from construction and operation of the proposed project are
significant, the SCAQMD significance thresholds are used. These thresholds are identified in Table 8 (SCAQMD Maximum
Daily Emissions Thresholds (Ibs/day)).

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

NOx 100 55
VOC/ROG 75 55
PMio 150 150
PM25 55 55
SOx 150 150
CO 550 550
Lead 3 3
Source: SCAQMD 2015

6.2  AQMP Consistency

A significant impact could occur if the proposed project conflicts with or obstructs the implementation of South Coast Air Basin
2012 Air Quality Management Plan. Conflicts and obstructions that hinder implementation of the AQMP can delay efforts to
meet attainment deadlines for criteria pollutants and maintaining existing compliance with applicable air quality standards.
Pursuant to the methodology provided in Chapter 12 of the 1993 SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, consistency with the
South Coast Air Basin 2012 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) is affirmed when a project (1) does not increase the
frequency or severity of an air quality standards violation or cause a new violation and (2) is consistent with the growth
assumptions in the AQMP.20 Consistency review is presented below:

1. The project would result in short-term construction and long-term pollutant emissions that are less than the CEQA
significance emissions thresholds established by the SCAQMD, as demonstrated in Section 6.3 et seq of this report;
therefore, the project could not result in an increase in the frequency or severity of any air quality standards violation and
will not cause a new air quality standard violation.
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2. The CEQA Air Quality Handbook indicates that consistency with AQMP growth assumptions must be analyzed for new or
amended General Plan elements, Specific Plans, and significant projects. Significant projects include airports, electrical
generating facilities, petroleum and gas refineries, designation of oil drilling districts, water ports, solid waste disposal
sites, and off-shore drilling facilities; therefore, the proposed project is not defined as significant. This project does not
include a General Plan Amendment and therefore does not required consistency analysis with the AQMP.

Based on the consistency analysis presented above, the proposed project will not conflict with the AQMP.

6.3  Pollutant Emissions

6.3.1 Construction

Short-term criteria pollutant emissions will occur during demolition, site grading, building construction, paving, and
architectural coating activities. Emissions will occur from use of equipment, worker, vendor, and hauling trips, and disturbance
of onsite soils (fugitive dust). To determine if construction of the proposed project could result in a significant air quality impact,
the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) has been utilized. CalEEMod defaults have generally been used as
construction inputs into the model (see Appendix A for input values). The methodology for calculating emissions is included in
the CalEEMod User Guide, freely available at http://www.caleemod.com.

It was estimated that 7,416 square feet of existing, on-site structures will be demolished to accommodate the project.
Construction of the building is anticipated to start in early 2016. CalEEMod defaults for construction schedule phase duration
and equipment needs were utilized. Based on the results of the model, maximum daily emissions from the construction of the
project will result in excessive emissions of volatile organic chemicals (identified as reactive organic gases) associated with
interior and exterior coating activities. To compensate for excessive VOC emissions from coating activities, the model includes
use of a minimum 37 grams per liter (g/) VOC content for interior and exterior coatings, as identified in the project description.
Use of low-VOC coatings during construction activities will reduce VOC emissions to 72 Ibs/day, less than the threshold
established by SCAQMD.

Table 9
Daily Construction Emissions (Ibs/day)
Source | ROG | Nox | co | sO, | PMw | PMys
Summer
2016 7 75 50 <1 21 13
2017 72 37 45 <1 6 3
Winter
2016 7 75 50 <1 21 13
2017 72 37 46 <1 6 3
Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55
Substantial? No No No No No No

6.3.2 Operational and Area Sources

Long-term criteria air pollutant emissions will result from the operation of the proposed project. Long-term emissions are
categorized as area source emissions, energy demand emissions, and operational emissions. Operational emissions will
result from automobile, truck, and other vehicle sources associated with daily trips to and from the project. Area source
emissions are the combination of many small emission sources that include use of outdoor landscape maintenance
equipment, use of consumer products such as cleaning products, and periodic repainting of the proposed project. Energy
demand emissions result from use of electricity and natural gas. Emissions from area sources were estimated using
CalEEMod defaults.
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The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) was utilized to estimate mobile source emissions. Trip generation
(1.68 daily trips per 1,000 SF) is based on the trip generation rates provided in the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip
Generation Manual (9" Edition).?' Based on SCAQMD recommendations, an average rate of 0.64 trucks per 1,000 square
feet has been applied for purposes of this analysis.2 Passenger vehicles will consist of 61.80 percent of the fleet mix, light-
duty trucks will consist of 6.46 percent of the fleet mix, medium-heavy duty trucks will consist of 8.70 percent of the truck trips,
and heavy-heavy duty truck trips consist of 23.04 percent of the fleet mix. Trip lengths have been adjusted based on a study
of metropolitan commercial and freight travel conducted by the National Cooperative Highway Research Program. According
to observed data collected in the field for the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) region, trip lengths for
similar uses are estimated at 5.92 miles for light-duty trucks, 13.06 for medium-duty trucks, and 22.40 for heavy-duty trucks.
Total vehicle miles were calculated using the average daily trips for each vehicle class and divided by total daily truck trips to
get to an average truck distance of 17.41 miles. Assuming an opening year of 2018, the results of the CalEEMod model for
summer and winter operation of the project are summarized in Table 10 (Operational Daily Emissions). Based on the results
of the model, operational emissions associated with operation the project will not exceed the thresholds established by
SCAQMD.

Table 10
Operational Daily Emissions (Ibs/day)
Source | ROG | Nox | co | s0, | PMw | PMys
Summer
Area Sources 16 <1 <1 0 <1 <1
Energy Demand <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Mobile Sources 3 31 39 <1 8 2
Summer Total 19 31 38 <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
6.4  Sensitive Receptors

6.4.1

As part of SCAQMD’s environmental justice program, attention has recently been focusing more on the localized effects of air
quality. Although the region may be in attainment for a particular criteria pollutant, localized emissions from construction
activities coupled with ambient pollutant levels can cause localized increases in criteria pollutant that exceed national and/or
State air quality standards.

Localized Significance Thresholds

Construction-related criteria pollutant emissions and potentially significant localized impacts were evaluated pursuant to the
SCAQMD Final Localized Significance Thresholds Methodology. This methodology provides screening tables for one through
five acre project scenarios, depending on the amount of site disturbance during a day using the Fact Sheet for equipment
usage in CalEEMod.? Daily oxides of nitrogen (NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), and particulate matter (PMy and PM2s)
emissions will occur during construction of the project, grading of the project site, and paving of facility parking lots and drive
aisles. Table 11 (Localized Significance Threshold Analysis) summarize on- and off-site emissions as compared to the local
thresholds established for Source Receptor Area (SRA) 23 (Metropolitan Riverside County). Based on the use of four tractors
and three dozers during site preparation activities, a 3.5-acre threshold will be used (using linear regression). A 50 meter
receptor distance was used to reflect the proximity of residential uses to the sports fields south of the proejct site. Note that
particulate matter emissions account for daily watering required by SCAQMD Rule 403 (three times per day for a 55 percent
reduction in fugitive dust). Emissions from construction activities will not exceed any localized threshold.
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Table 11
Localized Significance Threshold Analysis (Ibs/day)
Phase CO NOx PM10 PM25
Demolition 35 46 2 2
Site Preparation 41 55 1 7
Grading 49 75 12 7
Building Construction 19 29 2 2
Paving 15 20 1 1
Architectural Coating 2 2 <1 <1
Threshold 1,708 248 28 8
Potentially Substantial? No No No No

Operation-related LSTs become of concern when there are substantial on-site stationary sources that could impact
surrounding receptors. The proposed project does not include such on-site operations; therefore, impacts related to
operational LSTs will not occur.

6.4.2 Carbon Monoxide Hotspots

A carbon monoxide (CO) hotspot is an area of localized CO pollution that is caused by severe vehicle congestion on major
roadways, typically near intersections. CO hotspots have the potential to violate State and Federal CO standards at
intersections, even if the broader Basin is in attainment for Federal and State levels. The California Department of
Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol (Protocol) screening procedures have been utilized to determine if the
proposed project could potentially result in a CO hotspot. Based on the recommendations of the Protocol, a screening analysis
should be performed for the proposed project to determine if a detailed analysis will be required. The California Department of
Transportation notes that because of the age of the assumptions used in the screening procedures and the obsolete nature of
the modeling tools utilized to develop the screening procedures in the Protocol, they are no longer accepted. More recent
screening procedures based on more current methodologies have been developed. The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District (SMAQMD) developed a screening threshold in 2011 which states that any project involving an
intersection experiencing 31,600 vehicles per hour or more will require detailed analysis. In addition, the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District developed a screening threshold in 2010 which states that any project involving an intersection
experiencing 44,000 vehicles per hour would require detailed analysis. The proposed project’s operations would not involve an
intersection experiencing this level of traffic; therefore, the proposed project passes the screening analysis and impacts are
deemed less than significant. Based on the local analysis procedures, the proposed project would not result in a CO hotspot.

6.5 Odors

According to the CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land uses associated with odor complaints include agricultural operations,
wastewater treatment plants, landfills, and certain industrial operations (such as manufacturing uses that produce chemicals,
paper, etc.). The proposed project is sited within an existing industrial and commercial area. The proposed project does not
produce odors that would affect a substantial number of people considering that the proposed project will not result in heavy
manufacturing activities.

6.6  Cumulative Impacts

6.6.1 Cumulative Construction Impacts

Cumulative short-term, construction-related emissions from the project will not contribute considerably to any potential
cumulative air quality impact because short-term project emissions will be less than significant and other concurrent
construction projects in the region will be required to implement standard air quality regulations and mitigation pursuant to
State CEQA requirements, just as this project has.
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6.6.2 Cumulative Operational Impacts

The SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook identifies methodologies for analyzing long-term cumulative air quality impacts for
criteria pollutants for which the Basin is nonattainment. These methodologies identify three performance standards that can be
used to determine if long-term emissions will result in cumulative impacts. Essentially, these methodologies assess growth
associated with a land use project and are evaluated for consistency with regional projections. These methodologies are
outdated, and are no longer recommended by SCAQMD. SCAQMD allows a project to be analyzed using the projection
method such that consistency with the AQMP will indicate that a project will not contribute considerably to cumulative air
quality impacts. As discussed in AQMP Consistency, the proposed project is consistent with growth assumptions in the
AQMP, and would not exceed any applicable SCAQMD thresholds for short- and long-term emissions. Therefore, the
proposed project will not contribute to any potential cumulative air quality impacts.
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7 Climate Change Impact Analysis

7.1  Thresholds of Significance

The proposed project could result in potentially significant impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions and global climate
change if it would:

A. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment.
B. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purposes of reducing the emissions of

greenhouse gases.

A numerical threshold for determining the significance of greenhouse gas emissions in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) has
not been established by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). As an interim threshold based on
guidance provided in the CAPCOA CEQA and Climate Change handbook, a non-zero threshold approach based on Approach
2 of the handbook has been used. Threshold 2.5 (Unit-Based Thresholds Based on Market Capture) establishes a numerical
threshold based on capture of approximately 90 percent of emissions from future development. The latest threshold
developed by SCAQMD using this method is 10,000 metric tons carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2E) per year for industrial
projects.? This threshold is based on the review of 711 CEQA projects. This threshold will be utilized herein to determine if
emissions of greenhouse gases from this project will be significant.

7.2 Direct and Indirect Emissions

The proposed project will include activities that emit greenhouse gas emissions over the short- and long-term. While one
project could not be said to cause global climate change, individual projects contribute cumulatively to greenhouse gas
emissions that result in climate change. A greenhouse gas emissions inventory was prepared for the project using under BAU
conditions and is analyzed below.

7.2.1 Short-Term Emissions

The project will result in short-term greenhouse gas emissions from construction and installation activities associated with
construction of the proposed project. Greenhouse gas emissions will be released by equipment used for grading, paving, and
building construction activities. GHG emissions will also result from worker and vendor trips to and from the project site. Table
12 (Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions) summarizes the estimated yearly emissions from construction activities.
Carbon dioxide emissions from construction equipment and worker/vendor trips were estimated utilizing the California
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2013.2.2 (see Appendix A). Construction activities are short-term and cease
to emit greenhouse gases upon completion, unlike operational emissions that are continuous year after year until operation of
the use ceases. Because of this difference, SCAQMD recommends in its draft threshold to amortize construction emissions
over a 30-year operational lifetime. This normalizes construction emissions so that they can be grouped with operational
emissions in order to generate a precise project GHG inventory. Amortized construction emissions are included in Table 12.
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Table 12
Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Construction GHG Emissions (MT/YR)
Year CO2 CHs N20 TOTAL*

2016 933 <1 0 936
2017 396 <1 0 397

AMORTIZED TOTAL" 44 <1 0 44
*MTCO2E
Note: Slight variations may occur due to rounding and variations in modeling software
A Amortized over 30-years

7.2.2 Long-Term Emissions

Warehousing and distribution activities will result in continuous greenhouse gas emissions from mobile and operational
sources. Mobile sources including vehicle trips to and from the project site will result primarily in emissions of CO, with minor
emissions of CHs and N2O. The most significant GHG emission from natural gas usage will be methane. Electricity usage by
the project and indirect usage of electricity for water and wastewater conveyance will result primarily in emissions of carbon
dioxide. Disposal of solid waste will result in emissions of methane from the decomposition of waste at landfills coupled with
CO; emission from the handling and transport of solid waste. These sources combine to define the long-term greenhouse gas
emissions for the build-out of the proposed project.

To determine long-term emissions, CalEEMod was used. The methodology utilized for each emissions source is based on the
CAPCOA Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures handbook.?> A summary of the project's net long-term
greenhouse gas emissions is included in Table 13 (Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions). Emissions are presented as
metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2E) meaning that all emissions have been weighted based on their Global
Warming Potential (GWP) (a metric ton is equal to 1.102 US short tons).

Table 13
Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Source GHG Emissions (MT/YR

CO; CHq N2O TOTAL*
Area <1 <1 0 <1
Energy 738 <1 <1 740
Mobile 2,123 <1 0 2,123
Solid Waste 59 3 0 131
Water/Wastewater 598 2 <1 664

TOTAL 3,517 6 <1 3,659

*MTCO2E/YR
Note: Slight variations may occur due to rounding

Mobile sources are based on annual vehicle miles traveled (VMT) based on daily trip generation identified in the trip
generation memorandum.? Trip lengths have been adjusted based on a study of metropolitan commercial and freight travel
conducted by the National Cooperative Highway Research Program. According to observed data collected in the field for the
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) region, trip lengths for similar uses are estimated at 5.92 miles for
light-duty trucks, 13.06 for medium-duty trucks, and 22.40 for heavy-duty trucks. Total vehicle miles were calculated using the
average daily trips for each vehicle class and divided by total daily truck trips to get to an average truck distance of 17.41
miles. Natural gas usage and electricity usage are based on default demand figures utilized in CalEEMod. Solid waste
generation is also based on CalEEMod defaults.

CalEEMod does not include outdoor landscape irrigation demand defaults for this type of project. Estimated irrigation needs
for landscaping was calculated at 2,591,811 gallons per year. Landscape irrigation requirements were calculated using the
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Climate Change Impact Analysis

California Department of Water Resources (DWR) Water Budget Workbook that calculates the Maximum Applied Water
Allowance (MAWA) for landscaping based on the requirements of the state water conservation in landscaping act.?” This
reflects the maximum allowable amount of water that is permitted to be used annually after consideration of effective
precipitation (25 percent of annual rainfall). MAWA is calculated using the following equation:

MAWA = (ET, — 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)

Indoor water demand and wastewater discharges are based on CalEEMod defaults.

7.2.3  Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory

Table 14 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory) summarizes the yearly estimated greenhouse gas emissions from
construction and operational sources. The total yearly carbon dioxide equivalent emissions for the proposed project are
estimated at 3,703 MTCOZ2E. This does not exceed the SCAQMD threshold of 10,000 MTCOZ2E per year.

Table 14
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory

Selliee GHG Emissions (MT/YR
CO; CH, N.O TOTAL*
Construction 44 <1 0 44
Operation 3,517 6 <l 3,659
Total

*MTCO2E/YR
Note: Slight variations may occur due to rounding
A Construction impacts amortized over 30-years

7.3 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Planning

ARB’s Scoping Plan identifies strategies to reduce California’s greenhouse gas emissions in support of AB32. Many of the
strategies identified in the Scoping Plan are not applicable at the project level, such as long-term technological improvements
to reduce emissions from vehicles. Some measures are applicable and supported by the project, such as energy efficiency.
Finally, while some measures are not directly applicable, the project would not conflict with their implementation. Reduction
measures are grouped into 18 action categories, as follows:

1. California Cap-and-Trade Program Linked to Western Climate Initiative Partner Jurisdictions. Implement a
broad-based California cap-and-trade program to provide a firm limit on emissions. Link the California cap-and-trade
program with other Western Climate Initiative Partner programs to create a regional market system to achieve
greater environmental and economic benefits for California.2® Ensure California’s program meets all applicable AB 32
requirements for market-based mechanisms.

2. California Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Standards. Implement adopted Pavley standards and planned
second phase of the program. Align zero-emission vehicle, alternative and renewable fuel and vehicle technology
programs with long-term climate change goals.
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3. Energy Efficiency. Maximize energy efficiency building and appliance standards, and pursue additional efficiency
efforts including new technologies, and new policy and implementation mechanisms. Pursue comparable investment
in energy efficiency from all retail providers of electricity in California (including both investor-owned and publicly
owned utilities).

4. Renewables Portfolio Standards. Achieve 33 percent renewable energy mix statewide.

5. Low Carbon Fuel Standard. Develop and adopt the Low Carbon Fuel Standard.

6. Regional Transportation-Related Greenhouse Gas Targets. Develop regional greenhouse gas emissions
reduction targets for passenger vehicles.

7. Vehicle Efficiency Measures. Implement light-duty vehicle efficiency measures.

8. Goods Movement. Implement adopted regulations for the use of shore power for ships at berth. Improve efficiency
in goods movement activities.

9. Million Solar Roofs Program. Install 3,000 megawatts of solar-electric capacity under California’s existing solar
programs.

10. Medium- and Heavy-Duty Vehicles. Adopt medium- (MD) and heavy-duty (HD) vehicle efficiencies. Aerodynamic
efficiency measures for HD trucks pulling trailers 53-feet or longer that include improvements in trailer aerodynamics
and use of rolling resistance tires were adopted in 2008 and went into effect in 2010.2° Future, yet to be determined
improvements, includes hybridization of MD and HD trucks.

11. Industrial Emissions. Require assessment of large industrial sources to determine whether individual sources within
a facility can cost-effectively reduce greenhouse gas emissions and provide other pollution reduction co-benefits.
Reduce greenhouse gas emissions from fugitive emissions from oil and gas extraction and gas transmission. Adopt
and implement regulations to control fugitive methane emissions and reduce flaring at refineries.

12. High Speed Rail. Support implementation of a high speed rail system.

13. Green Building Strategy. Expand the use of green building practices to reduce the carbon footprint of California’s
new and existing inventory of buildings.

14. High Global Warming Potential Gases. Adopt measures to reduce high warming global potential gases.

15. Recycling and Waste. Reduce methane emissions at landfills. Increase waste diversion, composting and other
beneficial uses of organic materials, and mandate commercial recycling. Move toward zero-waste.

16. Sustainable Forests. Preserve forest sequestration and encourage the use of forest biomass for sustainable energy
generation. The 2020 target for carbon sequestration is 5 million MTCO2E/YR.

17. Water. Continue efficiency programs and use cleaner energy sources to move and treat water.

18. Agriculture. In the near-term, encourage investment in manure digesters and at the five-year Scoping Plan update
determine if the program should be made mandatory by 2020.

Table 15 (Scoping Plan Consistency Summary) summarizes the project’s consistency with the State Scoping Plan. As
summarized, the project will not conflict with any of the provisions of the Scoping Plan and in fact supports seven of the action
categories through water conservation and recycling.
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Table 15
Scoping Plan Consistency Summary
Action SUDHORITE Consistency
Measures

Not Applicable. These programs involve capping

Cap-and-Trade Proaram 3 emissions from electricity generation, industrial facilities,
P 9 and broad scoped fuels. Caps do not directly affect this

type of project.
Light-Duty Vehicle Standards -1 Not App!lcable._ This is a §tateW|de measure

establishing vehicle emissions standards.

E-1

Enerav Efficienc E-2 Consistent. The project will not conflict with any State

9y y CR-1 mandated energy efficiency requirements.
CR-2

Renewables Portfolio Standard E-3 Not Applicable. Est_abllshes the minimum statewide
renewable energy mix.

Low Carbon Fuel Standard T2 {\lot Appllgable. Establishes reduced carbon intensity of
ransportation fuels.

Regional Transportation-Related Greenhouse Consistent. The prgjegt mcludgs features th?t “?duce

T-3 greenhouse gas emissions, assisting the region in

Gas Targets . I
meeting emissions targets.
Not Applicable. Identifies measures such as minimum
Vehicle Efficiency Measures T4 tire-fuel efficiency, lower friction oil, and reduction in air
conditioning use.

1.5 Not applicable. Identifies measures to improve goods
movement efficiencies such as advanced combustion
strategies, friction reduction, waste heat recovery, and

Goods Movement electrification of accessories. While these measures are
yet to be implemented and will be voluntary, the
proposed project would not interfere with their

T-6 implementation.

Not Applicable. Sets goal for use of solar systems

Milion Solar Roofs Program E4 .throughout the state. While the project gu_rrently does not
include solar energy generation, the buildings could
support solar panels in the future.

T-7 Consistent. MD and HD trucks and trailers working from
the proposed project will be subject to aerodynamic and

Medium- & Heavy-Duty Vehicles hybridization requirements as established by ARB; no
feature of the project would interfere with implementation

T-8 of these requirements and programs.

