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Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Introduction

1.0 Introduction

The Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), as required pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15089 and 15132, includes the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or a revision
thereof, comments and recommendations received on the DEIR, a list of persons, organizations,
and public agencies commenting on the DEIR, and the responses of the lead agency, which is
the City of Riverside (City) for this Project, to significant environmental points raised in the review
and consultation process. A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is also
included to ensure compliance during Project implementation (Public Resources Code Section
21081.6, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15097).

1.1. Purpose of the EIR Process

This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) is an informational document to evaluate the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed Crestview Apartments Project. The primary
objectives of the EIR process under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) are to inform
decision-makers and the public about a project’s potentially significant environmental effects,
identify feasible ways to minimize significant effects, and consider a reasonable range of
alternatives to the project.

This Final EIR contains 1) The Draft EIR (incorporated by reference in accordance with State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15150); 2) Errata, a revision of the DEIR, includes minor changes that
clarify or correct minor inaccuracies; 3) Comments received on the DEIR; 4) List of persons, public
agencies, organizations that commented on the DEIR; and 5) Responses to significant
environmental points raised in the review period. Pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, the City
of Riverside must certify the EIR as complete and adequate prior to any potential approval of the
project or a project alternative.

Revisions to the Draft EIR necessary in light of the comments received and responses provided,
or necessary to amplify or clarify material in the Draft EIR, are included in the responses to
comments as well as the Errata. Underlined text represents language that has been added to the
Draft EIR; text with strikeout has been deleted from the Draft EIR. All revisions are then compiled
in the order in which they would appear in the Draft EIR (by section and page number) in Section
3, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of this document. Page numbers cited in this section correspond to
the page numbers of the Draft EIR. When mitigation measure language has been changed, it has
been changed in the text on the stated Draft EIR page, the summary table (Draft EIR Table 1) in
the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR, and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan
(MMRP). The Final EIR includes the responses to comments on the Draft EIR provided herein
and the text of the Draft EIR, revised based on responses to comments and other information.

1.2. EIR Certification Process and Consideration of Project Approval

In accordance with the requirements of CEQA and the procedures of the City of Riverside, the
EIR must be certified as complete and adequate prior to any potential final action on the proposed
project. Once the EIR is certified and all information considered, using its independent judgment,
the City can choose to take no action, or to take action to go forward with the proposed project,
make changes, or select an alternative to the proposed project. While the information in the EIR
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does not constrain the City’s ultimate decision under its land use authority, the City must respond
to each significant effect and mitigation measure identified in the EIR as required by CEQA by
making findings supporting its decision.

1.3. Public Review Summary

The City circulated the DEIR for the Project for a 45-day public review period from March 19, 2021
through May 3, 2021. Notices of Completion and Availability of the DEIR were circulated to the
State Clearinghouse, responsible agencies, trustee agencies, and other interested parties on
March 19, 2021.

General public Notice of Availability of the DEIR was also given by publication in The Press-
Enterprise daily circulation newspaper on March 19, 2021. As required by Public Resources Code
Section 21092.3, a copy of the public notice was posted with the Riverside County Clerk on March
19, 2021.

General public Notice of Availability of the DEIR was also published in the local newspaper, The
Press-Enterprise, on March 19, 2021. As required by Public Resources Code Section 21092.3, a
copy of the public notice was posted with the Riverside County Clerk on March 19, 2021.

As prescribed by the State CEQA Guidelines Sections 21091 (d), the City of Riverside, as the
lead agency, is required to 1) evaluate comments on significant environmental issues received
during the 45-day public comment period, and may respond to late comments, from persons who
have reviewed the Draft EIR; and 2) prepare written responses to comments. (CEQA Guidelines,
§ 15088). The Responses to Comments, along with the comment letters, are included in Section
2 of this FEIR. In accordance with the provisions of Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, the
City has provided a written response to each commenting public agency no less than 10 days
prior to the proposed certification date.

1.0-2 RVA



City of Riverside Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments

2.0 Responses to Comments

This Response to Comments (RTC) section provides responses to public and agency written
comments received by the City of Riverside on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for
the proposed Crestview Apartments Project (Project). The DEIR identifies the likely environmental
consequences associated with development of the proposed Project and recommends mitigation
measures to reduce potentially significant impacts. In addition to providing responses to public
and agency comments received on the DEIR, this RTC document also makes revisions to the
DEIR to clarify or amplify the existing analysis, as necessary, in response to those comments or
to make clarifications to information presented in the DEIR.

21 Environmental Review Process

According to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), lead agencies are required to
consult with public agencies having jurisdiction over a proposed project and to provide the general
public with an opportunity to comment on the DEIR.

On June 30, 2020, the City of Riverside circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for a 30-day
period to identify environmental issue areas potentially affected if the proposed project were to be
implemented. As discussed in Section 2.3 of the DEIR, the NOP was distributed to the State
Clearinghouse, responsible agencies, and individuals/parties considered likely to be interested in
the proposed Project and its potential impacts. Comments received by the City of Riverside on
the NOP and during the July 22, 2020 virtual EIR scoping meeting held by the City are
summarized in Table 2.0-1 of the DEIR. These comments were taken into account during the
preparation of the DEIR.