-1 Not Applicable. These measures are applicable to large

Industrial Emissions [-2 industrial facilities (> 500,000 MTCOE2/YR) and other

-3 intensive uses such as refineries.
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Action S Consistency
Measures
-4
-5
High Speed Rail T-9 Not Applicable. Supports increased mobility choice.
Consistent. The project includes water and solid waste
Green Building Strategy GB-1 efficiencies consistent with 2011 CALGREEN
requirements.
H-1
H-2 . —
H3 Not Applllcable. The plroposed prOJlectl isnota '
. . . f high GWP emissions and will
High Global Warming Potential Gases H-4 substantlgl source ot hig M e
H5 complx with any future changes in air cpnd|t|on|ng, fire
6 protection suppressant, and other requirements.
H-7
RW-1 Consistent. The project is subject to a minimum 50
Recycling and Waste RW-2 percent recycling standlard and _wiII recycle a minimum of
RW-3 50 pgrcent of construction debris per State and City
requirements.
Consistent. The project will increase carbon
Sustainable Forests F-1 sequestration by maintaining on-site trees in project
landscaping.
W-1
W-2
W W-3 Consistent. The project includes use of recycled water
ater ,
W-4 and low-flow fixtures.
W-5
W-6
Agriculture A-1 Not Applicable. The project is not an agricultural use.
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8 Mitigation Measures

None required.
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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

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail X 308.00 X 1000sqft | 7.07 | 308,000.00 X 0
|~ T Other Non‘Asphalt Surfaces 'Ir ______ iors9 ~ T T T T T :_ T T 7 T T ooosgt T T T T T 'I' T T 23T T T :_ T T101591.00 ': TT T 0T T ]
|~ T T 7 T Parkinglot T T T T T T T T T 623 T T T T T T T T T T T TAe T T T T T T T T 23T T T T To71378s0 1~ T o T 7]
]

Parking Lot | 6.23 | Acre | 6.23
]

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 31
Climate Zone 10 Operational Year 2018
Utility Company Riverside Public Utilities

CO2 Intensity 1325.65 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

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
Vechicle Emission Factors - Fleet Mix Per SCAQMD Recommendation
Vechicle Emission Factors - Fleet Mix Per SCAQMD Recommendation

Water And Wastewater - Include Landscape Water Demand

?able Name Column Name Default Value New Value
th’rojectCharacteristics | OperationalYear | 2014 | 2018
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2.0 Emissions Summary
2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction
ROG NOXx [efe) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total C02

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2016 " 0.7319 : 6.0180 : 6.338-5 : 0.0109 : 0.617-2 : 0.3094 : 0.9266 : 0.2104 : 0.2887 : 0.4992 | 0.0000 :933.9305: 933.9305 : 0.1203 : 0.0000 : 936.45?
[~ To2017 T _::_5._1232_:_25630_:_2297_8 T 4_.7&)03-4" 0.1973 :_0._1056_:_0.507_0 _: 70.0531 _: 0.1027 ':' 0.1558 ': "0.0000 T3§6.4_23_ :_3_6._23_ :_0_.04712_:_05050_:59735702_

[} — [} | | 003_ | | | | | [} | | [} | | |
Total 5.8551 8.0870 8.8363 0.0157 0.8146 0.4190 1.2336 0.2635 0.3914 0.6549 0.0000 |1,330.353(1,330.3535| 0.1645 0.0000 |1,333.807
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Mitigated Construction

ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N-20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CcOo2
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2016 I 0.7-319 | 6.0180 | 6.338-5 | 0.0109 | 0.6172 | 0.3094 | 0.9266 | 0.2104 | 0.2887 | 0.4992 | 0.0000 |933.9300| 933.9300 | 0.1203 | 0.0000 | 936.4571
| _ o _ _ _ w _ _\___\___+r___rr___v__0___r___r___r___r___r_ ]
2017 I 51232 | 2.0690 | 2.4978 | 4.7900e- I 0.1973 1 0.1096 | 0.3070 | 0.0531 1 0.1027 | 0.1558 1 0.0000 | 396.4229 | 396.4229 | 0.0442 1 0.0000 | 397.3501
] | 1 | 003 1 1 1 1 1 | 1 1 | 1 1 1
Total 5.8551 8.0870 8.8363 0.0157 0.8146 0.4190 1.2336 0.2635 0.3914 0.6549 0.0000 |1,330.352(1,330.3529| 0.1645 0.0000 |1,333.807
9 1
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total COo2
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
-
ROG NOXx [e]e) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total COo2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area I 2.9453 | 5.0000e- I5.38009—I 0.0000 | I2.0000‘3-I 2.0000e- | | 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- | 0.0000 | 0.0103 | 0.0103 | 3.0000e- | 0.0000 | 0.0109
005 003 005 005 005 005 005
| _ _ _ _ _ _ w __\___\___+r___r___c-________r__—-r___r___r__-v___v_____a___
Energy I 3.5500e- | 0.0323 | 0.0271 | 1.9000e- | | 2.4600e- | 2.4600e- | | 2.4600e- | 2.4600e- | 0.0000 | 738.0824 | 738.0824 | 0.0161 | 3.8300e- | 739.6056
] 003 | | 1 004 | 1 003 | 003 | 1 003 | 003 | | 1 1 1 003 |
[~ “Mobile _::_03353_:_5._9231_:_7 522_4'If 0.0258 T 1.2545 :_0._0970_:_1351_5 _: 703399 _'I 70.0893 T "0.4292 ': "0.0000 TzIzz_.fo :5,1_227354:_ O_.OCB_F:Q_:_OYJOBO_:ZlESZSI
4 9
| o - — W_ _ _ 1 _ 0 __ 4 _ __ v _ - _d___ 1 ___d___ L
Waste I | | | | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 58.7699 ; 0.0000 | 58.7699 | 3.4732 | 0.0000 | 131.7072
] | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 | 1 1 | 1 1 1
[~ W TN T T TIT T T TIT T T TS T ST T T T GheeT! oo 1T T T T 00000 T G.0000 T 225064 Ts748771 (6975795 I~ 233 1T 00574 B6A.3708]
] | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 | 1 1 | 1 1 1
Total 3.4881 5.957_5 7.3549 0.0260 1.2545 0.0995 1.3540 0.3399 0.0918 0.4316 81.3664 |3,435.800|3,517.1664| 5.8587 0.0612 |3,659.179
1 3
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area ! 2.9453 X 5.0000e- I5.38006-I 0.0000 | I2.00006-I 2.0000e- | | 2.0000e- X 2.0000e- | 0.0000 | 0.0103 X 0.0103 | 3.0000e- | 0.0000 | 0.0109
005 003 005 005 005 005 005
o _ _ n_ _ _ _\_ ___\___ X ___r_____ Ay
Energy I 3.5500e- | 0.0323 | 0.0271 | 1.9000e- | | 2.4600e- | 2.4600e- | | 2.4600e- | 2.4600e- | 0.0000 | 738.0824 | 738.0824 | 0.0161 | 3.8300e- | 739.6056
I 003 1 | 004 | 003 003 | 003 003 1 1 1 1 1 003
[~ Mobile _"_0._5333_:_53231_:_7.52271 T 0.0258 ':' 12545 '_07)970_:_1.551_5 _: T0.3399 ': 70.0893 'Ir "0.4292 ': "0.0000 ':'z,_zz_.fo :5,1_227354:_ O_.OT%Q_:_O_OOEO_:2153.ZB4_
4 9
| - - — — — - W_ 1 ___L_ e N U U U
Waste I | | ) ) | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 58.7699 | 0.0000 | 58.7699 | 3.4732 | 0.0000 | 131.7072
] | | | | | | 1 1 | | | | | | |
[~ TWater W T T I T T I T T T T T T T T T Tl goo00 00000 ' T T 1700000 T 0.0000 1 225964 T574.9771 (5975735 I 23330 |7 0.0573 | '664.3347 |
] | | | | | | 1 1 | | | | | | |
Total 3.4881 5.9575 7.3549 0.0260 1.2545 0.0995 1.3540 0.3399 0.0918 0.4316 81.3664 |3,435.800|3,517.1664| 5.8582 0.0612 |3,659.143
1 3
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 JBio- CO2 NTSio-COZ '-Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.13 0.00
Reduction
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3.0 Construction Detalil

Construction Phase

Phase Phase Name Phase ?ype Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 IDemolition IDemolition I1/1/2016 I1/28/2016 | 5I 20I
2~ = 7 TiSite Preparation ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ Tsite Preparation 11/29/2006 ~ ~ T2jizjzot6 VT T T sl T T 0t T T T T T T T T T T
37 " " TiGradng ~ ~ ~ " " T " 7 TGradng T T T 7 |2715/261€ T T 3242016 _:_ T _5:_ T _36: _____________
4~ |Building Construction ~ ~ ~ ~ |Building Construction _.3725/2616 T T b/182017 _: T _5:' T 7300 T T T T T T T
FT T g T T PavingT T T T T T 511817017 T yeitsiz0t7 T T T T s, T T 0, T T T T T T T T T
6™ ~ A‘rcﬁt&nTraTcBatTng_ T Ar‘chﬁec‘tua?:o_anﬁg_ T 6715/2617 T 7/13/_2017_ T _5:' T _26: _____________

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 '-rype Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Architectural Coating IAir Compressors | 1I 6.00I 7-8I 0.48]
Demoliion ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ " TExcavators 1~ T TTT77 3T T T T ool T T T T 1620 T T T T 0.3
1 | | | 1
Demolition I1Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 1 8.001 811 0.73]
_______________ U [ U P
Grading |Excavators 1 2y 8.00; 162, 0.38
------- P T T il sl e
Building Construction ,Cranes | 1, 7.00, 226, 0.29
Buiding Construction Fo‘rkﬁﬁs “““““ "I ““““ 3'|' T _860:_ ____ sﬁ;l “““ 0.20
Building Construction rGEne_raE)r_Se_ts ______ ": ““““ 1'|' T T T T goom T T T T T 8_4: “““ 0.74
b&m‘g____________TPeTve_rs___________l ________ 21T T T T gooil T T T T 1250 T T 7 0.4
. _ L _ o ____JA______ L ___ - _]
Paving |Ro||ers 1 21 8.001 801 0.38
___________________________ U U
Demolition ,Rubber Tired Dozers | 2) 8.00; 255 0.40f
——————————————————————————— 4 — - — — - - —— — —F— == — — e — — = — —
Grading Rubber Tired Dozers | 1, 8.00I 255I 0.40]
[Blilding Construction” ~ ~ T T © TchtBrs‘/LBad‘er‘s/E?a&hBeE T "I ““““ 3"' T ‘760:‘ ____ 9‘7: “““ 0.37]
Giadng T T T 7T 7T rerad;rs‘ “““““ 1TT T U T 7T 0]
1 |
Grading ITractors/Loaders/Backhoes | 21 8.00! 971 0.37]
L - - ]
JPaving |PaV|ng Equipment 1 2| 8.001 1301 0.36
___________________________ U
Site Preparation ,Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes | 4 8.00; 97, 0.37]
___________________________ B T T T T L L T NS
Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers | 3| 8 OOI 255I 0.40]
Gradng ~ ~ ~ ~ T " T T 77 s&aﬁer‘s ““““““ "I ““““ z'l' T _850:_ ____ 3 6_1: “““ 0.49
I'Blfndmg‘cansiru_cnan_ T Twad_ers_ [ 777" ool T T T 7 a6 T T T T T 0.45
| | | | |

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker '-rrip Vendor ?rip Hauling ?rip Worker ?rip Vendor ?rip Hauling ?rip Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling

Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle ClassVehicle Class

[Demolition | B 15.00, 0.00, 733.00, 14.70, 5.90, 20.00,LD._Mix JHDT Mix — HHDT

Site Preparation T T T T _7;_ T T 1goo, T T T 0_05;_ - 606;_ T T 1470, 7 T T 690, ~ T 20.00, oM T T T H[_)T_M_lx_ _;ﬁHBT_ -

Grading ~ ~ ~ ‘I'______?3;___EOI)OT___0_06;___606:____14_70':____69_0'_ ~ 2000, o mix ~ 7~ HBT_M_IX_ “'AHDT T

[Bﬁldi_ng_cgns_m?cti?)n_ ‘I' T T T _9:_ - _256_00T - 512_05: -7 605:_ - _14._707| -7 _6.9_0:_ ) OOFI_D_ Mix THBT:M_ix_ _:ﬁHBT_ -

Paving~ T~ T T T T % T 7 Es‘ooT T T 7000 T Too00” T T 1avor T T T eool _2_0.60ﬁ_D_r\Ex_ T 7 T THDT_Mix_ TIHHDT

enfedalCantng™ 1~ T T T T T LT T T B0 T T Tdon T T T a0 T T 4T T T T Bdor T T 0BG T T T WMBTM TWHBT T

] ] ] 1 1 1 1 1 ] ]
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

3.2 Demolition - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOXx CcO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road I 0.0429 | 0.4566 | 0.3503 | 4.0000e- | | 0.0229 | 0.0229 | 0.0214 | 0.0214 | 0.0000 | 37.0974 | 37.0974 | 0.0101 | 0.0000 | 37.3092
] | 1 1 004 1 1 1 1 | 1 1 | 1 1 1
Total 0.0429 0.4566 0.3503 | 4.0000e- 0.0229 0.0229 0.0214 0.0214 0.0000 37.0974 | 37.0974 0.0101 0.0000 37.3092
004

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM-2A5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling Il 6.57006- 1 0.1060 1 0.0803 | 2.7000e- 1 6.2800e- 1 L.57006- | 7.8500e- | L.72006- | L4400e- | 3.1700e- | 0.0000 | 24.7136 | 24.7136 | L8000e- | 0.0000 1 24.7174
N 003 1 |} 004 , 003 , 003 | 003 | 003 | 003 003 1 1 | | 004 1
"~ Vendor ~ " 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 T 0.0000 T 0.0000 "~ 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 T 0.0000 T 0.0000 T 0.0000 " 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 |
] 1 | | | 1 | | | |
L _ ] | PRNRRENRE NN DN SN R R [N U IR NI N KRR RN P DU
Worker )| 6.0000e- | 8.8000e- | 9.1900e- | 2.0000e- | 1.6500e- | 1.0000e- | 1.6600e- | 4.4000e- | 1.0000e- | 4.5000e- | 0.0000 | 15419 ; 1.5419 | 8.0000e- | 0.0000 | 1.5436
y 004 | 004 |, 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 | 004 , 005 , 004 | | , 005 |
Total 7.1700e- 0.1078 0.0895 | 2.9000e- | 7.9300e- | 1.5800e- | 9.5100e- | 2.1600e- | 1.4500e- | 3.6200e- 0.0000 26.2555 | 26.2555 | 2.6000e- 0.0000 26.2610
003 004 003 003 003 003 003 003 004
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CcOo2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road I 0.0429 | 0.4566 | 0.3503 | 4.0000e- | | 0.0229 | 0.0229 | | 0.0214 | 0.0214 | 0.0000 | 37.097-3 | 37.097-3 | 0.0101 | 0.0000 | 37.3092
] 1 | | 004 | | | | | 1 | | | | | |
Total 0.0429 0.4566 0.3503 | 4.0000e- 0.0229 0.0229 0.0214 0.0214 0.0000 37.0973 37.0973 0.0101 0.0000 37.3092
004
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Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOXx CcO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CcOo2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling I 6.57-009- | 0.1069 | 0.0803 | 2.7-0006- | 6.2800e- | 1.57-009- | 7.8500e- | 1.7200e- | 1.4400e- | 3.17-00e- | 0.0000 | 24.7136 | 24.7136 | 1.8000e- | 0.0000 | 247174
003 004 003 003 003 003 003 003 004
] ".o__ \___\___r___v______ N ______r___r___r_ v o]
Vendor I 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 I 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 1 0.0000 | 0.0000 I 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 1 0.0000
] 1 | | | | | | | 1 | | | | | |
vV ety i s min e =TTt s odtom T Eern e T eocteT T drome. Tatoce. T Tomome. T recors. t Tesen U Telie T TeSa TR 500eeT i "0 B0 T T Eaan ]
Worker 6.0000e- = 8.8000e- = 9.1900e- 2.0000e- 1.6500e- 1.0000e- 1.6600e- = 4.4000e- .0000e- = 4.5000e- 0.0000 1.5419 1.5419 8.0000e- 0.0000 1.5436
" 004 ' 004 ' o003 ' oos ' o003 ! o0s ' o003 ' o004 ' o005 ' o004 ! 005
Total 7.1700e- 0.107-8 0.0895 | 2.9000e- | 7.9300e- | 1.5800e- | 9.5100e- | 2.1600e- | 1.4500e- | 3.6200e- 0.0000 26.2555 | 26.2555 | 2.6000e- 0.0000 26.2610
003 004 003 003 003 003 003 003 004
3.3 Site Preparation - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N-ZO CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust I | | | | 0.0903 | 0.0000 | 0.0903 | 0.0497 | 0.0000 | 0.0497 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
o II____I____I___l___I____I____I____I____I___l____I___I____I____I____I____I____
Off-Road I 0.0254 | 0.2732 | 0.2055 | 2.0000e- | I 0.0147 1 0.0147 1 I 0.0135 | 0.0135 | 0.0000 | 18.4386 | 18.4386 | 5.5600e- | 0.0000 | 18.5554
] 1 | | 004 1 | | | | 1 | | | | 003 | |
— — —
Total 0.0254 0.2732 0.2055 | 2.0000e- | 0.0903 0.0147 0.1050 0.0497 0.0135 0.0632 0.0000 18.4386 | 18.4386 | 5.5600e- 0.0000 18.5554
004 003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcOo S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CcOo2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling I 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
o II____I____I___l___I____I____I____I____I___l____I___I____I____I____I____I____
Vendor I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 | 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000
] 1 | | | | | | | 1 | | | | | |
- — <= — A e e T e e T Bt B T B T Tl el el =T
Worker I -I 5.3000e- |5.510[)e-| 1.0000e- | 9.9000e- | 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- | 2.6000e- | 0000e- | 2.7000e- | 0.0000 0.9251 0.9251 | 5.0000e- 0.0000 0.9262
004 003 005 004 005 003 004 005 004 005
Total 3.6000e- | 5.3000e- | 5.5100e- | 1.0000e- | 9.9000e- | 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- | 2.6000e- | 1.0000e- 2.77)008- 0.0000 0.9251 0.9251 5.0000e- 0.0000 0.9262
004 004 003 005 004 005 003 004 005 004 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N-ZO CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust I | | | | 0.0903 | 0.0000 | 0.0903 | 0.0497 | 0.0000 | 0.0497 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
] | | I I | | | I | I I | | | |
Off-Road I 0.0254 | 0.2732 | 0.2055 | 2.0000e- | I 0.0147 | 0.0147 | I 00135 | 0.0135 | 0.0000 | 18.4385 | 18.4385 | 5.5600e- | 0.0000 | 18.5553
] 1 | | 004 | | | | | 1 | | 1 | 003 | |
— — —
Total 0.0254 0.2732 0.2055 | 2.0000e- | 0.0903 0.0147 0.1050 0.0497 0.0135 0.0632 0.0000 18.4385 | 18.4385 | 5.5600e- 0.0000 18.5553
004 003
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Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CcOo S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling I 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
] "no_ _ \___\___r___vv___-__ S __r___r_ v ]
Vendor I 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 I 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 I 0.0000 | 0.0000 I 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 I 0.0000
] 1 | | | | | | | 1 | | | | | |
EiaivP ety i T T E anmme T EeTore. T Todtom ToTomne i 5066 T oome. 5 et0ce. T Tomoce. T 5cos. T Tanon U more s T G995 s 5006 "0 D000 =050 ]
Worker 3.6000e- = 5.3000e- =~ 5.5100e- 1.0000e- 9.9000e- 1.0000e- = 1.0000e- = 2.6000e- 0000e- = 2.7000e- 0.0000 0.9251 0.9251 5.0000e- 0.0000 0.9262
" 004 ' 004 ' o003 ' oos ' o004 ' o0s ' o003 ' o004 ' o005 ' o004 ! ! ' 005 !
Total 3.6000e- | 5.3000e- | 5.5100e- | 1.0000e- | 9.9000e- | 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- | 2.6000e- | 1.0000e- 2.77)008- 0.0000 0.9251 0.9251 5.0000e- 0.0000 0.9262
004 004 003 005 004 005 003 004 005 004 005
3.4 Grading - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust I | | | | 0.1301 | 0.0000 | 0.1301 | 0.0540 | 0.0000 | 0.0540 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
o II____I____I___l___l____l____I____I____I___l____l___l____I____I____I____I____
Off-Road I 0.0972 | 1.1222 | 0.7371 | 9.3000e- | I 0.0538 | 0.0538 | I 0.0495 | 0.0495 | 0.0000 | 87.2936 | 87.2936 | 0.0263 | 0.0000 | 87.8465
] 1 | | 004 1 | | | | 1 | | | | | |
Total 0.0972 1.1222 0.7371 | 9.3000e- | 0.1301 0.0538 0.1839 0.0540 0.0495 0.1034 0.0000 87.2936 | 87.2936 0.0263 0.0000 87.8465
004
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcOo S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CcOo2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling I 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
o II____I____I___l___l____l____I____I____I___l____l___l____I____I____I____I____
Vendor I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 | 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000
] 1 | | | | | | | 1 | | | | | |
- — <= — e e i I ot el e e il B SE vl i e il i il e St R
Worker I -I 1.7700e- | 0.0184 | 4.0000e- | 3.2900e- | 3.0000e- | 3.3200e- | 8.7000e- | 3.0000e- | 9.0000e- | 0.0000 | 3.0837 | 3.0837 | 1.7000e- | 0.0000 3.0872
003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 004
Total 1.2000e- | 1.7700e- 0.0184 | 4.0000e- | 3.2900e- | 3.0000e- | 3.3200e- 8.77)008- 3.0000e- | 9.0000e- 0.0000 3.0837 3.0837 1.7-0006- 0.0000 3.0872
003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 004
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust I | | | | 0.1301 | 0.0000 | 0.1301 | 0.0540 | 0.0000 | 0.0540 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
] | | I I | | | I | I I | | | |
Off-Road I 0.0972 | 1.1222 | 0.7371 | 9.3000e- | I 0.0538 | 0.0538 | I 0.0495 | 0.0495 | 0.0000 I 87.2935 | 87.2935 | 0.0263 | 0.0000 | 87.8464
] 1 | | 004 | | | | | 1 | | 1 | | |
Total 0.0972 1.1222 0.7371 | 9.3000e- | 0.1301 0.0538 0.1839 0.0540 0.0495 0.1034 0.0000 87.2935 | 87.2935 0.0263 0.0000 87.8464
004
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Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CcOo S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling I 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
] "no_ _ \___\___r___vv___-__ S __r___r_ v ]
Vendor I 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 I 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 1 0.0000 | 0.0000 I 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 1 0.0000
] 1 | | | | | | | 1 | | | | | |
vyt i 5005717 Fme T o aiea T iodcom TaBerna 2 5066 3 30me To00e. T Tomoe. T cocoms. T Tenen T Toaa i anaa i1 T006e i "0 B0 T 2 TaTs ]
Worker 1.2000e- = 1.7700e- = 0.0184 = 4.0000e- =~ 3.2900e- = 3.0000e- = 3.3200e- = 8.7000e- = 3.0000e- ~ 9.0000e- 0.0000 3.0837 3.0837 1.7000e- 0.0000 3.0872
" 003 ' o0 ! " 005 ' o003 ' o0s ' o003 ' o004 ' o005 ' o004 ! ! ! ' oos ! !
Total 1.2000e- | 1.7700e- 0.0184 | 4.0000e- | 3.2900e- | 3.0000e- | 3.3200e- 8.77)008- 3.0000e- | 9.0000e- 0.0000 3.0837 3.0837 1.7-0008- 0.0000 3.0872
003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 004
3.5 Building Construction - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road I 0.3423 | 2.8649 | 1.8599 | 2.6900e- | | 0.1977 | 0.1977 | | 0.1858 | 0.1858 | 0.0000 I243.3644 | 243.3644 | 0.0604 | 0.0000 | 244.6319
003
Total 0.3423 2.8649 1.8599 | 2.6900e- 0.19% 0.19% 0.1858 0.1858 0.0000 | 243.3644 | 243.3644 | 0.0604 0.0000 | 244.6319
003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcOo S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CcOo2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling I 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
o II____I____I___l___I____I____I____I____I___l____I___I____I____I____I____I____
Vendor I 0.1002 | 1.0219 | 1.3118 | 2.4400e- | 0.0693 | 0.0159 | 0.0852 | 0.0198 | 0.0147 | 0.0344 | 0.0000 |222.0237 | 222.0237 | 1.6200e- | 0.0000 | 222.0576
] 1 | | 003 | | | | | 1 | | | | 003 | |
- — <= — e e B T i T e e IO R It Sl el i iR i Sl i L Bl
Worker 0.1153 0.1692 1.7605 = 3.8800e- ~ 0.3154 = 2.6900e 0.3180 0.083: .4700e- 0.0862 0.0000 = 295.4487 295.4487 = 0.0159 0.0000 = 295.7826
] 1 | | | | | | 1 | | | | | |
003 003 003
Total 0.2154 1.1911 3.07-23 6.3200e- 0.3846 0.0186 0.4032 0.1035 0.0171 0.1207 0.0000 517.47-23 517.47-23 0.0175 0.0000 | 517.8403
003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road I 0.3423 | 2.8649 | 1.8599 | 2.6900e- | | 0.1977 | 0.1977 | | 0.1858 | 0.1858 | 0.0000 I243.3641 | 243.3641 | 0.0604 | 0.0000 | 244.6316
Il | | | 003 | | — | — | | | | | | | | |
Total 0.3423 2.8649 1.8599 | 2.6900e- 0.1977 0.1977 0.1858 0.1858 0.0000 | 243.3641 | 243.3641 | 0.0604 0.0000 | 244.6316
003
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Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CcOo S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CcOo2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling I 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
] "no_ _ \___\___r___vv___-__ S __r___r_ v ]
Vendor I 01002 | 1.0219 | 1.3118 | 2.4400e- I 0.0693 | 0.0159 | 0.0852 | 0.0198 1 0.0147 1 0.0344 1 0.0000 | 222.0237 | 222.0237 | 1.6200e- | 0.0000 | 222.0576
] 1 | | 003 | | | | | 1 | | | | 003 | |
- o T T =0T T T i T 0T e T T TaE T anacom U maTe i socteT "o T80 = oomss T outoce. T Teaes T T oo Toas Tua5 Thae faaT i 60 Ee i T0T0mn T 305 a0e]
Worker 0.1153 0.1692 1.7605 = 3.8800e- =~ 0.3154 = 2.6900e- ~ 0.3180 0.083: .4700e- 0.0862 0.0000 = 295.4487 295.4487 = 0.0159 0.0000 = 295.7826
] 1 | | 003 | | 003 | | | 003 1 | | | | | |
Total 0.2154 1.1911 3.07-23 6.3200e- 0.3846 0.0186 0.4032 0.1035 0.0171 0.1207 0.0000 517.47-23 517.47-23 0.0175 0.0000 | 517.8403
003
3.5 Building Construction - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road I 0.1536 | 1.3071 | 0.8974 | 1.3300e- | | 0.0882 | 0.0882 | | 0.0828 | 0.0828 | 0.0000 I118.5422 | 118.5422 | 0.0292 | 0.0000 | 119.1548
003
Total 0.1536 1.3071 0.8974 | 1.3300e- 0.0882 0.0882 0.0828 0.0828 0.0000 | 118.5422 | 118.5422 | 0.0292 0.0000 | 119.1548
003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcOo S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CcOo2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling I 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
o II____I____I___l___I____I____I____I____I___l____I___I____I____I____I____I____
Vendor I 0.0451 | 0.4580 | 0.6123 | 1.2000e- I 0.0341 1 7.0100e- 1 0.0411 | 9.7400e- | 6.4400e- I 0.0162 1 0.0000 | 107.5845 1 107.5845 | 7.7000e- | 0.0000 I 107.6007
] 1 | | 003 | I 003 1 | 003 | 003 1 | | | | 004 | |
- — < = — e it i i i i e R Tt B i i el Rl gl e Rt BBl B IR
Worker 0.0509 0.0753 0.7824 ~ 1.9100e- = 0.1553 = 1.2700e- ~ 0.1566 0.0413 1.1700e- 0.0424 0.0000 | 139.9330  139.9330 & 7.2300e- 0.0000 = 140.0848
] 1 | | | | | | | 1 | | | | | |
003 003 003 003
Total 0.0960 0.5333 1.3947 | 3.1100e- 0.1894 | 8.2800e- 0.1977 0.0510 7.6100e- 0.0586 0.0000 | 247.5175 | 247.5175 | 8.0000e- 0.0000 | 247.6855
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road I 0.1536 | 1.3071 | 0.8974 | 1.3300e- | | 0.0882 | 0.0882 | | 0.0828 | 0.0828 | 0.0000 I118.5420 | 118.5420 | 0.0292 | 0.0000 | 119.1547
Il | | | 003 | | | | | | | | | | | |
Total 0.1536 1.3071 0.8974 | 1.3300e- 0.0882 0.0882 0.0828 0.0828 0.0000 | 118.5420 | 118.5420 | 0.0292 0.0000 | 119.1547
003
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Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CcOo S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling I 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
] "no_ _ \___\___r___vv___-__ S __r___r_ v ]
Vendor I 0.0451 | 0.4580 | 0.6123 | 1.2000e- | 0.0341 | 7.0100e- 1 0.0411 | 9.7400e- | 6.4400e- | 0.0162 1 0.0000 | 107.5845 | 107.5845 | 7.7000e- | 0.0000 | 107.6007
] 1 | | 003 | | 003 | | 003 | 003 | | | | | 004 | |
[ T Worker "7 00500 | 00753 ' 07824 | 19i00e- T 0.1553 | 1.2700e- 01566 | 0.0413 | 11700e- T 00424 | 0.0000 ' 139.9330 ' 139.9330 | 7.2300e- | 0.0000 ' 140.0848 |
] 1 | | 003 | | 003 | | | 003 1 | | | | 003 | |
Total 0.0960 0.5333 1.3947 | 3.1100e- 0.1894 | 8.2800e- 0.1977 0.0510 7.6100e- 0.0586 0.0000 | 247.5175 | 247.5175 | 8.0000e- 0.0000 247.6855
003 003 003 003
3.6 Paving - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road I 0.0191 | 0.2030 | 0.147-3 | 2.2000e- | | 0.0114 | 0.0114 | | 0.0105 | 0.0105 | 0.0000 | 20.6934 | 20.6934 | 6.3400e- | 0.0000 | 20.8266
o S e O N S Y O T S R SR el S S
Paving Il 8.1600e- | | | | I 0.0000 I 0.0000 1 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 | 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 | 0.0000
] 003 1 | | | | | | | 1 | | | | | |
Total 0.0272 0.2030 0.14-73 2.2000e- 0.0114 0.0114 0.0105 0.0105 0.0000 20.6934 | 20.6934 | 6.3400e- 0.0000 20.8266
004 003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcOo S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CcOo2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling I 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
o II____I____I___l___I____I____I____I____I___l____l___l____I____I____I____I____
Vendor I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 | 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000
] 1 | | | | | | | 1 | | | | | |
- — <= — R e e i e e e B el e B Pl Ll i i el Bl = T ]
Worker I -I 8.0000e- IS.ZQOOe-I 2.0000e- | 1.6500e- | 1.0000e- | 1.6600e- | 4.4000e- | 0000e- | 4.5000e- | 0.0000 1.4827 1.4827 | 8.0000e- 0.0000 1.4843
004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
Total 5.4000e- | 8.0000e- | 8.2900e- | 2.0000e- | 1.6500e- | 1.0000e- | 1.6600e- | 4.4000e- | 1.0000e- | 4.5000e- 0.0000 1.4827 1.4827 8.0000e- 0.0000 1.4843
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road I 0.0191 | 0.2030 | 0.147-3 | 2.2000e- | | 0.0114 | 0.0114 | | 0.0105 | 0.0105 | 0.0000 | 20.6934 | 20.6934 | 6.3400e- | 0.0000 | 20.8265
] | | I 004 I | | | I | I I | | 003 | |
Paving Il 8.1600e- | | | | I 0.0000 I 0.0000 | I 0.0000 I 0.0000 | 0.0000 I 0.0000 | 0.0000 ! 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
] 003 1 | | | | | | | 1 | | 1 | | |
Total 0.0272 0.2030 0.14-73 2.2000e- 0.0114 0.0114 0.0105 0.0105 0.0000 20.6934 | 20.6934 | 6.3400e- 0.0000 20.8265
004 003
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Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CcOo S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling I 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
] "no_ _ \___\___r___vv___-__ S __r___r_ v ]
Vendor I 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 I 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 I 0.0000 | 0.0000 I 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 I 0.0000
] 1 | | | | | | | 1 | | | | | |
EiaivP ety it o Tin s Tizos et s b s i s ST o= AT s = s s =t e — T s s T i s i o s~ T e T i = Zaln ]
Worker 5.4000e- = 8.0000e- = 8.2900e- 2.0000e- 1.6500e- 1.0000e- ~1.6600e- = 4.4000e- 0000e- = 4.5000e- 0.0000 1.4827 1.4827 8.0000e- 0.0000 1.4843
" 004 ' 004 ' o003 ' oos ' o003 ! o0s ' o003 ' o004 ' o005 ' o004 ! ! ! ' 005 !
Total 5.4000e- | 8.0000e- | 8.2900e- | 2.0000e- | 1.6500e- | 1.0000e- | 1.6600e- | 4.4000e- | 1.0000e- | 4.5000e- 0.0000 1.4827 1.4827 8.0000e- 0.0000 1.4843
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
3.7 Architectural Coating - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating I 4.8405 | | | | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
o II____I____I___l___l____I____I____I____I___l____l___I____I____I____I____I____
Off-Road Il 3.3200e- | 0.0219 | 0.0187 | 3.0000e- | 1 1.7300e- | 1.7300e- | | 1.7300e- | 1.7300e- | 0.0000 I 25533 | 2.5533 1 2.7000e- | 0.0000 | 2.5589
I 003 1 | 1 005 1 I 003 1 003 1 1 003 | 003 1 1 | 1 004 1 1
Total 4.8438 0.0219 0.0187 | 3.0000e- 1.7300e- | 1.7300e- 1.7300e- | 1.7300e- 0.0000 2.‘:%33 2.‘:%33 2.7000e- 0.0000 2.5589
005 003 003 003 003 004
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcOo S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CcOo2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling I 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
o II____I____I___l___l____I____I____I____I___l____l___I____I____I____I____I____
Vendor I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 | 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000
] 1 | | | | | | | 1 | | | | | |
- — <= — A e e i e e e T B el i SRSl el e Tl i el St RSt
Worker I -I 3.0300e- | 0.0315 | 8.0000e- | 6.2500e- | 5.0000e- | 6.3000e- | 1.6600e- | 5.0000e- | 1.7100e- | 0.0000 | 5.6341 | 5.6341 | 2.9000e- 0.0000 5.6402
003 005 003 005 003 003 005 003 004
Total 2.0500e- | 3.0300e- 0.0315 | 8.0000e- | 6.2500e- | 5.0000e- | 6.3000e- | 1.6600e- | 5.0000e- | 1.7100e- 0.0000 5.6341 5.6341 2.9000e- 0.0000 5.6402
003 003 005 003 005 003 003 005 003 004
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating I 4.8405 | | | | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
] | | I I | | | I | I I | | | |
Off-Road Il 3.3200e- | 0.0219 | 0.0187 | 3.0000e- | 1 1.7300e- | 1.7300e- | | 1.7300e- | 1.7300e- | 0.0000 | 25533 | 25533 1 2.7000e- | 0.0000 | 2.5589
I 003 I | I 005 1 I 003 1 003 1 I 003 | 003 | | | I 004 1 |
Total 4.8438 0.0219 0.0187 | 3.0000e- 1.7300e- | 1.7300e- 1.7300e- | 1.7300e- 0.0000 2.‘:%33 2.‘:%33 2.7000e- 0.0000 2.5589
005 003 003 003 003 004
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Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CcOo S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling y 0-0000 00000 =~ 0.0000 =~ 0.0000 | 00000 = 0.0000 , 00000 =~ 00000 = 0.0000 = 00000 =~ 00000 = 00000 00000 = 00000  0.0000 = 0.0000
| _ L D B N N A N R AU I SRR (R I K N DU
Vendor I 0.0000 I 0.0000 | 0.0000 I 0.0000 I 0.0000 | 0.0000 I 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 I 0.0000 | 0.0000
] I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 | 1 1 1
[ T Worker ~ " 2.0500e- | 3.0300e- | 00315 | 8.0000e- | 6.25006- | 5.0000e- ' 6.3000e- | 1.6600e- | 5.0000e- | 17100e- | 0.0000 | 56341 ' 56341 | 2.9000e- | 00000 ' 56402 |
" 003 ' o003 ! 005 003 005 ' o003 003 005 ' o003 ! ! ! oo4 ! !
Total 2.0500e- | 3.0300e- | 0.0315 | 8.0000e- | 6.2500e- | 5.0000e- | 6.3000e- | 1.6600e- | 5.0000e- [ 1.7100e- | 0.0000 | 5.6341 | 5.6341 [ 2.9000e- [ 0.0000 | 5.6402
003 003 005 003 005 003 003 005 003 004
4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
L—— = = = =
Mitigated y 05393 | 59251 7.3224 00258 |~ 12545 00970 =~ 13515 03399 | 00893 = 04292 | 00000 2122730 2122.7304 00359 | 00000 2123484
4 9
o _ _ [ DU U (R NN N R R (N [ RO SRS RN A R SR
Unmitigated | 0.5393 | 5.9251 | 7.3224 | 0.0258 | 1.2545 | 0.0970 | 1.3515 | 0.3399 | 0.0893 | 0.4292 | 0.0000 |2,122.7302,122.7304] 0.0359 | 0.0000 |2,123.484
] I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 4 | 1 1 1 9
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily ?rip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
= —
Land Use Weekday | Saturday |Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 1 0.00 1 0.00 1 0.00 | 1
Parking Lot ! 0.00 ! 0.00 ! 0.00 | !
Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail T 7 "si7a4a T 77 517447 7' 1744 3,184,553 T 3,184,553
= =
Total | 517.44 | 51744 ] 51744 | 3,184,553 | 3,184,553
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- [ H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 16.60 | 840 6.90 y 000 , 000 0.00 | 0 | 0 | 0
G ParkingLot !~ 1660 T ~840 T T %69 '“ 000 1T 000 T o000 TT "o TTT o TrTTT%T T 77
- o - - — = —_———— L - —— I— - — — e B 1 - Lo — - =
Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No 16.60 | 0.00 | 17.41 | 6200 | 000 38.00 | 100 | 0 | 0
= = = = = = = =
LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
0.618000 0.000000!  0.000000 0.000000 0.064600!  0.000000! 0.087000!  0.230400 0.000000!  0.000000! 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000]
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5.0 Energy Detail

4.4 Fleet Mix

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOXx CcO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
— — — —
Electricity I | ] ] ] | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 702.9092 | 702.9092 | 0.0154 | 3.1800e- | 704.2184
Mitigated ] | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 | 1 1 | 1 1 003
[ T Blecticy . " T T VT T T T T T T T T T T T T T Tg0000 " T0.0000 ! T 00000 T 0.0000 T 0.0000 T702.9092 "702.9092 '~ 0.0154 ! 3.1800e ' 704.2184 |
Unmitigated I | 1 1 1 1 1 1 | 1 1 1 [
. _ __ _ _ W_ _ _ 0l _ I _ _ 1 _ __ L ___\_______ A1l ___1___L___-___ _ 0 _ _ __ _ ]
NaturalGas  j 3.5500e- | 0.0323 | 0.0271 | 1.9000e- | | 2.4600e- | 2.4600e- | | 2.4600e- | 2.4600e- | 0.0000 | 35.1732 | 35.1732 | 6.7000e- | 6.4000e- | 35.3872
Mitigated g 003 | , 004 , 003 | 003 , 003 |, 003 | | , 004 | o004
" “NatralGas " 3.5500e- | 00323 | 0.0271 T 1.9000e- T T T 12.4600e- | 2.4600e- 1~~~ T 24600e- T 2.4600e- T 0.0000 T 35.1732 I 351732 | 6.7000e- | 6.4000e" | 353872 ]
Unmitigated I 003 | | I o004 | I o003 ! o003 | I o003 | o003 | | | I o004 | o004 |
5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
Other Non-Asphalt 0 = 0.0000 | ~0.0000 = 0.0000 = 0.0000 , 0.0000 | 0.0000 , 00000 | 00000 | 0.0000 =~ 0.0000 , 00000 , 00000 = 00000  0.0000
e L U 0 bl U0\ _ 4 __
Parkinglot | 0 I 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 I I 0.0000 | 0.0000 I | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
| 1] | | | | | 1 1 1 1 | 1 | | | |
" Unrefrigerated ' 659120 " 3.5500e- | 0.0323 T 0.0271 " 19000e- ' ~ ' 2.4600e- ! 2.4600e- T~ ~ ~ V26006 T 246006- T 00000 ' 351732 | 351732 ' 6.7000e- ' 6.4000e- | 353872
warehouse-No ' 003 ! ! ' oosa ! ' o003 ' o003 ! " 003 ' o003 ! ! ' o004 ' o004 !
Total 355006 | 0.0323 | 00271 | L9000 2.4600e- | 2.4600e- 2.4600e- | 2.4600e- | 0.0000 | 35.1732 | 35.1732 | 6.7000e- | 6.4000e- | 35.3872
003 004 003 003 003 003 004 004
Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kB?U/yr tons/yr MT/yr
ParkingLot = 0 = 00000 | 00000 = 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 = 0.0000 | , 0.0000 |~ 00000 | 0.0000  0.0000 & 00000 , 0.0000  0.0000 = 0.0000
L _ v __ v __1___
Unrefrigerated | 659120 Il 3.5500e- | 0.0323 1 0.0271 | 1.9000e- | | 2.4600e- | 2.4600e- | | 2.4600e- | 2.4600e- | 0.0000 | 35.1732 | 35.1732 | 6.7000e- | 6.4000e- | 35.3872
Warehouse-No | 003 | | I 004 | I 003 | 003 | | 003 | 003 1 | | I 004 | 004 |
e — — e e e ! — - - - [ P ———— - - [ - Ny St UL SR " ——— [ - - - -
Other Non-Asphalt’ 0 ':I 0.0000 ' 0.0000 T 0.0000 :'0.0000 | _: 0.0000 ': 0.0000 T 'I' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 :_o.oooo | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | o.oooo_: 0.0000 ': 0.0000
Surfaces
— — —— — ——
Total 3.5500e- | 0.0323 | 0.0271 | 1.9000e- 2.4600e- | 2.4600e- 2.4600e- | 2.4600e- | 0.0000 | 35.1732 | 35.1732 | 6.7000e- | 6.4000e- | 35.3872
003 004 003 003 003 003 004 004
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated
Electricity § Total CO2 | CH4 N2O Coze
Use
Land Use KWh/yr I MTlyr
Other Non-Asphalt 0 "™ 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Surfaces : t : !
" “Parking Lot | 238813 | 143.5996 | 3.1400e- | 6.5000e- | 143.8670
| I , 003 | 004
" Unrefrigerated ! 930160 W 5590.3096 ! 0.0122 T 2.5300e- '560.3513
Warehouse-No | I ! I o003 !
Total 702.9092 | 0.0154 | 3.1800e- | 704.2184
003
Mitigated
Electricity f Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWhyr I MTlyr
Other Non-Asphalt 0 7 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Surfaces : f ! ! !
" “Parking Lot | 238813 | 143.5096 | 3.1400e- | 6.5000e- | 143.8670
| n 1 003 004 |
™ Unrefrigerated ' 930160 " 550.3096 ' 0.0122 T 2.5300e- '560.3513
Warehouse-No ! I ! 003
Total 702.9092 | 0.0154 | 3.1800e. | 704.2184
003
6.0 Area Detail
6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
—
ROG NOx [e]e) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total co2
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated Il 2.0453 | 5.00006. | 5.3800e. 1 0.0000 | | 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- | | 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- | 0.0000 | 0.0103 | 0.0103 | 3.0000e- | 0.0000 | 0.0109
n | 005 ; 003 | } 005 | 005 | 005 005 | | 1 1 005 |
[ “Unmitigated "~ 2.9453 !"5.0000e- ! 5.3800e- T 0.0000 T ~ ~ ~ 2.0000e- ! 2.0000e- '~ ~ ~ 1 2.0000e- T 2.0000e- 1 0.0000 T 0.0103 " 0.0103 ' 3.0000e- '~ 0.0000 ' 0.0109 |
I 005 ! o003 ! I o005 ! o005 ! I o005 ! o005 ! ! ! 005 ! !
1l 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
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6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

—
NBio-

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural 0.4841 ' ! ! ! "70.0000 ' 0.0000 ' "70.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Coatin 1] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
9
l - - - - - = W 1 ___L___ L L I U D
Consumer | 24607 | | | | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000
Products 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
[ “Landscaping " 75.1000e- ! 5.0000e- ! 5.3800e- T 0.0000 T ~ ~ ~ 2.0000e- ! 2.0000e- '~ ~ ~ 1 2.0000e- T 2.0000e- 1 0.0000 T 0.0103 I 0.0103 [ 3.0000e- !~ 0.0000 ! 0.0109 |
I o004 ! o005 | o003 ! ! I oos ! o005 ! I o5 ! o005 ! ! [ I o005 | !
Total 2.9452 | 5.0000e- | 5.3800e- | 0.0000 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- | 0.0000 | 0.0103 | 0.0103 | 3.0000e- | 0.0000 | 0.0109
005 003 005 005 005 005 005
Mitigated
ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural 0.4841 ' ' ' 770.0000 ' 0.0000 ' "70.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Coatin 1] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
g
| __ [ PR (R R IR K S S S SR U N [ M AN N
Consumer || 24607 | | | | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
Products 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
[ “Landscaping " 5.1000e- ! 5.0000e- ! 5.3800e-T 0.0000 T ~ ~ ~ 2.0000e- ' 2.0000e- ' ~ ~ ~ 1 2.0000e- T 2.0000e- ' 0.0000 T 0.0103 I 0.0103 ' 3.0000e- '~ 0.0000 ' 0.0109 |
I 004 ' o005 ! o003 ! ! I o5 ! o005 ! I o005 ! o005 ! ! ! I o005 ! !
Total 2.0452 | 5.00006. | 5.3800e. | 0.0000 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- [ 0.0000 | 0.0103 | 0.0103 | 3.0000e- [ 0.0000 | 0.0109
005 003 005 005 005 005 005
7.0 Water Detalil
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
—
I Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
—t
Category MT/yr
Mitigated Il 597.5735 | 2.3330 | 0.0573 | 664.3347
1] 1 1 1
" “Unmitigated _::_597.5735_ :_2._3355_i_o.65771 T675437o_8
1l 1 | |
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7.2 Water by Land Use

Unmitigated
ﬁndoor/Out Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
Other Non-Asphalt'  0/0 " 0.0000  0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Surfaces : ::
[ “ParkingLot | 0/0 j 0.000 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000

Unrefrigerated | 71.225/ 1 597.5735 2.3335 1 0.0574 T664.3708
Warehouse-No | 259181 Il [ [

— —
Total 5975735 2.3335 | 0.0574 |664.3708
Mitigated
Jindoor/outl Total CO2 - CHa N2O Coz2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal I MT/yr
Other Non-Asphalt,  0/0 " 0.0000  0.0000 ' 0.0000 & 0.0000
Surfaces : :: ! !
[ “ParkingLot | 0/0 j 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000

Unrefrigerated ! 71.225/ " 597.5735 2.3330 | 0.0573 664.3347
Warehouse-No | 250181 I [ [

— — —
Total 5975735  2.3330 0.0573 | 664.3347

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Category/Year

I Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
I MTlyr
- — —
Mitigated I 58.7699 | 3.4732 | 0.0000 | 131.7072
] | | |
Unmitigated W 58.7699 |~ 3.4732 10,0000 1 131.7072
] | | |
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Unmitigated
—
Waste [ Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
Other Non-Asphalt 0 "™ 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Surfaces : :: !
[ “ParkingLot | 0 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
|

Unrefrigerated | 289.52 11 58,7699 3.4732 T 0.0000 T131.7072
Warehouse-No | [ [

Total 58.7699 3.4-732 0.0000 | 131.7072
Mitigated
—
Waste [ Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons: I MT/yr
Other Non-Asphalt 0 *0.0000 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ° 0.0000
Surfaces : :: ! !
[ “Parkinglot | 0 j 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000

Unrefrigerated
Warehouse-No !