The DEIR was made available for public review on March 19, 2021 and was distributed to local
and State responsible and trustee agencies. Copies of the Notice of Availability of the DEIR were
mailed to a list of interested parties, groups and public agencies, as well as property owners and
occupants of nearby properties. The DEIR and an announcement of its availability were posted
electronically on the City’s website. The Notice of Availability of the DEIR was also posted at the
office of the Riverside County Clerk and with the State Clearinghouse. Due to the current COVID-
19 guidance from the California Department of Public Health, and the closures of governmental
facilities during the public review period, copies of the DEIR were made available for public
viewing at the following City facilities when they returned to normal hours of operation: (1)
Riverside City Hall, Community & Economic Development Department, Planning Division, 3900
Main Street, Third Floor, Riverside, CA 92522; and (2) SPC Jesus S. Duran Eastside public
library, 4033-C Chicago Avenue.

The 45-day CEQA public comment period began on March 19, 2021 and ended on May 3, 2021.
The City of Riverside received nine comment letters on the DEIR prior to the close of the public
comment period. Copies of all written comments on the DEIR received are included in Section
2.3 of this document, as are responses to those comments.
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2.2 Organization of Comment Letters and Responses

This section presents a list of comment letters received on the DEIR and describes the
organization of the letters and comments that are provided in Section 2.3, Comments and
Responses, of this document. The letters are presented in the order in which the letters were
received.

Each comment letter has been numbered sequentially and each separate issue raised by the
commenter has been assigned a number. The responses to each comment identify first the
number of the comment letter, and then the number assigned to each issue, as identified in the
bracketing/numbering of each comment. For example, Response 1.1 indicates that the response
is for the first issue raised in comment Letter 1.

Table 2.2-1 — DEIR Comment Letters Received

Letter Number and Commenter | Agency/Group/Organization/Individual | Page Number
1. Deborah de Chambeau, Riverside County Flood Control and Water
. : . . L 2.0-5
Engineering Project Manager Conservation District
2. Cheryl Madrigal, Tribal Historic
Preservation Officer & Cultural Rincon Band of Luisefo Indians 2.0-10

Resources Manager
3. Transmission Technical Services
Department

SoCalGas 2.0-13

County of Riverside Transportation and
4. Daniel Zerda, Student Intern Land Management Agency, Airport Land 2.0-16
Use Commission

5a. DeLano & DeLano (on behalf of

5a. Rachel Blackburn . . i 2.0-19
Friends of Riverside’s Hills)
5b." Matt Hagemann and Paul E. . . ) ,
Rosenfield 5b. Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise 20-30
(SWAPE) '

6. Kevin Dawson Individual 2.0-415
7 Rachel Blackburn DfaLanlo & DelLano (on behalf of Friends of 2 0-423
Riverside’s Hills)
8a. Mitchell M. Tsai 8a. Attorne:ys for Southwest Regional 2.0-427

8b.2 Matt Hagemann and Paul E Council of Carpenters
' Rosenfield ' 8b. Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise 2.0-445
(SWAPE) '
9.Leonard Nunney Friends of Riverside’s Hills 2.0-491

Comment Letters Received After Close of the DEIR Comment Review Period

DelLano & DelLano (on behalf of Friends of

10. Everett DelLano Riverside’s Hills) 2.0-531

11. Kevin Akin Individual 2.0-544

12 Mitchell M. Tsai Attorneys for Southwest Regional Council of 2 0-550
Carpenters

1 Letter 5b. from SWAPE is a letter attachment to the 5a. comment letter from DeLano & DeLano.
2| etter 8b. from SWAPE is a letter attachment to the 8a. comment letter from Mitchell M. Tsai.
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2.3 Comments and Responses

Written responses to each comment letter received on the DEIR are provided in this section. All
letters received on the DEIR are provided in their entirety, followed by responses to the comments
contained in the letters.
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Comment Letter 1 — Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District

Comment letter 1 commences on the next page.
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JASON E. UHLEY 1993 MARKET STREET
CGicneral Manager-Chiet Engincer RIVERSIDE, CA 92501
951,955,1200

951, 788.9965 FAX

H‘\\-‘\.\'.I‘l.‘”l'\ll'ld_“ru_

RIVERSIDE COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL
AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

FER N
March 23, 2021
City of Riverside
Planning Department
3900 Main Street
Riverside, CA 92522
Attention: Candice Assadzadeh Re: Croestview Apartments, APN 256-050-012

The Riverside County Flood Conteol and Water Conservation District (District) does not normally
recommend conditions for land divisions or other land use cases in incorporated citics. The District also
does not plan check City land use cases or provide State Division of Real Estate letters or other flood
hazard reports for such cases. District commenis/recommendalions [or such cases are normally limited
to items of specific interest to the District including District Master Drainage Plan facilities, other
regional flood control and drainage facilities which could be considered a logical component or extension
of a master plan system, and District Area Drainage lan fees (development mitigation fees), In addition,
information of a general nature is provided.