28952 17587699 34732 T 0.0000 T131.7072
| |

Total 58.7699 3.47-32 0.0000 |131.7072

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment ?ype I Number I HoursI-Day I Days/Year I Horse Power I Load Factor I Fuel ?ype I

10.0 Vegetation
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2

1.0 Project Characteristics

Page 1 of 1

Center Street Warehouse
South Coast Air Basin, Summer

Date: 6/9/2015 2:23 PM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail X 308.00 X 1000sqft 7.07 308,000.00 X 0
|~ 7 "Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 'I' """ fjois9 ~ ~ T T T T :' T T 7 T T dooosgft T T T T ": T T 233 T T T Tio191.00 ': R R
|~ T T 7 T PakingLot T T 1T T T T T T 623 T CoT Tt Acre T T T T T T Te23 T T T Tomameso 1T T T o0 T ]
| | | | |

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 31
Climate Zone 10 Operational Year 2018
Utility Company Riverside Public Utilities
CO2 Intensity 1325.65 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)
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
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

?able Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblArchitecturalCoating | E_NonresidentiaI_Exterior | 250.00 | 37.00

|~ 7 7 blArchitecturalCoating | EF_Nonresidential_Interior | 25000 7T T T T T 300 ~ T T T
|~ T TtbiProjectCharacteristics : “““ OperationalYear ~ :‘ “““ 204~ ~ T T T T + T T T T 208 T T T T T
________________ U A

tblVehicleEF | HHD | 0.03 | 0.23
“““ tBlvTehi‘c@EF""":"""‘H‘HD"""‘:""‘"605"""’["""0.53"‘"‘
""" tBlthTc@EF""":"'""H'HE""":'"""605"""T"""o.iz"""
“““ tElvTehi‘ds?EF""":"""‘L‘DA"""‘:""‘"dsI"""T"""o.Ez"‘"‘
""" tivehicleEF ~ 1~ T T T TibA T T T T T T T T T T T Tosmr T T T T T T T T T T T e T T T T T
“““ EVereeEE T T T T T T T T T T TBA T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T omT T
________________ L - - L o

thlVehicleEF | LDT1 | 0.06 | 0.00
“““ tElv%hi‘ds?EF""":"""‘LBTI""":""‘"cIoE"""T"""o.ao"‘"‘
""" tBlv'ehTme'EF""":'"""LBTI""":'"""606"""T"""o.ao"""
“““ tElv%hi‘ds?EF""":"""‘LBTE""":""‘"615"""T"""o.6o"‘"‘
""" tolvehicleeF ~ 1~~~ T btz T T T T i T T T T T 7o T T T T T T T T T T o000 T T T T T
________________ 0

thIVehicleEF | LDT2 I 0.18 | 0.00
“““ BVeheleEF ~ T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T TG T T T T T T T T T T Tame T T T
“““ tElv%hi‘ds?EF""":"""‘LQDI""":""‘"cIoZ"""T"""o.ae"‘"‘
""" tBlv'ehTmEEF""":'"""Lﬁoi""":'"""602"""T"""o.ae"""
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“““ tivehicleEF ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ [ " " " 7 T TtHbz ~ ~ T T T T [ T 7 7 T Tesaroe003 7T T T T o000 T T
______ tBlvTehi_cle_EF______:_______LﬁDE______:______6.647_05063_____T______o.ﬁo______
“““ tolvehicleEF ~ ~ ~ ~ F T T T T T THp2 T T T T T TP T T T T Teeatoe-003n T T T T T T o000 T T T T T
1 I 1
tblVehicleEF | MCY | 4.3620e-003 | 0.00
________________ L L Lo __1__ ___________
tbIVehicleEF | MCY 1 4.3620e-003 | 0.00
L e e e - b e e e e e e e - b e e e e e e e - e e e e - - -
tblVehicleEF | MCY | 4.3620e-003 | 0.00
“““ tBlvTehTue_EE_____:'______M_D\7______:'______0_14_______T______oao______
“““ tBIV_ehi_cIe_EF______:_______M_D\7______:_______0_14_______T______an______
“““ Y= = i v V2l o 7Sty H " R
1 1 1
tblVehicleEF | MH 1 2.1170e-003 | 0.00
________________ 0
tbIVehicleEF | MH | 2.1170e-003 | 0.00
________________ W
tblVehicleEF | MH | 2.1170e-003 | 0.00
“““ tBlv?ehiTﬂEEE_____:'______M_HE______:'______o_oE______T______O(Sg______
“““ tBlvTehi_dEEF_""_:‘______M_HE______:‘______o_oi______T""“oﬁg"""
“““ tivehicleEF ~ - " T T T TwHD T T T T T T T T T o022 T T T T T T T T T T T 009 T T T T T
1 1 1
tblVehicleEF | OBUS 1 1.9400e-003 | 0.00
________________ L
tblVehicleEF | OBUS | 1.9400e-003 | 0.00
---------------- e M
tblVehicleEF | OBUS | 1.9400e-003 | 0.00
“““ tBlv?ehiTﬂEEE_____:'______SEUE______:'_____5.58609_-064_____T______oao______
“““ tElvTehi_dEEF_""_:_______sEué______:'_____5.5860&064_____T"""oao"""
“““ tlvehicleEF ~ ~ ~ ~ F ~ T T T T TsBUs  ~ ~ T T 701 T T T 7T sBeooe004 T~ T T T 000 77
1 1 1
tblVehicleEF 1 UBUS 1 2.5020e-003 1 0.00
________________ L
tblVehicleEF | UBUS | 2.5020e-003 | 0.00
———————————————— e T T T T T Tt T B T e
tolVehicleEF X UBUS | 2.5020e-003 X 0.00
|~ T 7 7 TtivehicleTrips :' T T T T eceTnT T T T T :' ______ g40  ~ ~ T T T T R X B
[~ T T 7 TtoivehicleTrips :‘ _____ cNwTL T T T T T :’ ______ 690 7 T T T T T Irar T T T T
|~ T 7 7 TtivehicleTrips rT T T cNw_TTP T T T T T Pt 4100~ T T T T TT T T T T 300 T T T T
________________ 0
tblVehicleTrips 1 CW_TTP 1 59.00 1 62.00
________________ L
tblVehicleTrips | DV_TP | 5.00 | 0.00
———————————————— R i T~ A il il
tblVehicleTrips | PB_TP | 3.00 | 0.00
[~ T 7 7 TtbvehicleTrips :' T T T TR T T T T T :' ______ 9200 T T 7 T _____ 10000 T T
[~ T T 7 TtoivehicleTrips | o - S rtTTT T 259 T T T T TT T T T TR T T T T
1 I 1
|~ 7 7 7 TtoivehicleTrips (T VI - P T 259 T T T T T T T T e T T T T T
________________ 0
tblVehicleTrips 1 WD_TR 1 2.59 1 1.68
________________ U
thiWater | OutdoorWaterUseRate | 0.00 | 2,591,811.00
2.0 Emissions Summary
2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction
ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N-ZO CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2016 y 65627 | 74.9179 | 50.4347 | 0.0917 |18.267-5| 3.5861 | 21.2078 | 9.9840 | 32992 | 126892 | 0.0000 | 8515.309,8,515.3096, 1.9472 | 0.0000 |8556.200
I I I I I I I I I I I o8 I I oA
2017 I 72,1847 | 36.6069 | 454250 | 0.0917 | 3.8970 | 1.9479 | 58448 | 1.0472 | 1.8263 | 28736 | 0.0000 I8,316.08218,316.0820! 0.8276 | 0.0000 |8,333.462
1] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 | [ | 1 10
— — — — —
Total 78.7474 | 111.5248 | 95.8597 | 0.1833 | 22.1644 | 5.5340 | 27.0527 | 11.0313 | 5.1255 | 15.5627 § 0.0000 |16,831.39]16,831.391| 2.7748 | 0.0000 |16,889.66
16 6 24
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Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CcOo2
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2016 I 6.5627 | 74.917-9 | 50.4347 | 0.0917 | 18.267-5 | 3.5861 | 21.2078 | 9.9840 | 3.2992 | 12.6892 | 0.0000 |8,515.309|8.515.3096| 1.9472 | 0.0000 I8,556.200
 _ _ _ _ __ "____'____'____'____'___'____'____'____'____'____'____'_i_'____'____'____'____
2017 I 72.1847 | 36.6069 | 45.4250 | 0.0917 1 3.8970 | 1.9479 | 5.8448 | 1.0472 | 1.8263 | 2.8736 | 0.0000 18,316.08218,316.08201 0.8276 | 0.0000 18,333.462
] | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 | | | 0 | 1 1 | 0
Total 7-8.7474 111.5248 | 95.8597 0.1833 22.1644 5.5340 27.0527 11.0313 5.1255 15.5627 0.0000 |16,831.39(16,831.391| 2.7748 0.0000 |16,889.66
16 6 24
ROG NOx [e]e) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total COo2
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
-
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total COo2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area I 16.1396 | 4.0000e- | 0.0430 | 0.0000 | | 1.5000e- | 1.5000e- | | 1.5000e- | 1.5000e- | | 0.0910 | 0.0910 | 2.5000e- | | 0.0963
4 4 4 4 4 4
. O a0
Energy I 0.0195 | 0.1770 1 0.1487 | 1.0600e- | | 0.0135 | 0.0135 | 1 0.0135 | 0.0135 | 1 212.4480 | 212.4480 | 4.0700e- | 3.8900e- | 213.7410
] | 1 | 003 | | 1 1 1 | | 1 | | 003 | 003 1
[~ TMobile i 29114 308680 | 37.8492 1 0.1a45 | 7.0155 | 05331 | 75485 ' 18976 ' 04905 | 23881 ' T1305133'13051.333" 02175 T T TiT30s5.00]
| 1 1 1 1 1 | | 1 39 | 9 1 1 1 03
Total 19.0705 31.0454 | 38.0409 0.14.‘% 7.01.‘% 0.5467 7.5621 1.8976 0.5041 2.4017 13,263.87 |13,263.872| 0.2218 3.8900e- | 13,269.73
29 9 003 75
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CcO2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area I 16.1396 | 4.0000e- | 0.0430 | 0.0000 | | 1.5000e- | 1.5000e- | | 1.5000e- | 1.5000e- | | 0.0910 | 0.0910 | 2.5000e- | | 0.0963
| ____ LI e O Y ST SN Mot Gt et SN Bt S DU SRR NP S oo gl NN
Energy I 0.0195 1 0.1770 1 0.1487 | 1.0600e- | 1 0.0135 | 0.0135 | 1 0.0135 | 0.0135 | 1 212.4480 | 212.4480 | 4.0700e- | 3.8900e- | 213.7410
] | | | 003 | | | 1 1 | | | I | 003 | 003 |
|~ “Mobile _;;_ 29114 ;_358580_;_37._84_92': "0.1445 T 70155 ¢ 0_53_31_;_7._54§5_;_1§97_6_: 70.2905 ': "2.3881 _: T T1§,O§1.§3 :'13551333:' 0.2175 ;_ - _;3355595
39 9 03
Total 19.0705 31.0454 | 38.0409 0.1455 7.0155 0.5467 7.5621 1.8976 0.5041 2.4017 13,263.87 13,263.872| 0.2218 3.8900e- 13,269.7?
29 9 003 75
ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 JBio- CO2 NTSio-COZ'-TOIaI CO2] CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
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3.0 Construction Detalil

Construction Phase

Phase Phase Name Phase ?ype Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 IDemolition IDemolition I1/1/2016 I1/28/2016 | 5I 20I
2~ ~ 7 TiSite Preparation ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ TSite Preparation 11/29/2006 ~ ~ T2jivjzo16 V. T T st T T Tpot T T T T T T T T T T T T
37 " " TiGradng ~ ~ ~ " T " 7 T lGradng "~ T~ |2_/15/2_01B T T 132412016 _:_ T _5:_ T _36: _____________
4~ |Building Construction ~ ~ ~ ~ [Building Construction _.3_/23/2_0173 T 7 \5il82017 _:_ T 506: _____________
FT T g T T TPaving” T T T T T T 5118/3017 T T Yeitsoi7 T T, T T T s, T T T T T T T T T T TTTTT
6™ ~ A‘rcﬁt&tLTraTcBatTng_ T AFchTteEtu?aFCo‘atﬁg_ T 6/1%/2‘017 T 7/13/_20_17_ - _:_ T _s‘l' T _26: _____________

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 '-rype Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Architectural Coating IAir Compressors | 1I 6.00I 7-8I 0.48
Demolion " Texcavators mTTTT T 3T T T T gool T 16200~ T T 7 0.3
bemaiior ~ =~ """~ T~ ™ iconaeieiindusiiaTsaws T " 1T T T T T 77T Tty 850 T """ it 673
Giadng ~ """ T T TC B T T T T T T T 57777 80, """ W T T 634
Bliding Construction ~ ~ ~ T T T Tranes T T T T T T T T T 177775 7000 © T T 7 26, T T 7T 029
Buiding Construction .~ FErkﬁfts_ __________ : ________ 3': _____ 8 60:' _____ 8_9:_ _____ 0.20
Building Construction TeEne_raTor_s&s ________ : ________ 1': _____ 8 .Bo‘l' _____ §4:_ _____ 0.74)
Paving~ ~ T T 77 TPEve_rs ___________ Tttt 200 T T T gool T " 1250 T T 7 0.42)
Paving” ~ ~ T T T 77 %Ralle_rs ___________ : ________ 2_: _____ 8 60:_ _____ 8_0: ______ 0.3§]
bamaidor ~ " T T T T T 777 \Ribber Tred Dozars” ~ T T T 7| T 57777 800, ~ T T " 255 T T T 640
Giadng ~ ~ """ """ "7~ ‘Rubber Tied Dozers Tt 17777 o0 ~ T T T 255 T T T 649
|_BLI_I|dmg_CEnS_tI’LEtIEn _______ Tr_ewt_orE/LBaEer_s/E_iac_khBeg T _: ________ ?;: _____ 7 50:_ _____ 9_7:_ _____ 0.37]
Grading ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ " T T~ Ter_ad_erE __________ : ________ 1': _____ 8 Bo‘I' _____ 1747 T T T T 7 0.41]
Grading ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ "~ T T~ T~ TTr_act_orE/LBaEer_s/E_zac_khBeE I T gool T o7 T T T T T 0.37
Pairg™ =~ """ T T T T eamingEdupmenT T T T T T A TR sor T T o T 639
Site Preparaion” ~ T T T T T Tiactors/oaders/Badkioes ~ T T T T T T AT 800, ~ "~ gy T 637
Site F_’re_parau_on _________ Rather_Tlﬁed_Daze_rs ______ ; ________ 5: _____ 8 60:- _____ 2 5_5:_ _____ 0.40)
Gradng ~ ~ ~ "~ " " T " 77 sEraT)er_s __________ T 2': _____ 8 .60:' _____ 3 6_1:_ _____ 0.4§
I'BJildﬁg‘CEnsIru‘ctiEn_ Tt Tw_ekj_erE __________ : ________ 1_: _____ 8 ‘60:_ _____ Ze: ______ 0.45]

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker '-rrip Vendor ?rip Hauling ?rip Worker ?rip Vendor ?rip Hauling ?rip Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling

Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle ClassVehicle Class

[Demolition | 6| 15.00, 0.00, 733.00, 14.70, 5.90, 20.00,LD._Mix JHDT Mix — |HHDT

Site Preparation T T T T _7;_ T T 1goo, T T T 505;_ - 6.06:_ T T 71470, 7 T T Ted0, ~ T 20000, o T T T HBT_Nﬂx_ _:EHBT_ -

Grading ~ ~ ~ T I A Eo.‘oo’l' © oo T 606:_ - _14_76: 77 %a0" ~ 2000, o mix ~ ~ ” H‘DT‘Nﬂx_ _:EHTJT_ -

[Bﬁldi_ng_cgns_tm_cti?)n_ ‘I' T T T _9:_ - _2736_00'r - 312_.06:_ - 6.06:_ - _147707I -7 _6.§o|r ~ 7 20 OOTLD_ Mix THBT__Nﬁx_ _:ﬁH_DT_ -

Paving~ T~ T T T T el T T _15._00_1 T T T o000 T T ooo” T T 14701 T T T Tegol 2_0.60T|_|5_M|x_ T 7 T THDT_Mix_ T IHHDT

enedalCaatng™ 1~ T T T T T W T T Biooi T T T e T T Bdo T T i47or T T T mor T T B000ib. i T T T IHBT MK TIAHBT T

] ] ] 1 1 1 1 1 ] ]
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3.2 Demolition - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 4.2876 ; 45.6559 ; 35.0303 ; 0.0399 ' ; 2.2921 ; 2.2921 ; ' 21365 ; 2.1365 ;4,089.284;4,089.2841; 1.1121 ; ;4,112.637
1 4
Total 4.2876 45.6559 | 35.0303 0.0399 2.2921 2.2921 2.1365 2.1365 4,089.284 |4,089.2841| 1.1121 4,112.637
1 4
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CcOo2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
- — — -
Hauling 0 0.6317 ; 10.1435 ; 7.1313 ; 0.0271 ; 0.6385 ; 0.1569 ; 0.7954 ; 0.1748 ; 0.1443 ; 0.3192 | ; 2,726.929 ;2,726.9299; 0.0196 ; ; 2,727.340
9 3
- h_ - 1L __ L _____J___1___Jd___L___L___L___l____l___1
Vendor j§ 0.0000 | 0.0000 ;| 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; | 0.0000
] 1 | | | | | | | 1 | | 1 | | |
[~ Worker — "7 00624 " 00781 ! 09730 T 21200e- T 0.1677 [1.4000e- ' 01691 ' T0.0445 1 1.2900e- T 0.0458 1~ ~ ~ T1784374 1784374 Mo1500e- I~ T T T 17178.6295 ]
I | | I o003 | I o003 | | I o003 | | | | I o003 |
Total 0.6941 10.2216 8.1043 0.0292 0.8061 0.1583 0.9644 0.2193 0.1456 0.3649 2,905.367 2,905.367-2 0.0287 2,905.969
2 8
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 4.2876 ; 45.6559 ; 35.0303 ; 0.0399 ' v 22921 ; 2.2921 ' '21365 ' 2.1365 0.0000 ;4,089.284'4,089.2841; 11121 7 ;4,112.637
1 4
Total 4.2876 45.6559 | 35.0303 0.0399 2.2921 2.2921 2.1365 2.1365 0.0000 [4,089.284(4,089.2841| 1.1121 4,112.637
1 4
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CcOo2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
. T — T T T — T T — T T T T T — T T T
Hauling 0 0.6317 | 10.1435 | 7.1313 | 0.0271 | 0.6385 | 0.1569 | 0.7954 | 0.1748 | 0.1443 | 0.3192 | | 2,726.929 I2,726.9299I 0.0196 | | 2,727.340
9 3
. — — _ W_ _ _ I\ _ V4 _ L _ 4 N I I I — — _1_ _ _
Vendor | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000
] 1 | | | | | | | 1 | | 1 | | |
[~ Worker — "7 00624 ' 00781 ' 09730 T 21200e- T 0.1677 [1.4000e- ' 01691 ' 0.0445 ! 1.2900e- T 0.0458 1~ ~ ~ T1784374 1784374 Mo1500e- T T T T 17178.6295
1] I 1 I o003 | I o3 | 1 I 003 | 1 1 I I o003 | 1
Total 0.6941 10.2216 8.1043 0.0292 0.8061 0.1583 0.9644 0.2193 0.1456 0.3649 2,905.367 2,905.367-2 0.0287 2,905.969
2 8
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust ; ; ; ;18.0663; 0.0000 ; 18.0663 ; 9.9307 ; 0.0000 ; 9.9307 | ; ; 0.0000 ; ; 0.0000
| PR — I I L I U
Off-Road | 5.0771 | 54.6323 | 41.1053 | 0.0391 | | 2.9387 | 2.9387 | | 27036 | 27036 | 4,065.005 |4,065.0053] 1.2262 | 1 4,090.754
1 I I I I I I I I I I 3 I I 4
Total 5.0#1 54.6323 | 41.1053 0.0391 18.0663 2.9387 21.0049 9.9307 2.7036 12.6343 4,065.005 (4,065.0053| 1.2262 4,090.5
3 4
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcOo S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 X ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; ; 0.0000
L - - - — L s L L e I U )
Vendor j§ 0.0000 | 0.0000 ;| 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; | 0.0000
] 1 | | | | | | | 1 | | 1 | | |
[~ Worker ©— "7 00749 70,0937 ! 11675 T 25500e- T 0.2012 1.6800e- | 02029 ' T0.0534 1 15500e- T 00549 1~ ~ ~ T21a1249 M21a1249 M 00110 T T T T1214.3554]
I | | I o003 | I o003 | | I o003 | | | | | |
Total 0.0749 0.0937 1.1675 | 2.5500e- 0.2012 1.6800e- 0.2029 0.0534 1.5500e- 0.0549 214.1249 | 214.1249 0.0110 214.3554
003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 0 | | | | 18.0663 | 0.0000 | 18.0663 | 9.9307 | 0.0000 | 9.9307 | | ' 0.0000 ' | 0.0000
o - — W_ _ _ I _ _ 4 __ v _ 1A
Off-Road § 5.0771 | 54.6323 | 41.1053 | 0.0391 | | 29387 | 29387 | | 27036 | 27036 | 0.0000 |4,065.0054,065.0053] 1.2262 | 1 4,090.754
I I I I I I I l l I I 13 I I 14
Total 5.0#1 54.6323 | 41.1053 0.0391 18.0663 2.9387 21.0049 9.9307 2.7036 12.6343 0.0000 |4,065.005 |4,065.0053| 1.2262 4,090.5
3 4
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 X ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; ; 0.0000
. — — _ W_ _ _ I\ 4 _ L L
Vendor | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000
] 1 | | | | | | | 1 | | 1 | | |
[~ Worker — "7 00749 " 00937 ! 11675 T 25500e- T 0.2012 1.6800e- ' 02029 ' T0.0534 ! 15500e- T 00549 1~ ~ ~ T21471249 2141249 M 00110 T T T T1214.3554]
1] I 1 I o003 | I o3 | 1 I 003 | 1 1 I 1 1
Total 0.0749 0.0937 1.1675 | 2.5500e- 0.2012 1.6800e- 0.2029 0.0534 1.5500e- 0.0549 214.1249 | 214.1249 0.0110 214.3554
003 003 003
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3.4 Grading - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust ; ; ; ; 8.6733 ; 0.0000 ; 8.6733 ; 3.5965 ; 0.0000 ; 3.5965 | ; ; 0.0000 ; ; 0.0000
| PR 1 L I U P
Off-Road | 6.4795 | 74.8137 | 49.1374 | 0.0617 | | 35842 | 35842 | 32975 | 3.2975 | | 6,414.980 |6,414.9807 1.9350 | | 6,455.615
1 I I I I I I I I I I A I I 4
— — ——
Total 6.4795 74.8137 | 49.1374 | 0.0617 8.6733 3.5842 12.2576 3.5965 3.2975 6.8940 6,414.980|6,414.9807| 1.9350 6,455.615
7 4
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcOo S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 X ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; ; 0.0000
L - - - — L s L L e I U )
Vendor j§ 0.0000 | 0.0000 ;| 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; | 0.0000
] 1 | | | | | | | 1 | | 1 | | |
[~ Worker ~ "7 00833 " 01041 12973 T 2:8300e- T 0.2236 1.8700e- | 02254 ' T0.0593 1 1.7200e- T 0.0610 1~ ~ ~ T237.9165 M237.9165 M 00122 T T T T1238.1726]
I | | I o003 | I o003 | | I o003 | | | | | |
Total 0.0833 0.1041 1.297-3 2.8300e- 0.2236 | 1.8700e- 0.2254 0.0593 1.7200e- 0.0610 237.9165 | 237.9165 0.0122 238.1726
003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust " | | | | 8.6733 | 0.0000 | 8.6733 | 3.5965 | 0.0000 | 35065 | "0.0000 | 0.0000
o - — W_ _ _ I _ _ 4 __ v _ 1A
Off-Road | 6.4795 | 74.8137 | 49.1374 | 0.0617 | | 35842 | 35842 | | 3.2975 | 3.2975 | 0.0000 |6,414.9806,414.9807| 1.9350 | | 6,455.615
I I I I I I I l l I I [ I I 14
— — ——
Total 6.4795 74.8137 | 49.1374 | 0.0617 8.6733 3.5842 12.2576 3.5965 3.2975 6.8940 0.0000 |6,414.980(6,414.9807| 1.9350 6,455.615
7 4
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 X ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; ; 0.0000
. — — _ W_ _ _ I\ 4 _ L L
Vendor | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000
] 1 | | | | | | | 1 | | 1 | | |
[~ Worker — "7 00833 " 01041 ' 12973 T 2:8300e- T 0.2236 [1.8700e- ' 02254 ' T0.0593 ! 1.7200e- T 0.0610 1~ ~ ~ T237.9165 M237.9165 M 00122 T T T T1238.1726]
I I I I 003 | I 003 | l I o003 | I I I I I
Total 0.0833 0.1041 1.297-3 2.8300e- 0.2236 | 1.8700e- 0.2254 0.0593 1.7200e- 0.0610 237.9165 | 237.9165 0.0122 238.1726
003 003 003
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3.5 Building Construction - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

—
NBio-

ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 3.4062 | 28.5063 | 18.5066 | 0.0268 ' '1.9674 | 1.9674 | | 1.8485 ' 1.8485 ;2,669.286;2,669.2864; 0.6620 ' ;2,683.189
4 0
Total 3.4062 | 285063 | 18.5066 | 0.0268 19674 | 1.9674 1.8485 1.8485 2,669.286 [2,669.2864| 0.6620 2,683.189
4 0
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcOo S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling " 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ' 0.0000 | 0.0000
_______ h_ _ - 4 -1 __d___1___L___ R N P
Vendor § 0.9356 | 9.7268 | 11.1715, 0.0244 | 0.7000 | 0.1579 | 0.8579 | 0.1993 | 0.1452 | 0.3446 1 2,443.817 |2,443.8170; 0.0175 | 2,444.185
1 I | | | | | I I I | 0 | | 2
™ Worker ~ "7 11906 ! 14891 1185509 T 0.0405 T 3.1968 | 0.0267 ! 32235 ! 08478 | 0.0246 1 08724 1 T37402.206 13,402.2062 0.17a4 1~ ~ ~ 713405868
] | 1 1 1 1 1 | 1 [P | 1 1 8
Total 21262 | 11.2158 | 29.7225 | 0.0649 | 3.8968 | 0.1847 | 4.0814 1.0472 | 0.1698 1.2170 5,846.023 [5,846.0232 0.1919 5,850.054
2 0
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 3.4062 | 28.5063 | 18.5066 | 0.0268 ' '1.9674 | 1.9674 ' '71.8485 ' 1.8485 0.0000 ;2,669.286;2,669.2864; 0.6620 ' ;2,683.189
4 0
Total 3.4062 | 285063 | 18.5066 | 0.0268 19674 | 1.9674 1.8485 1.8485 0.0000 |2,669.286|2,669.2864 0.6620 2,683.189
4 0
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ' 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ' 0.0000 | 0.0000
_______ A (N (R R A AN D DN IS R [N SR IR I RN R
Vendor § 0.9356 | 9.7268 | 11.1715; 0.0244 | 0.7000 | 0.1579 | 0.8579 | 0.1993 | 0.1452 | 0.3446 12,443.817 2,443.8170) 0.0175 | | 2,444,185
1] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 10 1 1 12
T Worker — "7 11906 ! 14891 185509 T 0.0405 T 3.1968 | 0.0267 ' 32235 ! 08478 | 0.0246 1 08724 1 T37402.206 13,402.2062 0.17a4 1~ ~ ~ T13,405.868]
] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 [P 1 1 8
Total 21262 | 11.2158 | 29.7225 | 0.0649 | 3.8968 | 0.1847 | 4.0814 1.0472 | 0.1698 1.2170 5,846.023 [5,846.0232 0.1919 5,850.054
2 0
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3.5 Building Construction - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