The District’s review is based on the above-relerenced project ransmillal, received March 17,2021, The
Diistrict has not reviewed the propesed project in detail, and the fallowing comments do not in any way
constitute or imply District approval or endorsement of the proposed project with respect 1o lood hazard,
public health and safety, or any other such issue:

1.1 [ This project would not be impacted by District Master Drainage Plan facilities, nor are other
: lacilities of regional interes) proposed.
1 This project involves District proposed Master Drainage Plan facilities, namely

. The District will accept ownership of such facilitics on wiitten reguest off
the City. Facilities must be constructed to Districl standards, and District plan check and
inspection will be required for District acceptance, Plan check, inspection, and administrative
fees will be reguired,

O This project proposes channels, storm drains 36 inches or larger in diameter, or other facilities
that eould be considered regional in nature andfor a logical extension of the adopted _ Master
Drainage Plan. The District would consider accepling ownership ol such facilities on written
request of the City, Facilitics must be constructed to District standards, and District plan check
and inspection will be required for District acceptance.  Plan check, inspection, and
administrative fees will be required.

O This project is located within the limits of the District's Area Drainage Plan lor which

drainage lees have been adopled. 11 the project is proposing o create additional impervious
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City of Riverside -2- March 23, 2021
Re:  Crestview Apartments, APN 256-050-012 3

surlace area, applicable fees should be paid by cashier's check or money order only to the Flood
Cantral District or City prior o issuance of grading or building permits. Fees to be paid should
be at the rate in offect at the time of issuance of the actual permit.

[ An encroachment permit shall be obtained for any construetion relaled activities occurring within
Distriet right of way or Tacililies, namely, . For further information,
contact the District's Encroachment Permit Section at 951,955, 1266,

O The Distriet's previous comments arc still valid,

GENERAL INFORMATION
This project may require a Mational Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit from the
1.2 State Water Resources Control Board. Clearance for grading, recordation, or other final approval should
: not be given until the City has determined that the project has been granted a permit or is shown o be
exempl.

(1f this project involves a Federal Emergency Managemenl Agency (FEMA) mapped floodplain, then the
City should require the applicant o provide all studies, caleulations, plans, and other information
1.3+ required to meet FEMA requirements, and should further require that the applicant obtain a Conditional
Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) prior to grading, recordation, or other linal approval of the project
L and a Letter of Map Revision (LOMIR) prior to occupancy.

F11 & natural walercourse or mapped Nocdplain is impacted by this project, the City should require the
applicant (o obiain a Section 1602 Agreemenl from the Calilomia Department of Fish and Wildlife and
1.44 a Clean Water Act Scction 404 Permit from the LS, Army Corps of Engineers, or written

) correspondence from these agencies indicating the project is exempt from these requirements. A Clean
Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification may be required from the local California Regional
A Water Quality Control Board prior to issuance of the Corps 404 permit.

Wery truly yours,

DERORAH DE CHAMBEAL
Engineering Project Manager

ec: Riverside County Planning Department
Attn: "hayvanh Nanthavongdouangsy

SLI:blim
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Letter 1 — Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
Commenter: Deborah de Chambeau
Date: March 23, 2021

Response 1.1:

The commenter states that the proposed Project would not be impacted by District Drainage Plan
facilities, nor are other facilities of regional interest proposed.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 1.2:

The commenter states the proposed Project may require a National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit from the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB).

The proposed Project does require and will obtain an NPDES permit from the SWRCB,, as noted
in the Initial Study and DEIR (pp. 2.0-5, 7.0-9). This comment does not affect the analysis
completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence
related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of
the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 1.3:

This comment is in regards to whether or not the proposed Project involves a Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) mapped floodplain. As the proposed Project does not involve a
FEMA mapped floodplain, the applicant is not required to obtain a Conditional Letter of Map
Revision (CLOMR) or Letter of Map Revision (LOMR). Further, the Project site is not located
within a flood zone area or a dam inundation area as seen on Figure 5.8-2 in the City’s General
Plan FPEIR. (p. 7.0-12.)

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 1.4:

The commenter states that if a natural watercourse or mapped floodplain is impacted by the
proposed Project, the City should require the applicant to obtain applicable permits from resource
agencies. As described in Section 5.3.5 of the Biological Resources section of the DEIR, the
willow riparian plant community and its associated drainage on the southwest corner of the Project
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site would qualify as a jurisdictional feature under the regulatory authority of the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (Corps), Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board), and the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), as well as riparian/riverine habitat under the Western
Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) (p. 5.3-26). However, no
temporary or permanent impacts are proposed or anticipated to occur to the willow riparian plant
community or its associated drainage on the southwest corner of the Project site. Therefore,
development of the Project site will not result in impacts to Corps, Regional Board, or CDFW
jurisdiction and regulatory permits/approvals will not be required.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.
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Comment Letter 2 — Rincon Band of Luisefio Indians Cultural Resources Department

Comment letter 2 commences on the next page.
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Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians LY
CULTURAL RESOURCES DEPARTMENT

Omne Government Center Lane | Valley Center | CA 92082
(7600 749-1031 | Fax: (760) 749-8%01 | nncon-nsn.gov .

L]

et

Rin("ga

Sue

"
L

o,
T Unigy pore

March 24, 2021

Sent via email: cassadzadeh@riversideca.gov
City of Riverside

Community & Economic Development Department
Planming Division

Attn : Candice Assadzadeh

3900 Main Street, 3" Floor

Fiverside, CA 92322

Re: Crestview Apartments; State Clearinghouse No. 2020069047

Dear Ms. Azsadzadeh,

This letter 15 written on behalf of the Fincon Band of Luisefic Indians (“Fincon Band™ or “Band”), a federally
recognized Indian Tribe and sovereign government. Thank vou for providing us with the Notice of Availability of
a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the above referenced project. The identified location is within the
Territory of the Luisefio people, and is also within Rincon’s specific area of Historic interest.