—
NBio-

ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
— — — -
Off-Road 3.1024 ;26.4057 ;18.1291; 0.0268 ' | 1.7812 | 1.7812 | | 1.6730 | 1.6730 ;2,639.805;2,639.8053; 0.6497 ' ;2,653.449
3 0
Total 3.1024 | 26,4057 | 18.1291 | 0.0268 17812 | 1.7812 1.6730 1.6730 2,639.805 [2,639.8053| 0.6497 2,653.449
3 0
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcOo S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling " 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
_______ W _ o 1 _ _ - - 1 _d___1_ __L___ N N P
Vendor y 0.8576 | 8.8566 | 10.5067 | 0.0244 | 0.7002 | 0.1409 | 0.8411 | 0.1994 | 0.1296 | 0.3291 12,404,272 2,404.2722) 0.0170 1 2,404.628
1 I | | | | | I I I | 2 | | 2
T Worker ~ "7 10704 1713447 17167892 T 0.0405 T 31968 | 0.0257 ! 32225 ! 08478 1 0.0237 T 08715 | T3272.004 1327270046 01610 1~ ~ ~ 713275384
] | 1 1 1 1 1 | 1 (| 1 1 8
Total 1.9280 | 10.2013 [ 27.2959 | 0.0648 | 3.8970 | 0.1667 | 4.0636 1.0472 | 0.1534 1.2006 5,676.276 [5,676.2767 0.1779 5,680.013
7 0
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
— — — -
Off-Road 3.1024 ;26.4057 ;18.1291; 0.0268 ' | 1.7812 | 1.7812 | | 1.6730 1.6730 0.0000 ;2,639.805;2,639.8053; 0.6497 ' ;2,653.449
3 0
Total 3.1024 | 26,4057 | 18.1291 | 0.0268 17812 | 1.7812 1.6730 1.6730 0.0000 |2,639.805 |2,639.8053| 0.6497 2,653.449
3 0
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
_______ A (N (R R A AN D DN IS R [N SR IR I RN R
Vendor § 0.8576 | 8.8566 | 10.5067 | 0.0244 | 0.7002 | 0.1409 | 0.8411 | 0.1994 | 0.1296 | 0.3291 12,404.2722,404.2722) 0.0170 | 12,404,628
1] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 12 1 1 12
T Worker — "7 10704 '7 13447 17167892 T 0.0405 T 31968 | 0.0257 ' 32225 ! 08478 1 0.0237 1 08715 | T3272.004 1327270046 01610 '~ ~ T 713275384
] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 e | 1 1 8
Total 1.9280 | 10.2013 [ 27.2959 | 0.0648 | 3.8970 | 0.1667 | 4.0636 1.0472 | 0.1534 1.2006 5,676.276 [5,676.2767 0.1779 5,680.013
7 0
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3.6 Paving - 2017

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

—
NBio-

ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 0 1.9074 ; 20.2964 ; 14.7270 ; 0.0223 ; ' 1.1384 ; 1.1384 ; ; 1.0473 ; 1.0473 | ;2,281.058 ;2,281.0588; 0.6989 ; ; 2,295.7%
8 0
- - - — W_ - 1 _ __1_ JE I [P RO R [N — — [ [ DR
Paving n 08161 1 1 1 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 1 | 0.0000 1 | 0.0000
] 1 | | | | | | | 1 | | 1 | | |
Total 2.7235 20.2964 | 14.7270 0.0223 1.1384 1.1384 1.04-73 1.0473 2,281.058|2,281.0588| 0.6989 2,295.736
8 0
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcOo S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 X ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; ; 0.0000
- h_ - 1L __ L __J___1___Jd___L_ __L___L__________
Vendor j§ 0.0000 | 0.0000 ;| 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; | 0.0000
] 1 | | | | | | | 1 | | 1 | | |
[~ Worker — "7 00561 ! 00705 ! 08806 T 2.1200e- T 0.1677 [1.3500e- ! 01690 ' 0.0445 1 1.2400e- T 00457 1~ ~ ~ T1716086 M171.6086 M84400e- 1T T T 171717859
I | | I o003 | I o003 | | I o003 | | | | I o003 |
Total 0.0561 0.07735 0.8806 | 2.1200e- 0.1677 | 1.3500e- 0.1690 0.0445 1.2400e- 0.0457 171.6086 | 171.6086 | 8.4400e- 171.7859
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 0 1.9074 ; 20.2964 ; 14.7270 ; 0.0223 ; ; 1.1384 ; 1.1384 ; ; 1.047-3 ; 1.0473 | 0.0000 ;2,281.058 ;2,281.0588; 0.6989 ; ; 2,295.7%
8 0
o - — W_ _ _ I _ _ 4 __ v _ 1A
Paving n 0.8161 | 1 1 1 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 1 | 0.0000 1 | 0.0000
] 1 | | | | | | | 1 | | 1 | | |
Total 2.7235 20.2964 | 14.7270 0.0223 1.1384 1.1384 1.04-73 1.0473 0.0000 |2,281.0582,281.0588| 0.6989 2,295.736
8 0
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 X ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; ; 0.0000
. — — _ W_ _ _ I\ 4 _ L L
Vendor | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000
] 1 | | | | | | | 1 | | 1 | | |
[~ Worker ~ "7 00561 ! 00705 ! 08806 T 21200e- T 0.1677 '1.3500e- ' 01690 ' 0.0445 ! 1.2400e- T 00457 1~ ~ ~ T1716086 M171.6086 M84400e- T T T T 11717859
1] I 1 I o003 | I o3 | 1 I 003 | 1 1 I I o3 | 1
Total 0.0561 0.07735 0.8806 | 2.1200e- 0.1677 | 1.3500e- 0.1690 0.0445 1.2400e- 0.0457 171.6086 | 171.6086 | 8.4400e- 171.7859
003 003 003 003
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Archit. Coating " 71.6390 | | | | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | | 0.0000 | | 0.0000
___________ I - _ _ R - - = L e U
Off-Road § 03323 | 21850 | 1.8681 | 2.9700e- | | 01733 | 0.1733 | | 01733 | 0.1733 | 281.4481 | 281.4481 | 0.0297 | | 282.0721
1 I | | 003 | | I I I | | I | | |
Total 71.9714 | 2.1850 | 1.8681 | 2.9700e- 0.1733 | 0.1733 0.1733 0.1733 281.4481 | 281.4481 | 0.0297 282.0721
003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcOo S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling " 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000
L - - — — — _ L L o L o )
Vendor y 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ;| 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
] | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 | 1 1 | 1 1 1
" T ‘Worker "7 02133 1702680 733461 T 8.0700e- T 0.6371 [51200e- ! 06423 ! 0.1690 1 4.7300e- T 01737 1~ ~ ~ Te521128 Me52.1128 [ 00321 I~ T T T 1652.7865 |
I | | I o003 | I o003 | | I o003 | | | | | | |
Total 0.2133 0.2680 | 3.3461 | 8.07006. | 0.6371 |5.1200e. | 006423 | 0.1600 | 4.7300e. | 0.1737 652.1128 | 652.1128 | 0.0321 652.7865
003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Archit. Coating 0 71.6390 ' | | | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | ' 0.0000 ' | 0.0000
| _ R (N [N S S S D I I S IR SR IR N R I
Off-Road § 03323 | 21850 | 1.8681 | 2.9700e- | | 01733 | 0.1733 | | 01733 | 0.1733 | 0.0000 |281.4481 ) 281.4481 | 0.0297 | | 282.0721
1] 1 1 | 003 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Total 71.9714 | 2.1850 | 1.8681 | 2.9700e- 0.1733 | 0.1733 0.1733 0.1733 0.0000 | 281.4481 | 281.4481 | 0.0297 282.0721
003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000
| _ _ _ A (N (R R A AN D DN IS R [N SR IR I RN R
Vendor y 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
" T ‘Worker " 02133 1702680 733461 T 8.0700e- T 0.6371 [5.1200e- ! 06423 ! 0.1690 1 4.7300e- T 01737 '~ ~ ~ Te521128 Me52.1128 M 00321 "~ T T T 1652.7865 |
] 1 1 I o003 | I o3 | 1 I 003 | 1 1 1 1 1 1
Total 0.2133 0.2680 | 3.3461 | 8.07006. | 0.6371 |5.1200e. | 006423 | 0.1600 | 4.7300e. | 0.1737 652.1128 | 652.1128 | 0.0321 652.7865
003 003 003
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated 2.9114 | 30.8680 | 37.8492 | 0.1445 | 7.0155 | 05331 | 7.5485 | 1.8976 | 0.4905 | 2.3881 113,051.33113,051.3331  0.2175 | 113,055.90
1] 1 | | | | | | | 1 | 139 1 9 | | 1 03
" “Unmitigated _::_2._9114_:_3(78550_:_37._8452'If 0.1445 T 7.0155 :_03331_:_73455 _: T1.8976 _: "0.4905 T 2.3881 _: - T13_,05_1.§3 :_13,55I3§3:_ 0_.21_75_:_ - _:I3,55§90_
39 9 03
1 L | | | | | | | L | | L | | |
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily ?rip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
— —
Land Use Weekday | Saturday |Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 ' 0.00 j 0.00 B
Parking Lot | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | |
Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 1 517.44 1 517.44 1 517.44 | 3,184,553 1 3,184,553
=
Total | 517.44 | 517.44 ] 51744 | 3,184,553 | 3,184,553
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- [ H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces | 16.60 J'_ 8.40 J'_ 6.90 | 0.00 : 0.00 ' 0.00 0 ! 0 ! 0
[T T T ParkingLot | 1660 | 840 | 690 | 000 | 000 | o000 | o "o T, """ "7
i Gnr?;frTge‘rat‘ed‘WBre‘h&JsE-r\To_:_ 71660 T 000 T T 17a1” _:_ 62.00 _: T 000 77 73800 1T Tdo0 'I' “To T .r I
- — — — — — — — —
LDA I LDT1 I LDT2 MDV I LHD1 I LHD2 I MHD I HHD I OBUS I UBUS I MCY I SBUS I MH
0.618000,  0.000000, 0.000000 0.000000, 0.064600, 0.000000, 0.087000, 0.230400, 0.000000, 0.000000, 0.000000, 0.000000, 0.000000]
5.0 Energy Detail
4.4 Fleet Mix
Historical Energy Use: N
5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
NaturalGas 0.0195 1 0.770 T 0.1487 T L0600 I 100135 I 00135 | 1 0.0135 I 0.0135 T212.4480 | 212.4480 1 4.0700e- I 3.8000e. | 203.7410
Mitigated I | 1 I 003 I | | | | | 1 1 | I 003 I 003 |
- - = = = = — e R i S e e I B e e I R e e e I
NatralGas =~ 00195 | 01770 | 0.1487 | 1.0600e- , 00185 | 00135 | , 00135 |~ 00135 | 212.4480 | 2124480 | 4.0700e-  3.8900e- | 213.7410
Unmitigated 0 | . . 003 . . . . . | . . | \ 003 \ 003 \

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



5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 | PM25 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr | Ib/day Ib/day
Other Non-Asphalt 70.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 770.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 70,0000 ' 0.0000 70.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Surfaces ! I I I I I I I I | | I | I I I I
_______ | D I Y Y U I B
ParkingLot | O j 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.000i
I I I I I I I I I | | I | I I I I
" Unrefrigerated ' 1805.81 W~ 0.0105 ! 0.1770 T 0.1487 T10600e- "~ ~ ~ 1700135 ' 00135 '~ ~ ~ T oo135 [ 00135 T ~ 7 7 1212.4480 ' 212.4480 ! 4.0700e- | 3.8900e- | 213.7410 |
Warehouse-No ! I ! ! I o003 | ! ! ! [ [ ! [ I 003 ! o003 !
. "
Total 0.0105 | 0.1770 | 0.1487 | L0600e- 0.0135 | 0.0135 0.0135 | 0.0135 212.4480 | 212.4480 | 4.0700e- | 3.8900e- | 213.7410
003 003 003
Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kB'I!U/yr | Ib/day Ib/day
Parking Lot 0 “ 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ' 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 70,0000 ' 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ' 0.0000
_______ W __ 0 __ L ___ L __ 4 ___ L ___ L
Unrefrigerated | 1.80581 || 0.0195 | 0.1770 | 0.1487 | 1.0600e- | | 0.0135 | 0.0135 | | 00135 | 00135 | | 212.4480 | 212.4480 | 4.0700e- | 3.8900e- | 213.7410
Warehouse-No | n | | | 003 | | | 1 1 | 1 | | 003 | 003
e - e Rt - - - - e - e - e - - s - - [ — - - e S —— - - = o
Other Non-Asphalt! ~ 0 " 0.0000 ' 0.0000 T 0.0000 T 0.0000 ' 1 70.0000 ' "0.0000 ' T 00000 T 00000 T ™ 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' "0.0000
Surfaces ! I I I I I I I | | I | I I I I
11
Total 0.0195 | O.1770 | 0.0487 | L.0600e- 0.0135 | 0.0135 0.0135 | 0.0135 212.4480 | 212.4480 | 4.0700e- | 3.8900e- | 213.7410
003 003 003
6.0 Area Detail
6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
—
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated | 16.1396 | 4.0000e- | 0.0430 | 0.0000 | 1.5000e- | 1.5000e- | | 1.5000e- | 1.5000e- | | 00910 | 0.0910 | 2.5000e- | | 0.0963
n 1 004 | | | 1 004 004 | | 004 004 | | 1 | 004 | |
[ “Unmitigated " 16.1396 ' 4.0000e- '~ 0.0430 1 0.0000 T ~ ~ ~ T15000e- ' 1.5000e- '~ T ~ ' 1.5000e- ' 1.5000e- '~ ~ ~ T 0.0010 T 00910 M25000e- I~ T T T ! 0.0963 |
I 004 ! ' o004 004 ! ' 004 ! o004 ! ! ! ' oos4 ! !
1l 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

Unmitigated
=
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CcOo2
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural 2.6523 ' ' ' ' '0.0000 " 0.0000 ' '0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ' ' ' 0.0000
Coatin ] | 1 1 1 1 1 1 | | 1 | 1 1 1
g
| o _ - o4 _1_ I U AN A P
Consumer N 13.4832 | | | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | | 0.0000
Products ] | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 | | 1 | 1 1 1
[ Landscaping  "4.1100e- !"4.0000e- 700430 1 0.0000 T ~ T T M15000e- "1.5000e ! T T T 71 1.5000e- T T.5000e- 1~~~ T 00910 T 0.0010 M25000e- T T T 71700963 |
003 ! oo4 ! ! ! I 004 ! o004 ! I o004 | o004 ! ! ! I oo4 ! !
Total 16.1396 | 4.0000e- | 0.0430 0.0000 1.5000e- | 1.5000e- 1.5000e- | 1.5000e- 0.0910 0.0910 2.5000e- 0.0963
004 004 004 004 004 004
Mitigated
ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CcO2
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural 2.6-523 i i i i ©0.0000 © 0.0000 ° ©0.0000 ° 0.0000 i ©0.0000 ° i " 0.0000
Coatin ] | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 | | 1 | 1 1 1
9
| — - _ L L L L
Consumer 1 13.4832 1 1 1 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 1 | 0.0000 | 1 | 0.0000
Products ] | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 | | 1 | 1 1 1
| “Landscaping " 4.1100e- ' 4.0000e- ' 0.0430 T 0.0000 T ~ T T M15000e-'"1.5000e '~ T T "' 1.5000e- T 15000e- '~ ~ ~ T 00010 T 00910 M25000e- T T T ' 0.0963 |
003 ' o004 ! ! ! I o004 ! o004 ! I o004 ! o04 ! ! ! ' oos4 ! !
Total 16.1396 | 4.0000e- 0.0430 0.0000 1.5000e- | 1.5000e- 1.5000e- | 1.5000e- 0.0910 0.0910 2.5000e- 0.0963
004 004 004 004 004 004
7.0 Water Detail
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
8.0 Waste Detail
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
9.0 Operational Offroad
- = = =
Equipment Type I Number I Hours/Day I Days/Year I Horse Power I Load Factor I Fuel Type I

10.0 Vegetation
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2

1.0 Project Characteristics

Page 1 of 1

Center Street Warehouse
South Coast Air Basin, Winter

Date: 6/9/2015 2:24 PM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail X 308.00 X 1000sqft 7.07 308,000.00 X 0
|~ 7 Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces T~~~ T T fjois9 ~ ~ T T T T I~ 7T T T T 1000sgft T T T T T L X T 101591.00° ~ 'T T T 0T T 7]
| I | |
|~ T 7 7 T Parkinglot 1T T T T T T 623 T CoT Tt Acre T T T T T T Te2s T T T T 27137880 1+ o~ T
1 1 | 1
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 31
Climate Zone 10 Operational Year 2018
Utility Company Riverside Public Utilities
CO2 Intensity 1325.65 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)
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
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 I Column Name I Default Value I New Value
tblArchitecturalCoating | E_NonresidentiaI_Exterior | 250.00 | 37.00
|~ T 7 tblArchitecturalCoating :‘ ~ T EF_Nonresidential_nterior :‘ “““ 25000 T T TT T T T30 T T T T
|~ 7 TtlProjectCharacteristics T OperationalYear F ~ ~ ~ 777 2014 T T T T TT T T T T8 T T T T T
I | |
thlVehicleEF I HHD I 0.03 I 0.23
________________ U 0
tblVehicleEF | HHD I 0.03 | 0.23
________________ T S U L . -
thlVehicleEF | HHD | 0.03 | 0.23
""" tBlthTmEEF""":"""'L'DA"""':"""'fIsI"""T"""o.éz"""
“““ tBlvTehi‘aEEF‘"‘":‘"""L‘DA‘""":‘"""(IsI"""T"""o.@z"""
""" L 7T 7= = I N X Y o X7 S
| | |
thIVehicleEF I LDT1 ] 0.06 ] 0.00
________________ L o b D s L D o) _______
thlVehicleEF | LDT1 ] 0.06 | 0.00
———————————————— [ Tl S i e T
thIVehicleEF | LDT1 | 0.06 ) 0.00
""" tBlthTmEEF""":"""'LBTE""":"""'615"""T"""o.ao"""
“““ tBlv?ehi‘ds?EF‘"‘":‘"""LBTE""":‘"""615"""T"""o.ao"""
""" tlvehicleeF ~ T T T bz T T T T TP T T T T T Tow T T T T T T TT T T T T o000 T T T T T
| | |
thiVehicleEF I LHD1 I 0.04 ] 0.06
________________ I
tblVehicleEF | LHD1 | 0.04 | 0.06
________________ U O

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



“““ BVeileEF ~ T T T T T T T T TR T T T T T T T T T a@ T T T T TR T
______ tBlv_ehi_cle_EE_____:_______LﬁDE______:______6.547_05-063_____T______o.ﬁo______
“““ = L A
“““ BVenceEE ~ T T T T T T T T T TWAbe T T T T T T T T T T ematoecss T T T T T oo T T T
“““ BVeIeEF ~ T T T T T T T T T My T T T T T TR T T T T uEsksdes T T YT T T T T os T
“““ BVeldeEF ~ T T T T T T T Moy T T T T T T T T T T u3szeo0s T T T T T T om0 T T T
“““ BVeclEr ~ T T T T T T T T T TNey T T T T T TR T T T T G3ee T T T Tt T T T T T o0 T T T
“““ e e
“““ g A
“““ BVenceEE ~ T T T T T T T T T MY T T T T T T T T T T T g T T T T T YT T T T TR T
“““ BVerEE ~ T T T T T T T T T TR T T T T T T Tt T T Smmede T T T TR T T T T T o T T
“““ 7 = = v ¥ 7 o S ' I
“““ BVerdIGEF ~ T T T T T T T T T TR T T T T T TR T T T T ofesesT T T T Tt T T T T T om0 T T T
“““ BVerodEF T T T T T T T T T T NG T T T T T T T T T T T g T T T T T T T T T T T T g5 T T
“““ BVenceEE ~ T T T T T T T T T M T T T T T T T T T T T TG T T T T T T TT T T T TR T T T
“““ VRS =~ T T T TS T T T T TR TTTTTTgm T T T wET oo
“““ BVeHeeEr ~ T T T T T T T T T oRUST T T T T T T T T T TimadosoosT T T T YT T T T T o T T T
“““ tivehicleEF ~ T T T T T T T T oBUST T T T T T T T T T imaosos T T T T T T T T T oo TT T
“““ BVeriesEr T T T T T T T T T T ORGST T T T T TR T T T T a0 T T T T YT T T T T om0 T T
“““ BVeoEF T T T T T T T T T sRUS T T T T T T T T T T HEe0ena” T T T T T T T T T 0% T T
“““ BiVercleEE ~ T T T T T T T T T SBUST T T T T T T T T T sEstoecsa T T T T T T T oo T T T
""" BVeRREEE ~~ " T T T T T T TSRS T T TR T T T T REMSOMT T T T T T om T
“““ BVereleEE ~ T T T T T T T T T UBGS T T T T T T T T T T Eodedss T T T T T T T T omT T
“““ biveicleEF T T T T T T T TUBUS T T T T T T T T T T 2Bozeos T T T T T T T T oo TT T
“““ BVeticlEF ~ T T T T T T T T T UBUST T T T T T T T T BEeedos T T T T T T T T T ogn T
[~ T T T TwivenideTrips T T T T FoTTTTeeAT T T rooTTo 7 R TTTTT T om T
[~ T T T TwivehideTrips T T T T QT SNWICTT T FrTTTTo o §o0 " T T T T TTT T T T T Tar T T
T T e T T T T T iy TR T T il A%~ TTT VT T T
[T T T T ivemideTrips T T T T i Swie T T T booo oo """ 1T T T Twoe T
[~ T T T TwivenideTrips T T T T e oo §oo """ T~ Y R
[~ T T T TwivehideTrips T T T T % i roooTos 00" """ TOTTT T o T T T
[~ T T T TwivenideTrips T T T T CTTTTTRRRT T r=----- @~ T T 000 T T 7T
[T T T T TwivehideTrips T T T T T e - S rTTTTo o s T T T T T TTT T T T TuE T T T
=T T T wivenideTris T T T T T i R il FTTm Ze T TTTTTYTT T T T
[~ T T T TwivehideTrips T T T T CTTTTo Wo TR T T T T i 55T T T T T T T
i owaer T T T T T " T~ OlidoowatéruseRale T T T F T T T T 7T Goo TT T t T T asamie T T T
2.0 Emissions Summary
2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction
ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2016 I 6.5646 | 74.9281 | 50.3334 | 0.0890 | 18267_5 | 3.5861 | 21.2(% | 9.9840 | 3.2992 | 12.6892 | 0.0000 I8,28:.512|8,283A5123I 1.947-2 | 0.0000 I8,324.403
| o — _ _ n__ Y __ L\ __ v ___ v _ b
2017 II 72.1889 | 36.9574 | 46.2804 | 0.0889 | 3.8970 | 1.9493 | 5.8462 | 1.0472 | 1.8276 | 2.8748 | 0.0000 |8,092.2198,092.2198] 0.8282 | 0.0000 |8,109.610
[} I ] ] ] ] ] ] ] I ] ] 8 I ] ] ] 9
Total 78.7-535 111.885-5 96.6138 O,lﬁg 22.1644 5.5354 27.0540 11.0313 5.1268 15.5640 0.0000 16,37-5,73 16,3%.732 2,%3 0.0000 |16,434.01
22 2 41
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Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2016 6.5646 | 74.9281 | 50.3334 | 0.0890 | 18.2675 | 3.5861 | 21.2078 | 9.9840 | 3.2992 | 126892 | 0.0000 ;8,283.512;8,283.5123; 10472 | 0.0000 ;8,324.403
3 2
___________ L e P
2017 | 721889 | 36.9574 | 46.2804 | 0.0889 | 3.8970 | 1.9493 | 58462 | 1.0472 | 1.8276 | 2.8748 | 0.0000 |8,092.219,8,092.2198; 0.8282 | 0.0000 | 8,109.610
1 | I I I I I I I I I 8 I I 9
— — — — —
Total 78.7535 | 111.8855 | 96.6138 | 0.1779 | 22.1644 | 55354 | 27.0540 | 11.0313 | 5.1268 | 15.5640 § 0.0000 |16,375.73|16,375.732] 2.7753 | 0.0000 |16,434.01
22 2 41
ROG NOXx [e]e) S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 [ Bio-CO2| NBio- |Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area 16.1396 ' 4.0000e- ' 0.0430 ' 0.0000 ""1.5000e- ' 1.5000e- ' '"1.5000e- ' 1.5000e- '70.0910 ' 0.0910 ' 2.5000e- ' 00963
t I 004 ! ! ! ' o004 ' o0sa ! I o004 ' o0sa ! ! ! ' oosa !
_______ L U - — - - - = L e P
Energy y 00195 | 0.1770 | 0.1487 | 1.0600e- | | 00135 | 00135 | 0.0135 | 0.0135 | | 212.4480 | 212.4480 | 4.0700e- | 3.8900e- | 213.7410
1 | I | 003 I I I I I I I | | 003, 003
[~ “Mobile ~ " 30246 1320118 14054221 0.1413 T 7.0155 [ 05347 |7 75502 | 18976 ' 04920 1 23896 !~ T12803.36112,803.364" 02184 I~ T T T 17123807.95]
1] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 47 7 1 1 19
Total T0.1837 | 32.1892 | 40.7330 | 0.1423 | 7.0155 | 05483 | 7.5638 | L8976 | 0.5056 2.4032 T3,015.00 | 13,015.003| 0.2228 | 3.8000e. | 13,02L.78|
38 8 003 91
Mitigated Operational
—
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area 16.1396 ' 4.0000e- ' 0.0430 ' 0.0000 ' ""1.5000e- ' 1.5000e- ' ""1.5000e- ' 1.5000e- "70.0910 ' 0.0910 ' 2.5000e- ' "0.0963
I oo4 ! ! ! ' 004 ' o0a ! ' o004 ' o0a ! ! ' oos4 ! !
l - - — n_ _ _ - _ 4 _ 4L _ 11 ___L___ L __ - ___l
Energy § 00195 | 0.1770 | 0.1487 | 1.0600e- | | 00135 | 00135 | 0.0135 | 0.0135 | | 212.4480 | 212.4480 | 4.0700e- | 3.8900e- | 213.7410
1] 1 1 1003 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 | 003 003
|~ “Mobile ~ " 30246 1320118 '"4054227 0.1413 T 7.0155 " 05347 ' 75502 ' 18976 ' 04920 ' 23896 ' T12,803.36712,803.364" 02184 I~ T T T 17123807.95]
1] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 [ 1 19
Total 10.1837 | 32.1802 | 40.7339 | 0.1423 | 7.0155 | 05483 | 7.5638 | L8976 | 0.5056 2.4032 13,015.90[13,015.903| 0.2228 | 3.8900e- | 13,021.78
38 8 003 91
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 JBio- CO2 NBio-COZ'-TOtaI CO2] CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
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3.0 Construction Detalil

Construction Phase

Phase Phase Name Phase ?ype Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 IDemolition IDemolition I1/1/2016 I1/28/2016 | 5I 20I
2~ ~ 7 TiSite Preparation ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ TSite Preparation 11/29/2006 ~ ~ T2jivjzo16 V. T T st T T Tpot T T T T T T T T T T T T
37 " " TiGradng ~ ~ ~ " T " 7 T lGradng "~ T~ |2_/15/2_01B T T 132412016 _:_ T _5:_ T _36: _____________
4~ |Building Construction ~ ~ ~ ~ [Building Construction _.3_/23/2_0173 T 7 \5il82017 _:_ T 506: _____________
FT T g T T TPaving” T T T T T T 5118/3017 T T Yeitsoi7 T T, T T T s, T T T T T T T T T T TTTTT
6™ ~ A‘rcﬁt&tLTraTcBatTng_ T AFchTteEtu?aFCo‘atﬁg_ T 6/1%/2‘017 T 7/13/_20_17_ - _:_ T _s‘l' T _26: _____________

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 '-rype Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Architectural Coating IAir Compressors | 1I 6.00I 7-8I 0.48
Demolion " Texcavators mTTTT T 3T T T T gool T 16200~ T T 7 0.3
bemaiior ~ =~ """~ T~ ™ iconaeieiindusiiaTsaws T " 1T T T T T 77T Tty 850 T """ it 673
Giadng ~ """ T T TC B T T T T T T T 57777 80, """ W T T 634
Bliding Construction ~ ~ ~ T T T Tranes T T T T T T T T T 177775 7000 © T T 7 26, T T 7T 029
Buiding Construction .~ FErkﬁfts_ __________ : ________ 3': _____ 8 60:' _____ 8_9:_ _____ 0.20
Building Construction TeEne_raTor_s&s ________ : ________ 1': _____ 8 .Bo‘l' _____ §4:_ _____ 0.74)
Paving~ ~ T T 77 TPEve_rs ___________ Tttt 200 T T T gool T " 1250 T T 7 0.42)
Paving” ~ ~ T T T 77 %Ralle_rs ___________ : ________ 2_: _____ 8 60:_ _____ 8_0: ______ 0.3§]
bamaidor ~ " T T T T T 777 \Ribber Tred Dozars” ~ T T T 7| T 57777 800, ~ T T " 255 T T T 640
Giadng ~ ~ """ """ "7~ ‘Rubber Tied Dozers Tt 17777 o0 ~ T T T 255 T T T 649
|_BLI_I|dmg_CEnS_tI’LEtIEn _______ Tr_ewt_orE/LBaEer_s/E_iac_khBeg T _: ________ ?;: _____ 7 50:_ _____ 9_7:_ _____ 0.37]
Grading ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ " T T~ Ter_ad_erE __________ : ________ 1': _____ 8 Bo‘I' _____ 1747 T T T T 7 0.41]
Grading ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ "~ T T~ T~ TTr_act_orE/LBaEer_s/E_zac_khBeE I T gool T o7 T T T T T 0.37
Pairg™ =~ """ T T T T eamingEdupmenT T T T T T A TR sor T T o T 639
Site Preparaion” ~ T T T T T Tiactors/oaders/Badkioes ~ T T T T T T AT 800, ~ "~ gy T 637
Site F_’re_parau_on _________ Rather_Tlﬁed_Daze_rs ______ ; ________ 5: _____ 8 60:- _____ 2 5_5:_ _____ 0.40)
Gradng ~ ~ ~ "~ " " T " 77 sEraT)er_s __________ T 2': _____ 8 .60:' _____ 3 6_1:_ _____ 0.4§
I'BJildﬁg‘CEnsIru‘ctiEn_ Tt Tw_ekj_erE __________ : ________ 1_: _____ 8 ‘60:_ _____ Ze: ______ 0.45]

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker '-rrip Vendor ?rip Hauling ?rip Worker ?rip Vendor ?rip Hauling ?rip Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling

Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle ClassVehicle Class

[Demolition | 6| 15.00, 0.00, 733.00, 14.70, 5.90, 20.00,LD._Mix JHDT Mix — |HHDT

Site Preparation T T T T _7;_ T T 1goo, T T T 505;_ - 6.06:_ T T 71470, 7 T T Ted0, ~ T 20000, o T T T HBT_Nﬂx_ _:EHBT_ -

Grading ~ ~ ~ T I A Eo.‘oo’l' © oo T 606:_ - _14_76: 77 %a0" ~ 2000, o mix ~ ~ ” H‘DT‘Nﬂx_ _:EHTJT_ -

[Bﬁldi_ng_cgns_tm_cti?)n_ ‘I' T T T _9:_ - _2736_00'r - 312_.06:_ - 6.06:_ - _147707I -7 _6.§o|r ~ 7 20 OOTLD_ Mix THBT__Nﬁx_ _:ﬁH_DT_ -

Paving~ T~ T T T T el T T _15._00_1 T T T o000 T T ooo” T T 14701 T T T Tegol 2_0.60T|_|5_M|x_ T 7 T THDT_Mix_ T IHHDT

enedalCaatng™ 1~ T T T T T W T T Biooi T T T e T T Bdo T T i47or T T T mor T T B000ib. i T T T IHBT MK TIAHBT T

] ] ] 1 1 1 1 1 ] ]
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3.2 Demolition - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 4.2876 ; 45.6559 ; 35.0303 ; 0.0399 ' ; 2.2921 ; 2.2921 ; ' 21365 ; 2.1365 ;4,089.284;4,089.2841; 1.1121 ; ;4,112.637
1 4
Total 4.2876 45.6559 | 35.0303 0.0399 2.2921 2.2921 2.1365 2.1365 4,089.284 |4,089.2841| 1.1121 4,112.637
1 4
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CcOo2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
— — — — —
Hauling 0 0.6671 ; 10.5109 ; 8.1707 ; 0.027 ; 0.6385 ; 0.1573 ; 0.7957 ; 0.1748 ; 0.1447 ; 0.3195 | ; 2,720.453 ;2,720.4537; 0.0198 ; ; 2,720.869
7 7
- h_ - 1L __ L _____J___1___Jd___L___L___L___l____l___1
Vendor j§ 0.0000 | 0.0000 ;| 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; | 0.0000
] 1 | | | | | | | 1 | | 1 | | |
[~ Worker — "7 00638 ! 0.0858 ! 08970 T 1.9900e- T 0.1677 [1.4000e- ' 01691 ' 0.0445 1 1.2900e- T 00458 1~ ~ ~ T167.3543 M167.3543 M91500e- I~ T T T 17167.5464]
I | | I o003 | I o003 | | I o003 | | | | I o003 |
Total 0.7309 10.5966 9.0677 0.0290 0.8061 0.1587 0.9648 0.2193 0.1460 0.3652 2,887.808 |2,887.8080| 0.0290 2,888.416
0 0
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 4.2876 ; 45.6559 ; 35.0303 ; 0.0399 ' v 22921 ; 2.2921 ; '21365 ' 2.1365 0.0000 ;4,089.284;4,089.2841; 11121 7 ;4,112.637
1 4
Total 4.2876 45.6559 | 35.0303 0.0399 2.2921 2.2921 2.1365 2.1365 0.0000 [4,089.284(4,089.2841| 1.1121 4,112.637
1 4
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CcOo2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0 0.6671 ; 10.5109 ; 8.1707 ; 0.0277) ; 0.638-5 ; 0.1573 ; 0.7-957 ; 0.1748 ; 0.1447 ; 0.3195 | ; 2,720.453 ;2,7-20.4537; 0.0198 ; ; 2,720.869
7 7
. — — _ W_ _ _ I\ _ V4 _ L _ 4 N I I I — — _1_ _ _
Vendor | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000
] 1 | | | | | | | 1 | | 1 | | |
[~ Worker — " 00638 ! 0.0858 ! 08970 T 1.9900e- T 0.1677 1.4000e- ' 01691 ' 0.0445 ! 1.2900e- T 00458 1~ ~ ~ T167.3543 M167.3543 M91500e- T T T T !7167.5464]
1] I 1 I o003 | I o3 | 1 I 003 | 1 1 I I o003 | 1
Total 0.7309 10.5966 9.0677 0.0290 0.8061 0.1587 0.9648 0.2193 0.1460 0.3652 2,887.808 |2,887.8080| 0.0290 2,888.416
0 0

Planning Commission - Exhibit 1 - Development Review Committee Staff Report

Development Review Committee - Exhibit 8 - MND Response to Comments




3.3 Site Preparation - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust | | | ;18.0663; 0.0000 | 18.0663 | 9.9307 | 0.0000 | 9.9307 | | | 0.0000 | | 0.0000
I | P | I U [ [ I U U N P
Off-Road § 50771 | 54.6323 | 41.1053 | 0.0391 | | 2.9387 | 2.9387 | | 27036 | 27036 | 4,065.005 |4,065.0053] 1.2262 | 1 4,090.754
1 I | | | | | I I I | 3 | | 4
Total 50771 | 54.6323 | AL1053 | 00391 | 18.0663 | 2.0387 | 210040 | 9.0307 | 2.7036 | 12.6343 4,065.005 |4,065.0053|  1.2262 2,090,754 |
3 4
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcOo S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling " 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000
L - - — — — _ L L o L o )
Vendor y 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ;| 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
] | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 | 1 1 | 1 1 1
"~ ‘Worker " 00766 ! 01029 1710764 T 2.3900e- T 0.2012 [ 1.6800e- ! 02029 ! T0.0534 1 15500e- T 0.0549 1~ ~ ~ T2008251 M200.8251 I 00110 I~ T T T 17201.0556]
I | | I o003 | I o003 | | I o003 | | | | | |
Total 0.0766 0.1029 | 1.0764 | 2.3900e- | 0.2012 | 1.6800e- | 0.2029 | 0.0534 | 1.5500e- | 0.0549 200.8251 | 200.8251 | 0.0110 201.0556
003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 0 | | | | 18.0663 | 0.0000 | 18.0663 | 9.9307 | 0.0000 | 9.9307 | | ' 0.0000 ' | 0.0000
| _ R (N [N S S S D I I S IR SR IR N R I
Off-Road I 5.0771 | 54.6323 | 41.1053 | 0.0391 | | 2.9387 | 2.9387 | | 27036 | 27036 | 0.0000 |4,065.0054,065.0053] 1.2262 | 1 4,090.754
1] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 13 1 1 14
Total 50771 | 54.6323 | AL1053 | 00391 | 18.0663 | 2.0387 | 2L0040 | 9.9307 | 2.7036 | 12.6343 ] 0.0000 |4,065.005|4,065.0053| L.2262 7,090,754 |
3 4
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000
| _ _ _ A (N (R R A AN D DN IS R [N SR IR I RN R
Vendor y 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
"~ ‘Worker ~  "T 00766 ! 01029 710764 T 2.3900e- T 0.2012 ' 1.6800e- ' 02029 ! 0.0534 1 15500e- T 00549 '~ ~ ~ T2008251 M200.8251 I 00110 "~ T T T 17201.0556]
] 1 1 I o003 | I o3 | 1 I 003 | 1 1 1 1 1
Total 0.0766 0.1029 | 1.0764 | 2.3900e- | 0.2012 | 1.6800e- | 0.2029 | 0.0534 | 1.5500e- | 0.0549 200.8251 | 200.8251 | 0.0110 201.0556
003 003 003
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3.4 Grading - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust | | | | 8.6733 | 0.0000 | 8.6733 | 3.5965 | 0.0000 | 3.5965 | | | 0.0000 | | 0.0000
I | B s o
Off-Road | 6.4795 | 74.8137 | 49.1374 | 0.0617 | | 35842 | 3.5842 | | 3.2975 | 3.2975 1 6,414.980 16,414.9807] 1.9350 | | 6,455.615
1 I | | | | | I I I | [ | | 4
— — —
Total 6.4795 | 74.8137 | 49.1374 | 0.0617 | 8.6733 | 3.5842 | 12.2576 | 3.5965 | 3.2975 6.8940 6,414.980 [6,414.9807| 1.9350 6,455.615
7 4
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcOo S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling " 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000
L - - — — — _ L L o L o )
Vendor y 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ;| 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
] | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 | 1 1 | 1 1 1
"~ ‘Worker " 00851 | 01144 17171060 T 2.6500e- T 0.2236 | 1.8700e- ! 02254 | 0.0593 1 1.7200e- T 0.0610 '~ ~ T22371390 2231390 [ 00122 I~ ~ T T 172233957
I | | I o003 | I o003 | | I o003 | | | | | |
Total 0.0851 0.1144 | 1.1960 | 2.6500e- | 0.2236 | 1.8700e- | 0.2254 | 0.0593 | 1.7200e- | 0.0610 223.1390 [ 223.1390 | 0.0122 223.3952
003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 0 | | | | 8.6733 | 0.0000 | 8.6733 | 3.5965 | 0.0000 | 3.5965 | | ' 0.0000 ' | 0.0000
| _ R (N [N S S S D I I S IR SR IR N R I
Off-Road | 6.4795 | 74.8137 | 49.1374 | 0.0617 | | 35842 | 3.5842 | | 3.2975 | 3.2975 | 0.0000 |6,414.9806,414.9807) 1.9350 | 1 6,455.615
1] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7 1 1 14
— — —
Total 6.4795 | 74.8137 | 49.1374 | 0.0617 | 8.6733 | 3.5842 | 12.2576 | 3.5965 | 3.2975 6.8940 0.0000 |6,414.980|6,414.9807| 1.9350 6,455.615
7 4
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000
| _ _ _ A (N (R R A AN D DN IS R [N SR IR I RN R
Vendor y 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
"~ ‘Worker " 00851 ! 01144 17171060 T 2.6500e- T 0.2236 | 1.8700e- ! 02254 ! 0.0593 1 1.7200e- T 0.0610 '~ ~ T22371390 2231390 I 00122 T T T T 172233957
] 1 1 I o3 | I o3 | 1 I 003 | 1 1 1 1 1
Total 0.0851 0.1144 | 1.1960 | 2.6500e- | 0.2236 | 1.8700e- | 0.2254 | 0.0593 | 1.7200e- | 0.0610 223.1390 | 223.1390 | 0.0122 223.3952
003 003 003
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3.5 Building Construction - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

—
NBio-

ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 3.4062 | 28.5063 | 18.5066 | 0.0268 ' '1.9674 | 1.9674 | | 1.8485 ' 1.8485 ;2,669.286;2,669.2864; 0.6620 ' ;2,683.189
4 0
Total 3.4062 | 285063 | 18.5066 | 0.0268 19674 | 1.9674 1.8485 1.8485 2,669.286 [2,669.2864| 0.6620 2,683.189
4 0
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N-20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling " 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ' 0.0000 | 0.0000
_______ L - - - -1 _d___1_ __L___ R N P
Vendor p 10255 | 9.9724 | 13.4090 | 0.0242 | 0.7000 | 0.1596 | 0.8595 | 0.1993 | 0.1467 | 0.3461 12,423.337 |2,423.3378) 0.0181 12,423.716
1 I | | | | | I I I | 8 | | 9
" T Worker — M 121727 17156356 1717.1029 T 0.0380 T 3.1968 | 0.0267 ! 32235 ! 08478 | 0.0246 1 08724 1 T3190.8883,100.8882 0.17a4 1~ ~ ~ 713194550}
] | 1 1 1 1 1 | 1 [P | 1 1 8
Total 22427 | 11.6081 | 30.5118 | 0.0622 | 3.8968 | 0.1863 | 4.0831 1.0472 | 0.1713 1.2185 5,614.225 [5,614.2259| 0.1925 5,618.267
9 7
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 3.4062 | 28.5063 | 18.5066 | 0.0268 ' '1.9674 | 1.9674 | '71.8485 ' 1.8485 0.0000 ;2,669.286;2,669.2864; 0.6620 ' ;2,683.189
4 0
Total 3.4062 | 285063 | 18.5066 | 0.0268 19674 | 1.9674 1.8485 1.8485 0.0000 |2,669.286|2,669.2864 0.6620 2,683.189
4 0
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ' 0.0000 | 0.0000
_______ A (N (R R A AN D DN IS R [N SR IR I RN R
Vendor § 1.0255 | 9.9724 | 13.4090 | 0.0242 | 0.7000 | 0.1596 | 0.8595 | 0.1993 | 0.1467 | 0.3461 | 12,423.3372,423.3378) 0.0181 | 12,423.716
1] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 18 1 1 19
" T Worker " 121727 17156356 1717.1029 T 0.0380 T 3.1968 | 0.0267 ' 32235 ! 08478 | 0.0246 1 08724 | T3190.888 13,100.8882 0.17a4 1~ ~ T 713194550}
] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 [P 1 1 8
Total 22427 | 11.6081 | 30.5118 | 0.0622 | 3.8968 | 0.1863 | 4.0831 1.0472 | 0.1713 1.2185 5,614.225 [5,614.2259| 0.1925 5,618.267
9 7
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3.5 Building Construction - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

—
NBio-

ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
- - - -
Off-Road 3.1024 ; 26.4057 ; 18.1291 ; 0.0268 ' ; 1.7812 ; 1.7812 ; ; 1.6730 ; 1.6730 ;2,639.805 ;2,639.8053; 0.6497 ' ; 2,653.449
3 0
Total 3.1024 26.405-7 18.1291 0.0268 1.7812 1.7812 1.6730 1.6730 2,639.805 |2,639.8053| 0.6497 2,653.449
3 0
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcOo S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CcOo2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 X ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ; ' 0.0000
_______ h_ - 1L _ L __J___1___d___L_ __L___L__________]
Vendor § 09367 | 9.0751 | 127296 | 0.0242 | 0.7002 | 0.1423 | 0.8425 | 0.1994 | 0.1309 | 0.3303 12,384.0752,384.0753) 0.0175 | 1 2,384.442
1 I I I I I I I I I I 3 I I 15
T Worker — " 10918 T 14767 1542171 0.0379 T 31968 I 00257 ! 32225 ! 08478 1 0.0237 T 08715 1 T3068.339 13,068:3392 01610 !~ ~ ~ T 13,071.719]
] 1 | | | | | 1 | | 2 1 | | 4
Total 2.0285 10.5518 | 28.1513 0.0621 3.8970 0.1680 4.0650 1.0472 0.1546 1.2019 5,452.414 |5,452.4145] 0.1784 5,456.161
5 9
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
- - - -
Off-Road 3.1024 ; 26.4057 ; 18.1291 ; 0.0268 ' ; 1.7812 ; 1.7812 ; ; 1.6730 1.6730 0.0000 ; 2,639.805 ;2,639.8053; 0.6497 ' ; 2,653.449
3 0
Total 3.1024 26.405-7 18.1291 0.0268 1.7812 1.7812 1.6730 1.6730 0.0000 |2,639.805(2,639.8053| 0.6497 2,653.449
3 0
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CcOo2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 " 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 X ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ; ¥ 0.0000
_______ W_ _ _ I _ _ _1_ _ _ - - [ I DR [N R [N [N NN RN SRR RN DU
Vendor § 0.9367 | 9.0751 | 12.7296 | 0.0242 | 0.7002 | 0.1423 | 0.8425 | 0.1994 | 0.1309 | 0.3303 | 12,384.0752,384.0753] 0.0175 | 1 2,384.442
I I I I I I I l l I I 13 I I (]
T Worker — "7 10918”14767 '15.4217T 0.0379 T 31968 [ 00257 ' 32225 ! 08478 ! 00237 T 08715 1 T3068.339 13,068:3392 01610 !~ ~ ~ T !3,071.719]
] 1 | | | | | 1 | | 2 1 | | 4
Total 2.0285 10.5518 | 28.1513 0.0621 3.8970 0.1680 4.0650 1.0472 0.1546 1.2019 5,452.414 |5,452.4145] 0.1784 5,456.161
5 9
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3.6 Paving - 2017