We have reviewed the provided documents and we are in agreement with the measures which include archaeological

71 and tribal monitoring, a monitoring report, and protocols for discovery of cultural material and human remains. We

) do request that the Rincon Band be notified of any changes in project plans. In addition, we request a copy of the
final menitoring report, when available.

If vou have additional questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact our office at your convenience at
(760) 297-26335. Thank you for the opportunity to protect and preserve our coltural assets.

Sincerely,

Cheryl Madrigal
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Cultural Rescurces Manager

Bo Mazzetti Tishmall Turner Laurie E. Gonzalez  John Constantino Toseph Linton
Chainman Wice Chair Council hember Council hMamber Comeil hember
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Letter 2 — Rincon Band of Luisefo Indians Cultural Resources Department
Commenter: Cheryl Madrigal

Date: March 24, 2021

Response 2.1:

The commenter states the Rincon Band of Luisefio Indians (Rincon Band) is in agreement with
the measures and protocols for the discovery of cultural materials and human remains. As
requested in the comment letter, the Rincon Band will be notified of any changes in proposed
Project plans, in compliance with Mitigation Measure MM CUL-1. Mitigation Measure MM CUL-
2: Archaeological and Paleontological Monitoring, requires that the developer/applicant retain a
qualified archaeological monitoring to monitor ground-disturbing activities and to develop an
Archaeological Monitoring Plan to address the details, timing and responsibility of all
archaeological and cultural activities that will occur on the project site. Pursuant to Mitigation
Measure MM CUL-3: Treatment and Disposition of Cultural Resources, at the completion of
grading, excavation, and ground-disturbing activities on the site, a Phase IV Monitoring Report
shall be submitted to the City documenting monitoring activities conducted by the project
archaeologist and Native Tribal Monitors within 60 days of completion of grading. This report shall
document the impacts to the known resources on the property; describe how each mitigation
measure was fulfilled; document the type of cultural resources recovered and the disposition of
such resources; provide evidence of the required cultural sensitivity training for the construction
staff held during the required pre-grade meeting; and, in a confidential appendix, include the
daily/weekly monitoring notes from the archaeologist. All reports produced will be submitted to
the City of Riverside, Eastern Information Center, and consulting tribes. As a consulting tribe, a
copy of the Phase IV Monitoring Report shall be submitted to the Rincon Band pursuant to their
request.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.

R\Mﬁ‘. 2.0-11
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Comment Letter 3 — SoCalGas Transmission Technical Services Department

Comment letter 3 commences on the next page.
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Transmission Technical
Services Department
SoCalGas sawoane s
Chatswoeth, CA 93311
SCokld
A gjﬁvllullu Energy utiity

Mareh 26, 2021

Candice Assadzadeh
City of Riverside
ChAssadzadeh@riversideca.gov

Subject: State Clearinghouse No. 2020069047

DCF: 0568-21NC

The Transmission Department of 5oCalGas does not operate any facilities within your proposed
improvement. Howewver, the Distribution Department of SoCalGas may maintain and operate
facilities within your project scope.

To assure no conflict with the Distribution’s pipeline system, please e-mail them at:

SCGSERegionRedlandsUtilityRequesti@semprautilities.com

Best Regards,

sSoCalG

as Transmission Technical Services
i n

Iransmissignbitil

Responses to Comments
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Letter 3 — SoCalGas

Commenter: Transmission Technical Services Department
Date: March 26, 2021

Response 3.1:

The commenter states that while the Transmission Department of SoCalGas does not operate
any facilities within the proposed Project, the Distribution Department of SoCalGas may maintain
and operate facilities within the proposed Project’s scope. The City of Riverside had previously
contacted the SoCalGas Distribution Department in October 2020 to confirm if the Distribution
Department maintains and operates facilities in proximity to the proposed Project. The SoCalGas
Distribution Department responded to the City’s inquiry on October 28, 2020 indicating that while
the Distribution Department does not have facilities within the limits of the proposed Project, the
Department does have facilities outside of the proposed Project’s parameters and requested the
Department be contacted if any change of Project scope is anticipated. Should the scope of the
Project change, the City will contact the SoCalGas Distribution Department pursuant to their
request.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.
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Comment Letter 4 — County of Riverside Transportation and Land Management Agency,
Airport Land Use Commission

Comment letter 4 commences on the next page.
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2.0-16

From: =rdz. i

To: Aszadzadeh, Candice

Subject: [Extzrnzl] State Clearinghouse Mo, 2020065047 ALUC Comments
Date: Thursday, Ageil 1, 2021 12:43:21 BM

Hi Candice,

Thank you for your transmittal of the above referenced project. The related GPA (P15-0775),
Zone Change (P15-0775), and Design Review (P13-0777) were reviewead and found consistent
in ALUC case ZAP1414MA20. Please let me know if you have any questions.

Additienally, when you have maore transmittals for us, as well as general guestions, please feel
free to send them my way. Thank you.

-Best Regards,

Daniel Zerda

Student Intern

Transportation and Land Management Agency
County of Riverside

[851)555-0982

Confidentiality Disclaimer

This email is confidental and intended solely for the use of the individual(s] to whom it is addressed. The information
containad in this message may be privileged and confidentdal and protected from disclosure

If you are not the awthor's intended recipient, be advised that you have received thiz email in error and that any use,
disseminztion, forwarding, printing, or copying of this email is strictly prohibited. [f you hawe received this email in error
please delets all copies, both electronic and printed, and contact the author immediately,

County of Riverside California
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Letter 4 — County of Riverside Transportation and Land Management Agency, Airport Land
Use Commission

Commenter: Daniel Zerda
Date: April 1, 2021
Response 4.1:

The commenter states the proposed Project’'s General Plan Amendment (GPA), Zone Change,
and Design Review were reviewed and found consistent in its associated Airport Land Use
Commission (ALUC) case.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.
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Comment Letter 5a — DeLano & DelLano

Comment letter 5a commences on the next page.
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DELANO & DELANO

ha <

May 3, 2021
V14 E-MATL

Candice Assadzadeh

Senior Planner, City of Riverside

Community & Economic Development Department
Planning Division

3900 Main Street, 37 Floor

Riverside, CA 92522

Diear City of Riverside:

This letter is submitted on behalf of Friends of Riverside's Hills in connection
with the proposed Crestview Apartments Project ("Project”) and related Draft
Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR").

(L laioduction

The California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"™), Pub. Res. Code§§ 21000-
21177, must be interpreted "so as to afford the fullest possible protection to the
environment within the reazscnable scope of the statutory language. " Friends of
Mammoth v. Board of Supervisors (1972) 8 Cal. App. 3d 247,259 An EIR. is "aptly
described as the 'heart of CEQA'; its purpose is to inform the public and its responsible
officials of the environmental consequences before they are made. Laurel Heights
Improvement Assoc. v. University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 392; CEQA
Guidelines § 15151,

A sufficient EIF. demonstrates "adequacy, completeness and a good-faith effort at
full disclosure" Berkelsy Keep Jeis Over the Bay Commitiee v. Board of Port
Commissioners (2001) 91 Cal App 4th 1344, 1355 (quoting Rie Vista Farm Bureau
Center v. City of Solane (1992) 5 Cal App. 4th 331.568). If an EIR fails to provide
agency decision-makers and the public with all relevant information regarding a project
that iz necessary for informed decision-making and informed public participation, the
EIR iz legally deficient and the agency's decision must be set aside. Kings County Farm

\_ Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal. App. 3d 692, 712.
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f'/Il'. The DETR."s Discussion of Project Impacts 13 Inadequate

The DETR fails to adequately analyze land use, aesthetic, and commumity
character impacts.

» The DEIR failed to apply the threshold for scenic vistas; it states that the

Project would have a less than significant impact on a scenic vista. DEIR
5a.2 < at 5.1-15. Immediately west of the Project site is the City of Riverside's

Quezil Run Open Space Park. DEIR at 5.1-3. Since the Project site is

currently vacant, the view of the Park is unobscured from several angles.
The Project will construct seven buildings, two at 50 feet height and five
at almost 40 feet. DEIR at 5.1-9. The Project is also requesting a Grading
Exception to allow retaining walls greater than 6 feet in an area open o
the public view. DEIR at 5.6-17. The analysis of impacts avoids the
Project’s itmpacts to views of and from the Park caused by the construction
\_ of three-story apartment buildings and retaining walls.

. # The DEIR fails to support its conclusion that the Project will not degrade
the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site with
substantial evidence. DEIR. at 5.1-26. The DEIR. claims that the Project
site 15 in an urbanized area but the Site is immediately adjacent to the
Quail Run Open Space Park DFEIR at 5.1-26. The fact that the Project will
583 < comply with the City’s Design Guidelines and the Zoning Code is not
evidence that supports a finding that Project would not degrade the
existing quality of public views of the adjacent Quail Run Park. Ses DEIR
at 2.0-8. The Project’s utilization of land will inevitably destroy the visual
open space that gives the community a view of the Park. DEIR at 5.8-15.

N

The analysis has not adequately applied the CEQA Threshold to analvze
whether the Project would cause a significant emvironmental impact due to
a conflict with any land use plan. DEIR at 1.0-35. The people of the City
of Riverside adopted City Measure R in 1979, Section IV of Measure R
provides that the Fesidential Conservation Zone as described in the
Riverside Municipal Code is applied to all property with an average
5a.4 _< natural slope of fifteen percent or more. Riverside Municipal Code §

’ 19.10.050{A)(3). All lots having an average natural slope of fifteen to
thirty percent shall be limited to one single-family dwelling unit per it per five
acres. Jd The Project site has an average natural slope of 259 percent.
DEIR at 3.0-4; 5.6-17. However, the Project 15 not included in the
Eesidential Conservation Zone. DEIR. Fipure 3.0-4. The DETR must
address environmental impacts caused by the Project's conflict with
\_ Measure F_
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¢~ The DEIR fails to adequately analyze impacts to biological resources.

* The Project will impact a portion of one a blue line stream in the City.
DEIR at 2.0-9. The Project site’s existing steep slope drains info the
stream and the drainage course contamns willow riparian and anuran
community. DETR at 3.0-4; 53-7. This drainage feature is considered a

5a.5 < California Department Fish and Wildlife streambed, giving the agency
authority over diversion or obstruction of the natural flow in the beds,
channﬂi_andbanks DEIR at 5.3-13—53-14; 5.3-19; Figure 534, The
analysis states that the Project 1s subject to Section 17 28 020 because of
the presence of the blue line stream DEIR at 5.6-17. The analysis fails to
explain how the application of Section 17.28.020 to the Project impacts
the affected blue line stream.