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

—
NBio-

ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 0 1.9074 ; 20.2964 ; 14.7270 ; 0.0223 ; ' 1.1384 ; 1.1384 ; ; 1.0473 ; 1.0473 | ;2,281.058 ;2,281.0588; 0.6989 ; ; 2,295.75
8 0
- - - — W_ - 1 _ __1_ JE I [P RO R [N — — [ [ DR
Paving n 08161 1 1 1 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 1 | 0.0000 1 | 0.0000
] 1 | | | | | | | 1 | | 1 | | |
Total 2.7235 20.2964 | 14.7270 0.0223 1.1384 1.1384 1.04-73 1.0473 2,281.058|2,281.0588| 0.6989 2,295.736
8 0
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcOo S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 X ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; ; 0.0000
- h_ - 1L __ L __J___1___Jd___L_ __L___L__________
Vendor j§ 0.0000 | 0.0000 ;| 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; | 0.0000
] 1 | | | | | | | 1 | | 1 | | |
[~ Worker — "7 00573 " 00775 ! 08088 T 1.9900e- T 0.1677 1.3500e- ! 01690 ' 0.0445 1 1.2400e- T 00457 1~ ~ ~ T160.9269 M160.9269 M84400e- I~ ~ T T 17161.1047
I | | I o003 | I o003 | | I o003 | | | | I o003 |
Total 0.0573 0.0775 0.8088 | 1.9900e- 0.1677 | 1.3500e- 0.1690 0.0445 1.2400e- 0.0457 160.9269 | 160.9269 | 8.4400e- 161.1042
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 0 1.9074 ; 20.2964 ; 14.7270 ; 0.0223 ; ; 1.1384 ; 1.1384 ; ; 1.047-3 ; 1.0473 | 0.0000 ;2,281.058 ;2,281.0588; 0.6989 ; ; 2,295.75
8 0
o - — W_ _ _ I _ _ 4 __ v _ 1A
Paving n 0.8161 | 1 1 1 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 1 | 0.0000 1 | 0.0000
] 1 | | | | | | | 1 | | 1 | | |
Total 2.7235 20.2964 | 14.7270 0.0223 1.1384 1.1384 1.04-73 1.0473 0.0000 |2,281.0582,281.0588| 0.6989 2,295.736
8 0
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CO2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 X ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; ; 0.0000
. — — _ W_ _ _ I\ 4 _ L L
Vendor | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000
] 1 | | | | | | | 1 | | 1 | | |
[~ Worker ~ "7 00573 " 00775 ' 08088 T 1.9900e- T 0.1677 1.3500e- ' 0.1690 ' 0.0445 ! 1.2400e- T 00457 1~ ~ ~ T160.9269 1609269 M84400e- T T T T 17161.1047
1] I 1 I o003 | I o3 | 1 I 003 | 1 1 I I o3 | 1
Total 0.0573 0.0775 0.8088 | 1.9900e- 0.1677 | 1.3500e- 0.1690 0.0445 1.2400e- 0.0457 160.9269 | 160.9269 | 8.4400e- 161.1042
003 003 003 003
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Archit. Coating " 71.6390 | | | | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | | 0.0000 | | 0.0000
___________ I e
Off-Road § 03323 | 21850 | 1.8681 | 2.9700e- | | 01733 | 0.1733 | | 01733 | 0.1733 | 281.4481 | 281.4481 | 0.0297 | | 282.0721
1 I | | 003 | | I I I | | I | | |
Total 71.9714 | 2.1850 | 1.8681 | 2.9700e- 0.1733 | 0.1733 0.1733 0.1733 281.4481 | 281.4481 | 0.0297 282.0721
003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcOo S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling " 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000
L - - — — — _ L L o L o )
Vendor y 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ;| 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
] | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 | 1 1 | 1 1 1
" T Worker " 02176 17 02943 1730736 T 7.5600e- | 0.6371 |5.1200e- ! 06423 ! 0.1690 1 4.7300e- T 04737 '~ ~ ~ Te115221 M611.5221 M 00321 I~ T T T 1%612.1958]
I | | I o003 | I o003 | | I o003 | | | | | | |
Total 0.2176 0.2043 | 3.0736 | 7.56006. | 0.6371 |5.1200e. | 006423 | 0.1600 | 4.7300e. | 0.1737 611.5221 [ 611.5221 | 0.0321 612.1958
003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Archit. Coating 0 71.6390 ' | | | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | | 0.0000 | | 0.0000
| _ R (N [N S S S D I I S IR SR IR N R I
Off-Road § 03323 | 21850 | 1.8681 | 2.9700e- | | 01733 | 0.1733 | | 01733 | 0.1733 | 0.0000 |281.4481 ) 281.4481 | 0.0297 | | 282.0721
1] 1 1 | 003 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Total 71.9714 | 2.1850 | 1.8681 | 2.9700e- 0.1733 | 0.1733 0.1733 0.1733 0.0000 | 281.4481 | 281.4481 | 0.0297 282.0721
003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000
| _ _ _ A (N (R R A AN D DN IS R [N SR IR I RN R
Vendor y 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
" T Worker " 02176 |7 02943 1730736 T 7.5600e- T 0.6371 |5.1200e- ! 06423 ! 0.1690 1 4.7300e- T 0.4737 '~ ~ Te115221 M611.5221 M 00321 T T T T 1%612.1958]
] 1 1 I o003 | I o3 | 1 I 003 | 1 1 1 1 1 1
Total 0.2176 0.2043 | 3.0736 | 7.56006. | 0.6371 | 5.1200e. | 006423 | 0.1600 | 4.7300e. | 0.1737 611.5221 [ 611.5221 | 0.0321 612.1958
003 003 003
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOXx [ele) SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated 3.0246 | 32.0118 | 40.5422 | 0.1413 | 7.0155 | 05347 | 7.5502 | 1.8976 | 0.4920 | 2.3896 112,803.36112,803.3641 0.2184 | 112,807.95
1] 1 | | | | | | | I 1 147 7 1 1 119
" “Unmitigated _::_37)226_:_32_.01_18_:_40._5452'|f 0.1413 T 7.0155 :_033717_:_73552 _: T1.8976 _: 0.4920 T 2.3896 _: - T12_,80_3.3_6 :_12,_805.354:_ 0_.21_84_:_ - _:I2,§07_.95_
47 7 19
1 L | | | | | | | L | | L | | |
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily ?rip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
— —
Land Use Weekday | Saturday |Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 ' 0.00 j 0.00 B
Parking Lot | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | |
Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 1 517.44 1 517.44 1 517.44 | 3,184,553 1 3,184,553
=
Total | 517.44 | 517.44 ] 51744 | 3,184,553 | 3,184,553
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- [ H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces | 16.60 J'_ 8.40 J'_ 6.90 | 0.00 : 0.00 ' 0.00 0 ! 0 ! 0
[T T T ParkingLot | 1660 | 840 | 690 | 000 | 000 | o000 | o "o T, """ "7
i Gnr?;frTge‘rat‘ed‘WBre‘h&JsE-r\To_:_ 71660 T 000 T T 17a1” _:_ 62.00 _: T 000 77 73800 1T Tdo0 'I' “To T .r I
- — — — — — — — —
LDA I LDT1 I LDT2 MDV I LHD1 I LHD2 I MHD I HHD I OBUS I UBUS I MCY I SBUS I MH
0.618000,  0.000000, 0.000000 0.000000, 0.064600, 0.000000, 0.087000, 0.230400, 0.000000, 0.000000, 0.000000, 0.000000, 0.000000]
5.0 Energy Detail
4.4 Fleet Mix
Historical Energy Use: N
5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Cco2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
NaturalGas 0.0195 1 0.770 T 0.1487 T L0600 I 100135 I 00135 | 1 0.0135 I 0.0135 T212.4480 | 212.4480 1 4.0700e- I 3.8000e. | 203.7410
Mitigated I | 1 I 003 I | | | | | 1 1 | I 003 I 003 |
- - = = = = — e R i S e e I B e e I R e e e I
NatralGas =~ 00195 | 01770 | 0.1487 | 1.0600e- , 00185 | 00135 | , 00135 |~ 00135 | 212.4480 | 2124480 | 4.0700e-  3.8900e- | 213.7410
Unmitigated 0 | . . 003 . . . . . | . . | \ 003 \ 003 \
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 | PM25 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr | Ib/day Ib/day
Other Non-Asphalt 70.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 770.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 70,0000 ' 0.0000 70.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Surfaces ! I I I I I I I I | | I | I I I I
_______ | D I Y Y U I B
ParkingLot | O j 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.000i
I I I I I I I I I | | I | I I I I
" Unrefrigerated ' 1805.81 W~ 0.0105 ! 0.1770 T 0.1487 T10600e- "~ ~ ~ 1700135 ' 00135 '~ ~ ~ T oo135 [ 00135 T ~ 7 7 1212.4480 ' 212.4480 ! 4.0700e- | 3.8900e- | 213.7410 |
Warehouse-No ! I ! ! I o003 | ! ! ! [ [ ! [ I 003 ! o003 !
. "
Total 0.0105 | 0.1770 | 0.1487 | L0600e- 0.0135 | 0.0135 0.0135 | 0.0135 212.4480 | 212.4480 | 4.0700e- | 3.8900e- | 213.7410
003 003 003
Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kB'I!U/yr | Ib/day Ib/day
Parking Lot 0 “ 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ' 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 70,0000 ' 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ' 0.0000
_______ W __ 0 __ L ___ L __ 4 ___ L ___ L
Unrefrigerated | 1.80581 || 0.0195 | 0.1770 | 0.1487 | 1.0600e- | | 0.0135 | 0.0135 | | 00135 | 00135 | | 212.4480 | 212.4480 | 4.0700e- | 3.8900e- | 213.7410
Warehouse-No | n | | | 003 | | | 1 1 | 1 | | 003 | 003
e - e Rt - - - - e - e - e - - s - - [ — - - e S —— - - = o
Other Non-Asphalt! ~ 0 " 0.0000 ' 0.0000 T 0.0000 T 0.0000 ' 1 70.0000 ' "0.0000 ' T 00000 T 00000 T ™ 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' "0.0000
Surfaces ! I I I I I I I | | I | I I I I
11
Total 0.0195 | O.1770 | 0.0487 | L.0600e- 0.0135 | 0.0135 0.0135 | 0.0135 212.4480 | 212.4480 | 4.0700e- | 3.8900e- | 213.7410
003 003 003
6.0 Area Detail
6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
—
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total co2
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated | 16.1396 | 4.0000e- | 0.0430 | 0.0000 | 1.5000e- | 1.5000e- | | 1.5000e- | 1.5000e- | | 00910 | 0.0910 | 2.5000e- | | 0.0963
n 1 004 | | | 1 004 004 | | 004 004 | | 1 | 004 | |
[ “Unmitigated " 16.1396 ' 4.0000e- '~ 0.0430 1 0.0000 T ~ ~ ~ T15000e- ' 1.5000e- '~ T ~ ' 1.5000e- ' 1.5000e- '~ ~ ~ T 0.0010 T 00910 M25000e- I~ T T T ! 0.0963 |
I 004 ! ' o004 004 ! ' 004 ! o004 ! ! ! ' oos4 ! !
1l 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

Unmitigated
=
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CcOo2
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural 2.6523 ' ' ' ' '0.0000 " 0.0000 ' '0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ' ' ' 0.0000
Coatin ] | 1 1 1 1 1 1 | | 1 | 1 1 1
g
| o _ - o4 _1_ I U AN A P
Consumer N 13.4832 | | | | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | | 0.0000 | | 0.0000
Products ] | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 | | 1 | 1 1 1
[ Landscaping  "4.1100e- !"4.0000e- 700430 1 0.0000 T ~ T T M15000e- "1.5000e ! T T T 71 1.5000e- T T.5000e- 1~~~ T 00910 T 0.0010 M25000e- T T T 71700963 |
003 ! oo4 ! ! ! I 004 ! o004 ! I o004 | o004 ! ! ! I oo4 ! !
Total 16.1396 | 4.0000e- | 0.0430 0.0000 1.5000e- | 1.5000e- 1.5000e- | 1.5000e- 0.0910 0.0910 2.5000e- 0.0963
004 004 004 004 004 004
Mitigated
ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total CcO2
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural 2.6-523 i i i i ©0.0000 © 0.0000 ° ©0.0000 ° 0.0000 i ©0.0000 ° i " 0.0000
Coatin ] | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 | | 1 | 1 1 1
9
| — - _ L L L L
Consumer 1 13.4832 1 1 1 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 1 | 0.0000 | 1 | 0.0000
Products ] | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 | | 1 | 1 1 1
| “Landscaping " 4.1100e- ' 4.0000e- ' 0.0430 T 0.0000 T ~ T T M15000e-'"1.5000e '~ T T "' 1.5000e- T 15000e- '~ ~ ~ T 00010 T 00910 M25000e- T T T ' 0.0963 |
003 ' o004 ! ! ! I o004 ! o004 ! I o004 ! o04 ! ! ! ' oos4 ! !
Total 16.1396 | 4.0000e- 0.0430 0.0000 1.5000e- | 1.5000e- 1.5000e- | 1.5000e- 0.0910 0.0910 2.5000e- 0.0963
004 004 004 004 004 004
7.0 Water Detail
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
8.0 Waste Detail
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
9.0 Operational Offroad
- = = =
Equipment Type I Number I Hours/Day I Days/Year I Horse Power I Load Factor I Fuel Type I

10.0 Vegetation
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Attachment B:
Final Hydrology Study
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Project Specific Water Quality Management Plan

A Template for Projects located within the Santa Ana Watershed Region of Riverside County

Project Title: Center Street Industrial Block
Public Works No:

Design Review/Case No: P14-1033

Contact Information:

Prepared for: Transition Properties
PO Box 1010 Blue Jay, CA 92317

ATTN: Art Day
X Preliminary
[ ] Final Prepared by: Psomas

1500 lowa Avenue, Suite 210
Original Date Prepared: October 9, 2014 Riverside, CA 92507

Attn: Andrew Woodard, PE
Revision Date(s): N/A

Prepared for Compliance with
Regional Board Order No. R8-2010-0033
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OWNER’S CERTIFICATION

This Project-Specific Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) has been prepared for Transition Properties by
Psomas. for the Center Street Industrial Block project.

This WQMP is intended to comply with the requirements of the City of Riverside for design review of the proposed
308,000 SF industrial complex, Planning Case No. P14-1033 which includes the requirement for the preparation
and implementation of a Project-Specific WQMP.

The undersigned, while owning the property/project described in the preceding paragraph, shall be responsible for
the implementation and funding of this WQMP and will ensure that this WQMP is amended as appropriate to
reflect up-to-date conditions on the site. In addition, the property owner accepts responsibility for interim
operation and maintenance of Stormwater BMPs until such time as this responsibility is formally transferred to a
subsequent owner. This WQMP will be reviewed with the facility operator, facility supervisors, employees, tenants,
maintenance and service contractors, or any other party (or parties) having responsibility for implementing
portions of this WQMP. At least one copy of this WQMP will be maintained at the project site or project office in
perpetuity. The undersigned is authorized to certify and to approve implementation of this WQMP. The
undersigned is aware that implementation of this WQMP is enforceable under the City of Riverside Water Quality
Ordinance (Municipal Code Section 14.12.315).

"I, the undersigned, certify under penalty of law that the provisions of this WQMP have been reviewed and
accepted and that the WQMP will be transferred to future successors in interest."

Owner’s Signature Date

Owner’s Printed Name Owner’s Title/Position

PREPARER’S CERTIFICATION

“The selection, sizing and design of stormwater treatment and other stormwater quality and quantity control
measures in this plan meet the requirements of Regional Water Quality Control Board Order No. R8-2010-0033
and any subsequent amendments thereto.”

Preparer’s Signature Date
Andrew Woodard, PE Project Engineer
Preparer’s Printed Name Preparer’s Title/Position

Preparer’s Licensure:

-2-
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Section A: Project and Site Information

This project is a proposal to build a new industrial building and adjoining parking lot on APNs 246-070-
002,017, 246-040-026, and 027. Stormwater from the site will be treated by an infiltration basin at the
Southeast corner of the site.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Type of Project: Commercial warehouse

Planning Area: Ward 1, City of Riverside, County of Riverside
Community Name: Northside

Development Name: Center Street Industrial Block

PROJECT LOCATION
Latitude & Longitude (DMS): 34° 01’ 07”N, 117° 21’ 18”"W
Project Watershed and Sub-Watershed: Santa Ana; Santa Ana River, Reach 3

APN(s): 246-070-002, 017, 246-040-026, and 027
Map Book and Page No.: Book 1, Page 20 of Maps, Riverside County Records

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

Proposed or Potential Land Use(s) Industrial Warehouse
Proposed or Potential SIC Code(s) 4225

Area of Impervious Project Footprint (SF) 582,839 SF
Total Area of proposed Impervious Surfaces within the Project Limits (SF)/or Replacement 582,839 SF
Does the project consist of offsite road improvements? |X| Y |:| N
Does the project propose to construct unpaved roads? [y XIN
Is the project part of a larger common plan of development (phased project)? |:| Y |X| N
EXISTING SITE CHARACTERISTICS

Total area of existing Impervious Surfaces within the project limits (SF) O SF

Is the project located within any MSHCP Criteria Cell? [y XIN
If so, identify the Cell number: N/A

Are there any natural hydrologic features on the project site? [y XIN
Is a Geotechnical Report attached? Xy [N
If no Geotech. Report, list the NRCS soils type(s) present on the site (A, B, C and/or D) N/A

What is the Water Quality Design Storm Depth for the project? 0.65in

A.1 Maps and Site Plans

Appendix 1 includes a map of the local vicinity and existing site. In addition, WQMP Site Plan, located in
Appendix 1, includes the following:

e Drainage Management Areas e Source Control BMPs
e Proposed Structural BMPs e Buildings, Roof Lines, Downspouts
e Drainage Path e Impervious Surfaces

* Drainage Infrastructure, Inlets, Overflows Standard Labeling

-5-
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A.2 Receiving Waters

In order of upstream to downstream, the receiving waters the project site is tributary to are as follows:

Table A.1 Identification of Receiving Waters

Receiving Waters

EPA Approved 303(d)
List Impairments

Designated
Beneficial Uses

Proximity to RARE
Beneficial Use

Not a water body

()

WILD, RARE, SPWN, MAR

Lake Evans (801.27) None REC1, REC2, WARM, COLD, WILD classified as RARE
AGR, GWR, REC1, REC2, WILD
Pathogens ’ ’ ’ ’ ! 2.5 Miles
Santa Ana River, Reach 3 (801.21) & WARM, RARE
Prado Basin Management Zone .
None REC1, REC2, WARM, WILD, RARE 19 Miles
(801.11)
. AGR, GWR, REC1, REC2, WILD, .
Santa Ana River, Reach 2 (801.11) None WARM, RARE 21 Miles
Santa Ana River, Reach 1 (801.11) None REC1, REC2, WILD, WARM Not a water body
classified as RARE
Tidal Prism of Santa Ana River (to within
1000’ of Victoria Street) and Newport REC1, REC2, COMM, WILD, RARE, .
None 45 Miles
Slough MAR
(801.11)
Pacific Ocean Nearshore Zone IND, NAV, REC1, REC2, COMM, .
None 49 Miles
(801.11) WILD, RARE, SPWN, MAR, SHEL
Pacific Ocean Offshore Zone IND, NAV, REC1, REC2, COMM, .
None 52 Miles

Note: Proximate receiving waters are identified in bold.

See Receiving Waters Diagram in Appendix 1
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A.3 Additional Permits/Approvals required for the Project:

Table A.2 Other Applicable Permits

Agency Permit Required

State Department of Fish and Game, 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement [y XN

State Water Resources Control Board, Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 401 Water Quality Cert. |:| Y |X| N

US Army Corps of Engineers, CWA Section 404 Permit |:| Y |Z| N
US Fish and Wildlife, Endangered Species Act Section 7 Biological Opinion |:| Y |X| N
Statewide Construction General Permit Coverage |X| Y |:| N
Statewide Industrial General Permit Coverage |:| Y |Z| N
Western Riverside MSHCP Consistency Approval (e.g., JPR, DBESP) []y XN
Other (please list in the space below as required)

City of Riverside Conditional Use Permit [y XIN
City of Riverside Design Review Xy LN
City of Riverside Building Permit |X| Y |:| N
City of Riverside Grading Permit Dy LN
City of Riverside Construction Permit Xy LN
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Section B: Optimize Site Utilization (LID Principles)

Site Optimization
Does the project identify and preserve existing drainage patterns? If so, how? If not, why?

Yes, this site strives to keep the drainage proceeding to the south westerly corner of the site, which is
where the historical flows have always gone. In addition, there are historic tributary flows that are
entering this site from the north westerly corner of the site in a concentrated manner. The existing
drainage pattern included ponding on Center Street. The proposed site will included a 20 foot wide
drainage easement to carry the offsite flows through the site and outlet into Placentia Lane.

Does the project identify and protect existing vegetation? If so, how? If not, why?

No, the existing site is in a rural area and what little vegetation that is place does not lend itself to the
development standards. New landscaping is proposed and will be integrated into the proposed parking
lot and street adjacent landscaped areas.

Does the project identify and preserve natural infiltration capacity? If so, how? If not, why?

Yes, the current infiltration capacity is comprised of the existing soils natural infiltration ability. The
proposed site layout includes an infiltration basin that will serve to mimic and exceed the existing
infiltration capacity.

Does the project identify and minimize impervious area? If so, how? If not, why?

Yes, landscaped areas are distributed equally throughout the parking lot and the south easterly corner of
the site will serve as a landscaped infiltration basin.

Does the project identify and disperse runoff to adjacent pervious areas? If so, how? If not, why?

Yes, the proposed building will have roof drains that are directed over proposed landscaped areas before
being routed to the landscaped infiltration basin.

-8-
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Section C: Delineate

(DMASs)

Table C.1 DMA Classifications

Drainage

Management

Areas

DMA Name or ID Surface Type(s) Area (Sq. Ft.) DMA Type
1-A Concrete 5917 D
1-B Landscape 51098 D
1-C Roofs 303591 D
1-D Asphalt 194632 D
1E Lan.dscaped Infiltration 20210 D
Basin
2-B Natural Soil (C) 11745 A
3-A Concrete 5355 D
3-B Landscape 4308 D
3-D Roofs 22992 D
3-E Infiltration Trench 803 D
4-A Concrete 7419 D
4-B Landscape 9418 D
4-D Roofs 30720 D
4-E Infiltration Trench 925 D
5-F Landscape 11647 A

Table C.2 Type ‘A’, Self-Treating Areas

DMA Name or ID Area (Sq. Ft.) Stabilization Type Irrigation Type (if any)
2-B 11745 Natural Channel with | N/A
Depressed Overflow Outlet
3-F 11647 Ornamental Landscape Per approved Landscape
Architects Plan

Table C.3 Type ‘B’, Self-Retaining Areas

Type ‘C’ DMAs that are draining to the Self-Retaining
Self-Retaining Area Area
Area Storm
(square |Depth [C] from TableRequired Retention
DMA Post-project feet) (inches) [HnmA Name /C.4= Depth (inches)
Name/ ID surface type (Al (B] ID [C] [D]
Landscaped
1-E Infiltration 20210 0.65 1-Total 455337.1 15.3
Basin
Infiltration
3-E Trench 803 0.65 3-Total 25761.5 215
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Type ‘C’ DMAs that are draining to the Self-Retaining
Self-Retaining Area Area
Area Storm
(square |Depth [C] from TableRequired Retention
DMA Post-project feet) (inches) [HnmA Name /C.4 = Depth (inches)
Name/ ID surface type (Al [B] ID [C] [D]
Infiltration
4-E Tromch 925 0.65 4-Total 35060.2 25.3
[B] - [C]
[D] = [B] +
(4]
Table C.4 Type ‘C’, Areas that Drain to Self-Retaining Areas
DMA Receiving Self-Retaining DMA
3
S 2Ly
() [ O o Y
£ © § S 2z “g 5 Area (square
e
z ez s g 5 S |Product feet) Ratio
Z A S5 B  [cI=[AIx[B] [DMA name /ID |ID] [c)/[D]
1-A 5917 Concrete 0.89 5278
1-B 51098 | |andscape| 0.11 5644.2
1-C 303591 | Roofs 0.89 | 270803.2 1-E 20210 22.5:1*
1-D 194632 | Asphalt | 0.89 | 173611.7
Total 555238 --- --- 455337.1
3-A 5355 | concrete | 0.89 4776.7
3-B 4308 ||andscape| 0.11 475.9
3-E 803 32:1*
3-D 22992 | Asphalt | 0.89 20508.9
3-Total 32655 -- - 25761.5
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DMA Receiving Self-Retaining DMA
5
S L,
(3) [ S o fre
£ © § 5z "g 5 Area (square
=]
z Lo s 3 5 9 |Product feet) Ratio
S
§ [A] S 2 [& [C]=[Alx[B] |DMA name /ID |[D] [C1/[D]
4-A 7419 Concrete 0.89 6617.7
4-B 9418 Landscape| 0.11 1040.3
4-E 925 37.9:1%
4-D 30720 | Asphalt | 0.89 27402.2
4-Total 47557 - --- 35060.2

*Does not meet 2:1 Criteria, Area will drain to Type ‘D’ BMP.

Table C.5 Type ‘D’, Areas Draining to BMPs

DMA Name or ID BMP Name or ID
1-E 1-All
3-E 2-All
4-E 3-All
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Section D: Implement LID BMPs

D.1 Infiltration Applicability

Is there an approved downstream ‘Highest and Best Use’ for stormwater runoff (ref: Chapter 2.4.4 of
the WQMP Guidance Document)? []y XN

Geotechnical Report

A Geotechnical Report is required by the City of Riverside to confirm present and past site
characteristics that may affect the use of Infiltration BMPs, see Appendix 3.

Is this project classified as a small project consistent with the requirements of Chapter 2 of the WQMP
Guidance Document? ]y XN

Infiltration Feasibility

Table D.1 Infiltration Feasibility

Does the project site... YES | NO

...have any DMAs with a seasonal high groundwater mark shallower than 10 feet? X
If Yes, list affected DMAs:

...have any DMAs located within 100 feet of a water supply well? X
If Yes, list affected DMAs:

..have any areas identified by the geotechnical report as posing a public safety risk where infiltration of X

stormwater could have a negative impact?
If Yes, list affected DMAs:

...have measured in-situ infiltration rates of less than 1.6 inches / hour? X
If Yes, list affected DMAs:
...have significant cut and/or fill conditions that would preclude in-situ testing of infiltration rates at the final X

infiltration surface?
If Yes, list affected DMAs:
...geotechnical report identify other site-specific factors that would preclude effective and safe infiltration? X
Describe here:

-12 -
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D.2 Harvest and Use Assessment

The following conditions apply:

1 Reclaimed water will be used for the non-potable water demands for the project.

[] Downstream water rights may be impacted by Harvest and Use as approved by the Regional
Board (verified with the City of Riverside).

[1 The Design Capture Volume will be addressed using Infiltration Only BMPs. (Harvest and Use

BMPs are still encouraged, but are not required as the Design Capture Volume will be infiltrated
or evapotranspired).

None of the above.

Harvest and Use BMPs need not be assessed for the site.

D.3 Bioretention and Biotreatment Assessment

Other LID Bioretention and Biotreatment BMPs as described in Chapter 2.4.7 of the WQMP Guidance
Document are feasible on nearly all development sites with sufficient advance planning.

For the project, the following applies:

[] LID Bioretention/Biotreatment BMPs will be used for some or all DMAs of the project as
noted below in Section D.4

1 A site-specific analysis demonstrating the technical infeasibility of all LID BMPs has been

performed and is included in Appendix 5.

None of the above.