* The DEIR improperly deferred analysis of impacts. The DEIR states that
any impacts to the willow riparian plant community and its associated
drainage that may occur as a result of the Project will require a
Determination of Biclogically Equivalent or Superior Preservation to be

£a B < prepared. DEIR at 5.3-25. The Project site includes willow riparian plant

' commumnity that may be altered or lost by the development of the Project,

vet the Determination has not been included in the EIR_ DEIR at 5.3-25.

The analysis must state reasons why the Project does or does not require a

Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation and

include the Determination in the EIR if necessary.

The DEIR failed to adequately analyze impacts to wildlife movement

corridors, in part by relyving on an assumption that bobeats have no

mncentive to occur on the upland portion of the Project site. DEIR at 5.3-

16. This assertion conflates the use of the Project site for habitat as

opposad to a movement cormdor. The analvsis acknowledges a habitat

sa.7 -< comridor may be adequate for one species and inadequate for another
others. DEIR at 5.3-16. The fact other wildlife like covotes have been
observed in adjacent developed areas and that a portion of the southwest
corner of the Project site has the potential to be used by other wildlife
suggests wildlife would use the Project site for movement even though it
e 15 heavily disturbed. See DEIR at 2.0-9; 3.3-16.

o~

AW

Y

The DEIR fails to adequately analyze impacts to air quality.

# The attached comments by Mr. Hagemann and Mr. Rosenfeld of
Soil'Water/Air Protection Enterprise ("SWAPE"), which are hereby
5a8 < incorporated by refence, raise additional concems regarding the air quality
analysis. The comments from SWAPE discuss, among other things, the
DEIR's failure to adequately evaluate air quality impacts, failure to
adequately address emissions and health nisk impacts, and failure to
\_ adequately mitigate impacts.
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{~ » The DEIR fails to address the Project’s contribution to an existing air
quality violation for fine particulate matter under both the State and
Federal standards and the State standard for coarse dust particles. The
Project is located in the South Coast Air Basin, which is characterized by
poor air quality. DEIR at 5.2-1; 5.2-21. Under Federal designations, the
Project site 1s in nonattainment for ozone (03) and particulate matter

5a.0 < (PM2.5). DEIR. at 5 2-4. Under State standards, the Project site is in

nonattainment for ozone (03), coarse dust particles (PM10) and fine

particulate matter (PAM2.5). DEIR. at 5.2-4; see also City of Riverside
General Plan Air Quality Element at AQ-4. The DEIR asserts that the
Project will not result in an merease in frequency or severity of existing air
quality violations, but the Project’s construction will result in daily
emissions of, among other things, particulate matter and coarse dust

\_ particles.

The DEIR fails to adequately analyze impacts to energy use and greenhouse gas
emissions.

either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment because the Project will result in approximately 300 metric
tons of carbon dioxide per year less than its selected screening threshold.
DEIF. at 5.7-34. The DEIF. does not cite to the anthority for the 3,000
metric ton per year threshold for small projects. nor does it demonstrate
how the Project qualifies as a small project under the screening threshold.

¢ The DEIR concludes that the Project would not generate GHG emissions,
5a.10

e The DEIR notes that the California Fnergy Commuassion adopted Title 24,
which tequires new homes to have solar photovoltaic systems so they will
use about 53% less energy than homes built under prior standards. DEIR
at 5.2-18. The EIR states that adherence to the 2019 Title 24 standards,
which requires solar PV systems for its three-story multifanuly hm]dmgs,
“would” ihcrease building efficiency. EIR at 3.5-24. The analysis assumed
compliance with the effective standards. DEIR at 5.2-18. An assumption is
not substantial evidence that the Project is compliant with an applicable

_p < renewable energy code. The Project is in Occupancy Group R-2, low rise

residential, because it is designed as multi-family with three habltable
stories or less. Seg California Code of Regulations (CCE) Title 24 Part 6:
California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and
Nonresidential Buildings Section 100.1. The Project is required to comply
with the mandatory requirements of Section 110.10 for solar ready
buildings. Jd Table 100.0-A "Application of Standards”™ Low-rise
multifamily buildings shall locate a solar zone on the roof or overhang of
the building or of another structure within 250 feet of the building such as
covered parking. [d Section 110.10{b)(1)(B). A solar zone 15 a section of
l\ roof designated and reserved for future installation of a solar electric or
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solar thermal system. Jd Section 110.1. The Project does not appear to
5311 qualify for any of the exceptions listed to this provision. The Project does
cuht'd not state whether it has in fact incorporated any photoveltaic systems or a

solar rone. DEIR at 5.7-36.

¢~ » The DEIR states that the Project will implement energy-saving features
and operational programs, consistent with the reduction measures set forth
m the RRG CAP. DEIR. at 5.3-23; 5.5-11. The DEIR. neither describes
which of these designs and programs are to be implemented nor discusses
5212 < their impact on energy consumption relative to other feasible designs and
programs. The DEIR provides no quantified analysis or evidence to
support its conclusion that the Project would decrease overall “per capital
[sic]” energy consumption, reliance on natural gas, and increase reliance
on renewable energy sources. DEIR at 5.5-24.

"« The DEIR relies primarily upon the California Building Code
requirements to reach its conclusion that potential impacts from wasteful
energy use would be insignificant. DEIR. at 5.5-24. But as the California
Supreme Court has noted, such reliance is insufficient to ensure

5813 < compliance — “That a project is designed to meet high building efficiency
and conservation standards, for example, does not establish that its
greenhouse gas emissions from transportation activities lack significant
mpacts.” Center for Biological Diversity v. Dept. of Fish and Widlife

. (2015) 62 Cal 4™ 204, 229,

The DEIFR. fails to adequately analyze mpacts o transporiation.

¢~ # The Project is anticipated to contribute to the deficient intersection by
contributing traffic (as measured by 50 or more peak hours trips) fo the
mntersection of Sycamore Canvon Boulevard and Central Avenue,
resulting in an increase to peak hour delays that exceed the City’s criteria.
Focused Traffic Analysis and VMT Analysis at 6. The Project would also
contribute traffic to these deficient intersections along with other
5a.14 < cumulative development projects, VMT Analysis at 6. The DEIR states
that the Project shall contribute its fair share of 8.6% of the cost of
modifying a traffic signal to alleviate an LOS deficiency and associated
conflict with GP policies. DEIR. at 5 8-26. However, the City of Riverside
does not have a fair share program to collect fair share pavments. VMT
Analysis at 8.

-

¢ The DEIR states that the Project will have a less than significant impact
caused by the Project's conflict with any plan addressing the circulation
5a.15 system. DEIR at 1.0-36. The DEIR incorrectly states that all the study area
roadway segments are aniicipated to continue to operate at an acceptable
LOS with the addition of Project traffic. DEIR at 5.10-30. However, there
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is an existing unacceptable LOS E for one of the study area roadway
segments and the Project will only further burden the segment to LOS F

5a.15 by 2022 DEIR at 5.10-35. The DEIR must analyze the Project’s impact to
cont'd LOS as it conflicts with the City of Riverside General Plan's Mobility
Element.

A The DEIR s Dhscussion of Cumulative Impacts 15 Inadequate

A discussion of cumulative impacts requires a two-fold analvsis; first, the DEIR
tnust determine whether the combined effects from the proposed project and other
projects would be cumulatively significant. If the DEIR determines the combined effects

5a.16 would be cumnulatively significant, it must next determine whether the project’s
incremental effects are cumulatively considerable. Commmnities for a Betfter Environment
v. California Resowrce Agency (3d Dist. 2002) 103 Cal. App. 4th 98, 120

g The need for such assessment reflects the fact that, although a project may cause
an “individually limited” or “individually minor™ incremental impact that, by itself is not
significant the increment may be “cumulatively considerable.” and thus ﬂgnlﬁcam_
when viewed together with environmental changes anticipated from past, present, and

5a17 <  probable future projects. CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(h)(1). When relying on a plan,
regulation or program, the EIR should explan how implementing the particular
requirements in the plan, regulation or program ensure that the project’s incremental
contribution to the cumulative effect 1s not cumulatively considerable. CEQA Guidelines

L §5 15064(h)(3).

r’r The Project notes 22 other total developments consisting of residential, retail,
warehouse, office, institutional, hotel, gas station, fast food restaurants, a church,
health/fimess club, and carwash as part of its analysis of cumulative impacts. DEIR at
4.0-2;4.0-4. The DEIR admmits that cimulative development would modify the visual
characteristic of the surrounding area through redevelopment of vacant lots such as the
Project site. DEIR at 5.1-28. The DEIR claims the SCAQMD recommends project-

5218 _< specific impacts be used to determine whether etnissions are cumulatively considerable.

: DEIR. at 5.2-34_ The DEIR fails to analyze the combined emissions of construction with
other proposed or reasonably foreseeable firture projects under the first step of the
cumulative impacts analvsis to determine whether the Project will contribute to 2
significant cumulative impact. The EIR claims that the impacts associated with other
cumulative projects would be addressed “on a case-by-case basis.” DEIR at 5.1-29. This
is an oxymoron and the DEIR fails to provide substantial evidence that the Project will

\_  not have a substantial cumulative effect on a scenic vista. DEIR at 5.1-28.

The CEQA Thresholds require the DEIR. fo analvze whether the Project would
result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
5a.19 project region is in nonattainment under an applicable Federal or State ambient air quality
standard. DEIR at 5 2-24. The DEIR analyzed emissions based on daly estimates of
construction and operational emissions. DEIR at 5.2-26—3 2-28. However, the Project is
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" estimated to take eighteen months to construct and will operate indefinitely. The DEIR
fails to analyze the combined daily emissions to determine whether impacts to the

< implementation of an applicable air quality plan would be significant. The Project lacks

substantial evidence that the Project is consistent with the 2016 Asr Quality Management

Plan DETR at 5.2-20.