D.4 Feasibility Assessment Summaries

Table D.2 LID Prioritization Summary Matrix

LID BMP Hierarchy No LID

DMA (Alternative
Name/ID 1. Infiltration 2. Harvest and use 3. Bioretention 4. Biotreatment Compliance)
1-A B [ | [ | [ | [ |
1-B X : : : :
1-C B [ | [ | [ | [ |
1D = [ ] [ ] [ | ]
1-E X [] [] [] []
2-8 X L] L] L] L]
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D.5 LID BMP Sizing

Table D.3 DCV Calculations for LID BMPs

DMA Post- DMA
Area Project Effective DMA Areas X
DMA (square | Surface Impervious Runoff | Runoff DMA 1
Type/ID feet) Type Fraction, I Factor | Factor
[A] (B] [C] [A] x [C]
1-A 5917 Concrete 1 0.89 5278
1-B 51098 Landscape 0.1 0.11 5644.2
1-C 303591 Roofs 1 0.89 270803.2
Proposed
1-D 194632 Asphalt 1 0.89 173611.7 Design Volume
Landscaped Storm | Design Capture | on Plans
1-E 20210 Infiltration 0.1 0.11 2232.4 Depth | Volume, Vgwmp | (cubic
Basin (in) (cubic feet) feet)
Ar = [D]x[E]
>=[D E F] = G
S[A] (D] | [E] [F] | G
575448 457569.5 | 0.65 24785 101050
[B], [C] are obtained from Section 2.3.1 of the WQMP Guidance Document
[E] is obtained from Exhibit A of the WQMP Guidance Document
[G] is obtained from LID BMP design procedure sheet, placed in Appendix 6
Table D.4 DCV Calculations for LID BMPs
DMA Post- DMA
Area Project Effective DMA Areas X
DMA (square | Surface Impervious Runoff | Runoff DMA 2
Type/ID feet) Type Fraction, It Factor | Factor
[A] (B] [C] [A] x [C]
Besian . Proposed
] Design Capture | Volume
Natural Soil Storm
2-B 11745 0.3 0.23 2644.6 Volume, Vgmp | on Plans
(Q) Depth . .
il (cubic feet) (cubic
feet)
Ar = [D]x[E]
>=[D E F] = G
SA] D] || [F] = —— | [C]
11745 2644.5 0.65 143.2 2500

[B], [C] are obtained from Section 2.3.1 of the WQMP Guidance Document
[E] is obtained from Exhibit A of the WQMP Guidance Document
[G] is obtained from LID BMP design procedure sheet, placed in Appendix 6
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Table D.5 DCV Calculations for LID BMPs

DMA Post- DMA
Area Project Effective DMA Areas x
DMA (square | Surface Impervious Runoff | Runoff DMA 3
Type/ID feet) Type Fraction, It Factor | Factor
[A] (B] [C] [A] x [C]
3-A 5355 Concrete 1 0.89 4776.7
3-B 4308 Landscape 0.1 0.11 475.9 Proposed
Design Volume
3-D 22992 Asphalt 1 0.89 20508.9 Storm | Design Capture | on Plans
Infiltration Depth | Volume, Vgwmp | (cubic
-E 803 0.1 0.11 88.7
3 Trench (in) (cubic feet) feet)
DIx[E
Ar=3[A] 2= [D] (E] [F] = [DJx[E] [G]
12
33458 25850.2 0.65 1400.2 1767
[B], [C] are obtained from Section 2.3.1 of the WQMP Guidance Document
[E] is obtained from Exhibit A of the WQMP Guidance Document
[G] is obtained from LID BMP design procedure sheet, placed in Appendix 6
Table D.6 DCV Calculations for LID BMPs
DMA Post- DMA
Area Project Effective DMA Areas X
DMA (square | Surface Impervious Runoff | Runoff DMA 4
Type/ID feet) Type Fraction, I Factor | Factor
[A] (B] [C] [A] x [C]
4-A 7419 Concrete 1 0.89 6617.7
4-B 9418 Landscape 0.1 0.11 1040.3 Proposed
Design Volume
4-D 30720 Asphalt 1 0.89 27402.2 Storm | Design Capture | on Plans
Infiltration Depth | Volume, Vgwmp | (cubic
4-E 925 0.1 0.11 102.2
Trench (in) (cubic feet) feet)
DIx[E
Ar=3[A] 3= (D] [E] 7 = DEEL )
12
48482 35162.4 0.65 1904.6 2035

[B], [C] are obtained from Section 2.3.1 of the WQMP Guidance Document
[E] is obtained from Exhibit A of the WQMP Guidance Document
[G] is obtained from LID BMP design procedure sheet, placed in Appendix 6

Planning Commission - Exhibit 1 - Development Review Committee Staff Report
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Section E: Alternative Compliance (LID Waiver Program)

LID BMPs are expected to be feasible on virtually all projects. Where LID BMPs have been demonstrated
to be infeasible as documented in Section D, other Treatment Control BMPs must be used (subject to
confirmation of LID waiver approval by the Regional Board). For the project, the following applies:

LID Principles and LID BMPs have been incorporated into the site design to fully address all
Drainage Management Areas. No alternative compliance measures are required for this project
and thus this Section is not required to be completed.

- Or -

L] The following Drainage Management Areas are unable to be addressed using LID BMPs. A
site-specific analysis demonstrating technical infeasibility of LID BMPs has been approved by the
Regional Board and included in Appendix 5. Additionally, no downstream regional and/or sub-
regional LID BMPs exist or are available for use by the project. The alternative compliance
measures on the following pages are being implemented to ensure that any pollutant loads
expected to be discharged by not incorporating LID BMPs, are fully mitigated.
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Section F: Hydromodification

F.1 Hydrologic Conditions of Concern (HCOC) Analysis

The project does not create a Hydrologic Condition of Concern, meeting the criteria for HCOC Exemption
as shown below:

HCOC EXEMPTION 1: The Priority Development Project disturbs less than one acre. The Copermittee
has the discretion to require a Project-Specific WQMP to address HCOCs on projects less than one
acre on a case by case basis. The disturbed area calculation should include all disturbances
associated with larger common plans of development.

Iy XN

Does the project qualify for this HCOC Exemption?

HCOC EXEMPTION 2: The volume and time of concentration® of storm water runoff for the post-
development condition is not significantly different from the pre-development condition for a 2-year
return frequency storm (a difference of 5% or less is considered insignificant) using one of the
following methods to calculate:

e Riverside County Hydrology Manual

e Technical Release 55 (TR-55): Urban Hydrology for Small Watersheds (NRCS 1986), or
derivatives thereof, such as the Santa Barbara Urban Hydrograph Method

e Other methods acceptable to the Co-Permittee

]y XN

Results included in Table F.1 below and hydrologic analysis included in Appendix 7.

Does the project qualify for this HCOC Exemption?

Table F.1 Hydrologic Conditions of Concern Summary

2 year — 24 hour

Pre-condition

Post-condition

% Difference

Time of 22.5 13 -42.2
Concentration

Flow (CFS) 6.14 16.5 168.7
Volume (Cubic Feet) 12044 18728* 55.5

1 Time of concentration is defined as the time after the beginning of the rainfall when all portions of the drainage

basin are contributing to flow at the outlet.

*Post-condition volume is less than the design capture volume of the infiltration basin.
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HCOC EXEMPTION 3: All downstream conveyance channels that will receive runoff from the
project are engineered and regularly maintained to ensure design flow capacity; no sensitive
stream habitat areas will be adversely affected; or are not identified on Hydromodification
Sensitivity Maps.

Does the project qualify for this HCOC Exemption? Xy [N

F.2 HCOC Mitigation

As an alternative to the HCOC Exemption Criteria above, HCOC criteria is considered mitigated if the
project meets one of the following conditions, as indicated:

|:| a. Additional LID BMPS are implemented onsite or offsite to mitigate potential erosion or habitat
impacts as a result of HCOCs. This can be conducted by an evaluation of site-specific conditions
utilizing accepted professional methodologies published by entities such as the California
Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA), the Southern California Coastal Water Research
Project (SCCRWP), or other Co-Permittee approved methodologies for site-specific HCOC
analysis.

[ ]b. The project is developed consistent with an approved Watershed Action Plan that addresses
HCOC in Receiving Waters.

|:| ¢c.  Mimicking the pre-development hydrograph with the post-development hydrograph, for a 2-
year return frequency storm. Generally, the hydrologic conditions of concern are not significant,
if the post-development hydrograph is no more than 10% greater than pre-development
hydrograph. In cases where excess volume cannot be infiltrated or captured and reused,
discharge from the site must be limited to a flow rate no greater than 110% of the pre-
development 2-year peak flow.

[X]d. None of the above.

Note: The HCOC mitigation is not applicable due to the project meeting the HCOC exemption criteria.
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Section G: Source Control BMPs

Table G.1 Permanent and Operational Source Control Measures

Potential Sources of Runoff
pollutants

Permanent Structural Source
Control BMPs

Operational Source Control BMPs

D2. Landscape/

Outdoor Pesticide Use

-Design landscaping to minimize
irrigation and runoff, to promote
surface infiltration where
appropriate, and to minimize the
use of fertilizers and pesticides
that can contribute to
stormwater pollution.

-Where landscaped areas are
used to retain or detain
stormwater, specify plants that
are tolerant of saturated soil
conditions. Consider using pest-
resistant plants, especially
adjacent to hardscape.

-Maintain landscaping using
minimum or no pesticides. See
applicable operational BMPs in
“What you should know for
Landscape and Gardening” at
http://rcflood.org/stormwater

G. Refuse areas

-Refuse area shall have a sign
posted stating “Do not dump
hazardous materials here” or
similar.

- Sweep refuse area regularly to
prevent accumulation of litter
and debris.

M. Loading Docks

-Loading area shall have a roof
overhang or door skirts (cowling)
at each bay that enclose the end
of the trailer.

-Move loaded and unloaded
items indoors as soon as
possible.

P. Plazas, sidewalks, and

parking lots.

-Sweep plazas, sidewalks, and
parking lots regularly to prevent
accumulation of litter and debris.
Collect debris from pressure
washing to prevent entry into
the storm drain system. Collect
wash water containing any
cleaning agent or degreaser and
discharge to the sanitary sewer,
not to a storm drain.

Planning Commission - Exhibit 1 - Development Review Committee Staff Report
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Section H: Construction Plan Checklist

Table H.1 Construction Plan Cross-reference

BMP No. BMP Identifier and Description Plan Sheet Latitude / Longitude
or ID Number(s)
1-E Infiltration Basin 34°01°01.0”N 117°21°'13.0"W
2-B Unlined Channel 34°1'04.5"N 117°21'24.0"W
3-E Infiltration Trench 34°1'06"N 117°21'22.0"W
4-E Infiltration Trench 34°1'06"N 117°21'13.0"W
-20-
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Section I: Operation, Maintenance and Funding

As required by the City of Riverside, the following Operation, Maintenance and Funding details are
provided as summarized:

1. A means to finance and implement facility maintenance in perpetuity, including replacement
cost.

2. Acceptance of responsibility for maintenance from the time the BMPs are constructed until
responsibility for operation and maintenance is legally transferred.

3. An outline of general maintenance requirements for the Stormwater BMPs selected.

4. Figures delineating and designating pervious and impervious areas, location, and type of
Stormwater BMP, and tables of pervious and impervious areas served by each facility.

5. A separate list and location of self-retaining areas or areas addressed by LID Principles that do
not require specialized O&M or inspections but will require typical landscape maintenance as
noted in Chapter 5, pages 85-86, in the WQMP Guidance.

See Appendix 9 for a detailed Stormwater BMP Operation and Maintenance Plan that sets forth a
maintenance schedule for each of the Stormwater BMPs built on site, and an agreement assigning
responsibility for maintenance and providing for inspections and certification.

Maintenance Mechanism: Covenant & Agreement

Will the proposed BMPs be maintained by a Home Owners’ Association (HOA) or Property Owners
Association (POA)?

[ ]y XIN Property Owner is Responsible

Operation and Maintenance Plan and Maintenance Mechanism are included in Appendix 9. Educational
materials for those personnel that will be maintaining the proposed BMPs within this Project-Specific
WQMP are included in Appendix 10.
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Appendix 1: Maps and Site Plans

Location Map, WQMP Site Plan and Receiving Waters Map
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Appendix 2: Construction Plans

Grading and Drainage Plans
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Appendix 3: Soils Information

Geotechnical Study and Other Infiltration Testing Data
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Appendix 4: Historical Site Conditions

Phase | Environmental Site Assessment or Other Information on Past Site Use

N/A
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Appendix 5: LID Infeasibility

LID Technical Infeasibility Analysis

N/A
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Appendix 6: BMP Design Details

BMP Sizing, Design Details and other Supporting Documentation

-27-

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



Santa Ana Watershed - BMP Design Volume, Vgyp resgmined) B

Legend:
(Rev. 10-2011) Calculated Cells
(Note this worksheet shall only be used in conjunction with BMP designs from the LID BMP Design Handbook )
Company Name Psomas Date 7/9/2015
Designed by AW Case No P14-1033
Company Project Number/Name 491.001

BMP Identification

BMP NAME/ID 1-E

Must match Name/ID used on BMP Design Calculation Sheet

Design Rainfall Depth

85th Percentile, 24-hour Rainfall Depth,

Dygs= 0.65 inches
from the Isohyetal Map in Handbook Appendix E

Drainage Management Area Tabulation

Insert additional rows if needed to accommodate all DMAs draining to the BMP

Proposed

Effective DMA Design | Design Capture | volume on

DMA DMA Area | Post-Project Surface | Imperivous | Runoff | DMA Areasx | Storm Volume, Vgwmp | Plans (cubic
Type/ID | (square feet) Type Fraction, I Factor Runoff Factor | Depth (in) (cubic feet) feet)
1-A 5917 Concrete or Asphalt 1 0.89 5278
18 51098 Ornamental 0.1 0.11 5644.2
Landscaping

1-C 303591 Roofs 1 0.89 270803.2
1-D 194632 Concrete or Asphalt 1 0.89 173611.7
1E 20210 Ornamental 0.1 0.11 22324

Landscaping

575448 Total 457569.5 0.65 24785 101050

Notes:
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Santa Ana Watershed - BMP Design Volume, Vgyp gt et il
(Rev. 10-2011) Calculated Cells
(Note this worksheet shall only be used in conjunction with BMP designs from the LID BMP Design Handbook )
Company Name Psomas Date 7/9/2015
Designed by AW Case No P14-1033
Company Project Number/Name 491.001
BMP Identification
BMP NAME /ID 2-E
Must match Name/ID used on BMP Design Calculation Sheet
Design Rainfall Depth
85th Percentile, 24-hour Rainfall Depth, Dgs= 0.65 inches
from the Isohyetal Map in Handbook Appendix E
Drainage Management Area Tabulation
Insert additional rows if needed to accommodate all DMAs draining to the BMP
Proposed
Effective DMA Design | Design Capture | volume on
DMA DMA Area | Post-Project Surface | Imperivous | Runoff | DMA Areasx | Storm Volume, Vgwmp | Plans (cubic
Type/ID | (square feet) Type Fraction, I Factor | Runoff Factor | Depth (in) (cubic feet) feet)
2-B 11745 Natural (C Soil) 0.3 0.23 2644.6
11745 Total 2644.6 0.65 143.2 2500

Notes:
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Santa Ana Watershed - BMP Design Volume, Vgyp resgmined) B

Legend:
(Rev. 10-2011) Calculated Cells
(Note this worksheet shall only be used in conjunction with BMP designs from the LID BMP Design Handbook )
Company Name Psomas Date 7/9/2015
Designed by AW Case No P14-1033
Company Project Number/Name 491.001
BMP Identification

BMP NAME /1D 3-E

Must match Name/ID used on BMP Design Calculation Sheet

Design Rainfall Depth

85th Percentile, 24-hour Rainfall Depth, Dgs= 0.65 inches
from the Isohyetal Map in Handbook Appendix E -

Drainage Management Area Tabulation

Insert additional rows if needed to accommodate all DMAs draining to the BMP

Proposed
Effective DMA Design | Design Capture | volume on
DMA DMA Area | Post-Project Surface | Imperivous | Runoff | DMA Areasx | Storm Volume, Vgwmp | Plans (cubic
Type/ID | (square feet) Type Fraction, I Factor | Runoff Factor | Depth (in) (cubic feet) feet)
3-A 5355 Concrete or Asphalt 1 0.89 4776.7
38 4308 ormamental 01 0.11 475.9
Landscaping
3-D 22992 Concrete or Asphalt 1 0.89 20508.9
3£ 803 Ormamental 01 0.11 88.7
Landscaping
33458 Total 25850.2 0.65 1400.2 1767

Notes:
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Santa Ana Watershed - BMP Design Volume, Vgyp gt et il
(Rev. 10-2011) Calculated Cells
(Note this worksheet shall only be used in conjunction with BMP designs from the LID BMP Design Handbook )
Company Name Psomas Date 7/9/2015
Designed by AW Case No P14-1033
Company Project Number/Name 491.001
BMP Identification
BMP NAME /ID 4-E
Must match Name/ID used on BMP Design Calculation Sheet
Design Rainfall Depth
85th Percentile, 24-hour Rainfall Depth, Dgs= 0.65 inches
from the Isohyetal Map in Handbook Appendix E
Drainage Management Area Tabulation
Insert additional rows if needed to accommodate all DMAs draining to the BMP
Proposed
Effective DMA Design | Design Capture | volume on
DMA DMA Area | Post-Project Surface | Imperivous | Runoff | DMA Areasx | Storm Volume, Vgwmp | Plans (cubic
Type/ID | (square feet) Type Fraction, I Factor | Runoff Factor | Depth (in) (cubic feet) feet)
4-A 7419 Concrete or Asphalt 1 0.89 6617.7
4B 9418 Ornamental 0.1 0.11 1040.3
Landscaping
4-D 30720 Concrete or Asphalt 1 0.89 27402.2
4E 925 Ornamental 0.1 0.11 102.2
Landscaping
48482 Total 35162.4 0.65 1904.6 2035
Notes:
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Infiltration Basin - Design Procedure BMP ID Legend: Required Entries
(Rev. 03-2012) 1-E Calculated Cells
Company Name: Psomas Date: 7/10/2015
Designed by: ACW County/City Case No.: P14-1033
Design Volume
a) Tributary area (BMP subarea) Ar= 132 acres
b) Enter Vgyp determined from Section 2.1 of this Handbook Veme= 24,709 £
Maximum Depth
a) Infiltration rate I= 10  in/hr
b) Factor of Safety (See Table 1, Appendix A: "Infiltration Testing" FS = 12
from this BMP Handbook)
c¢) Calculate D, D, = I (in/hr) x 72 hrs D,= 50 ft
12 (in/ft) x FS
d) Enter the depth of freeboard (at least 1 ft) 1 ft
e) Enter depth to historic high ground water (measured from top of basin) 31 ft
f) Enter depth to top of bedrock or impermeable layer (measured from top of basin) 100 ft
g) D, is the smaller of:
Depth to groundwater - (10 ft + freeboard) and D,= 200 ft
Depth to impermeable layer - (5 ft + freeboard)
h) Dyax 18 the smaller value of D, and D, but shall not exceed 5 feet Dyax= 5.0 ft
Basin Geometry
a) Basin side slopes (no steeper than 4:1) z= 6 1
b) Proposed basin depth (excluding freeboard) dg = 5 ft
¢) Minimum bottom surface area of basin (Ag= Vpyp/dg) Ag=| 4942 g
d) Proposed Design Surface Area Ap= 20210 ¢
Forebay
a) Forebay volume (minimum 0.5% Vgyp) Volume= 124 ¢}
b) Forebay depth (height of berm/splashwall. 1 foot min.) Depth = 1 ft
c) Forebay surface area (minimum) Area= 124 ft’
d) Full height notch-type weir Width (W)= 10.0 in

Notes:
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) ) BMP ID Required Entries
Infiltration Trench - Design Procedure Legend:
3-E Calculated Cells
Company Name: Psomas Date: 7/9/2015
Designed by: AW County/City Case No.: P14-1033
Design Volume
Enter the area tributary to this feature, Max = 10 acres A= 1 acres
Enter Vgyp determined from Section 2.1 of this Handbook Vewp= 1,400  ft°
Calculate Maximium Depth of the Reservoir Layer
Enter Infiltration rate I= 10.0 in/hr
Enter Factor of Safety, FS (unitless) FS= 5
Obtain from Table 1, Appendix A: "Infiltration Testing" of this BMP Handbook
n= 40 %
Calculate D,. D, = I (in/hr) x 72 hrs D,= 30.00 ft
12 (in/ft) x (n /100) x FS
Enter depth to historic high groundwater mark (measured from finished grade) 31 ft
Enter depth to top of bedrock or impermeable layer (measured from finished grade) 100 ft
D, is the smaller of:
Depth to groundwater - 11 ft; & Depth to impermeable layer - 6 ft D,= 20.0 ft
Dyax 1s the smaller value of Dy and D, must be less than or equal to 8 feet.  Dyax= 8.0 ft
Trench Sizing
Enter proposed reservoir layer depth Dy, must be < Dy;sx Dr= 550 ft
Calculate the design depth of water, dy,
Design dy = (Dg) x (n/100) Design dy= 2.20 ft
Minimum Surface Area, Ag A= Viwr Ag= 636 ft*
dy
Proposed Design Surface Area Ap= 803 ft?
Minimum Width = Dy + 1 foot pea gravel 6.50 ft
Sediment Control Provided? (Use pulldown) Yes
Geotechnical report attached? (Use pulldown) Yes
If the trench has been designed correctly, there should be no error messages on the spreadsheet.

Plan mmgggromﬁmw@xhtbﬁn &aw@evelopmeﬁgﬁﬁﬂgﬂ 198[3? r@ﬂﬁ%&%@ﬁ@% ort
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Infiltration T IS d BMP ID L d Required Entries
nfiltration Trench - Design Procedure egend:
: 4-E 8 Calculated Cells
Company Name: Psomas Date: 7/9/2015
Designed by: AW County/City Case No.: P14-1033
Design Volume
Enter the area tributary to this feature, Max = 10 acres A= 1 acres
Enter Vgyp determined from Section 2.1 of this Handbook Vew= 1,905 £t
Calculate Maximium Depth of the Reservoir Layer
Enter Infiltration rate I= 10.0 in/hr
Enter Factor of Safety, FS (unitless) FS= 5
Obtain from Table 1, Appendix A: "Infiltration Testing" of this BMP Handbook
n= 40 %
Calculate D,. D, = I (in/hr) x 72 hrs D= 30.00 ft
12 (in/ft) x (n /100) x FS
Enter depth to historic high groundwater mark (measured from finished grade) 31 ft
Enter depth to top of bedrock or impermeable layer (measured from finished grade) 100 ft
D, is the smaller of:
Depth to groundwater - 11 ft; & Depth to impermeable layer - 6 ft D,= 20.0 ft
Dyax 1s the smaller value of Dy and D, must be less than or equal to 8 feet.  Dyax= 8.0 ft
Trench Sizing
Enter proposed reservoir layer depth Dy, must be < Dy;sx Dr= 550 ft
Calculate the design depth of water, dy,
Design dy = (Dg) x (n/100) Design dy= 2.20 ft
Minimum Surface Area, Ag A= Viwr Ag= 866 ft*
dy
Proposed Design Surface Area Ap= 925 ft?
Minimum Width = Dy + 1 foot pea gravel 6.50 ft
Sediment Control Provided? (Use pulldown)
Geotechnical report attached? (Use pulldown)
If the trench has been designed correctly, there should be no error messages on the spreadsheet.

Plan mmgggromﬁmw@xhtbﬁn &aw@evelopmeﬁgﬁﬁﬂgﬂ 198[3? r@ﬂﬁ%&%@ﬁ@% ort
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Appendix 7: Hydromodification

Supporting Detail Relating to Hydrologic Conditions of Concern

-28 -
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Appendix 8: Source Control

Pollutant Sources/Source Control Checklist
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Appendix 9: O&M

Operation and Maintenance Plan and Documentation of Finance, Maintenance and Recording Mechanisms
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Appendix 10: Educational Materials

BMP Fact Sheets, Maintenance Guidelines and Other End-User BMP Information

Educational Materials included with this WQMP are the following:

“A citizen’s guide to understanding Stormwater” from EPA 833-B-00-002.
Stormwater pollution what you should know for “Outdoor Cleaning Activities and Non-
point Source Discharges” from CRFC

3. “Tips for a healthy pet and healthier environment” from CRFC.

4. CASQA Handouts

SD-10 Site Design & Landscape Planning
SD-11 Roof Runoff Controls

SD-12 Efficient Irrigation

SD-13 Storm Drain Signage

SC-10 Non-Stormwater Discharges

SC-41 Building and Grounds Maintenance
SC-43 Parking/Storage Area Maintenance
SC-44 Drainage System Maintenance

TC-11 Infiltration Basin
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