5a.19
cont'd

( The DEIR identifies seven air quality sensitive receptors, all within 1000 feet of
the Project site. Air Quality Impact Analysis and Freeway Health Risk Assessment
Exhibit 3-A. The Project Area is surrounded by four noise sensitive receivers i addition
to the Quail Run Open Space Park. Noise Impact Analysis at 53, Exhibit 9-A. The DEIR
states the contractor shall place stationary construction equipment so the noise is directed
5a.20 <  away from the noise sensitive receivers under mitigation measure MM BIO-5. DEIR at
1.0-15—1.0-16. According to Exhibit 9-A of the Noise Impact Analysis, zensitive
receivers are located around the entire Project site perimeter such that noise cannot be
directed away from any sensitive receivers. Further, use of equipment like a tamper for
deep dynamic compaction cannot be directed away from sensitive receivers. DEIR. at 5.6-
L 1B—56-19.

The DEIR fails to support its conclusion that the curmulative projects would not
result in the wastefil use of energy despite acknowledzing each of the proposed
5a.21 .  developments would tcrease consumption and demand for energy. DEIR at 5.5-24. The
DEIR s exclusive reliance on regulation of the cumulative projects by Energy Efficiency
Standards embodied in Title 24 of the California Building Code is not substantial
.. evidence that the Project will not contribute to significant cumulative impacts.

III. The DEIR s Discussion of Mitization and Alternatives 15 Deficient

CEQA contains a “substantive mandate™ that agencies refrain from approving a
project with sipnificant environmental effects if “there are feasible alternatives or
mitigation measures” that can substantially lessen or avoid those effects. Mountain Lion
Foundation v. Fish and Game Comm. (1997) 16 Cal 4% 105, 134; Pub. Res. Code §
21002 Tt “requires public agencies to deny approval of a project with significant
5222 < adverse effects when feasible altematives or feasible mitigation measures can
substantially lessen such effects.” Sierra Club v. Gilroy (1990) 222 Cal App.3d 30, 41.
The EIR is required to consider and the City is required to adopt feasible mitization and
alternatives that can lessen or aveid the significant Project impacts. City of Marina v.
Board of Trustees of the California State Univ, (2006) 2006 39 Cal 4% 341, 360; see
| also CEQA Guidelines § 15126 6(b).

Modifications incorporated into the project, whether required or not, which
5323 .  avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the
final EIR shall be supported by substantial evidence in the record. CEQA Guidelines §
L 15001(a)(b).
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2.0-26

Claims “of infeasibility [are not] supported by substantial evidence ™ particularly
where the DEIR fails even to discuss or consider possible mitigation County of San
Diego v. Grossmont-Cuyvamaca Community College Dist. (2006) 141 Cal App. 4% 86,
100 (citing Pub. Res. Code § 21081.5; CEQA Guidelines § 15091(b)).

AL The DEIR s Failed to Adequately Discuss Mitigation

The DEIR failed to consider mitigation to GHG emissions based on its
unsupported conclusion that the Project does not exceed any significance thresholds.
DEIR at 5.7-48. Because it concluded the Project will not have a significant impact on
energy use, the DEIR. azsumed the Project did not require any energy-related mitigation
measures because the energy consumed is comparable to energy consumed by other
residential uses of similar scale and intensity. DEIR at 5.3-24. The DEIR. should
consider feasible mitigation measures and deferred formulating mitigation

The Project’s Mitigation Measure BIO-8 provides that the Project will continue to
construct on windy davs despite the City of Riverside General Plan requirement to
suspend all grading operations when wind speeds exceed 25 miles per hour. Compare
EIR. at 1.0-18 with Awr Quality Element at AQ-34, Policy AQ-4.5. The FIR fails to
discuss environmental impacts associated with violating the Air Quality Element of the
General Plan Policies AQ-4.2, AQ-4.3, AQ-4 4, and AQ-4.5 that are designed to reduce
particulates and particulate matter. Air Quality Element at AQ-34.

The DEIR notes a non-toxic chemical stabilizer may be applied to all stockpiles
that would not be utilized within three days to mitigate fugitive dust emissions. DEIR, at
5.3-38. The DEIR. failed to identify what chemical stabilizer the Project will utilize and
the potential environmental impacts of this chemical entering construction runoff.

The DEIR. focused only on impacts to wildlife within the Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan caused by noise from construction equipment. DEIR at 5.3-32. All of
the measures the DEIR selected to mitigate noise impacts are temporary because they
correlate to construction noise. DEIR at 5.3-36—35.5-38. The DEIR. mmst analyze and
determine what mitigation would be necessary to reduce any significant environmental
impacts caused from operational noise.

i The DEIR. Improperly Deferred Mitigation

Formulation of mitigation measures shall not be deferred until some future time.
CEQA Guidelines § 15126 4(a)(1)(B); In Communities for a Betfter Environment v. City
af Richmond (2010) 184 Cal App.4% 70, the court observed: “Numerous cases illustrate
that reliance on tentative plans for firture mitigation after completion of the CEQA
process significantly undermines CEQA’s goals of full disclosure and informed
decisionmakine: and consequently, these mitigation plans have been overturned on
judicial review as constituting improper deferral of environmental assessment ™ Jd at 92
{citations omitted).
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The DEIR. states that the Contractor should establish construction Best
Management Practices ("BMPs") to control erosion of graded-excavated areas and
maintain the BMPs until permanent stormwater infiltration BMPs are operable. DEIR at
3.6-21. The DEIR. improperly defers mitigation of erosion impacts.

The DEIR. improperly defers mitigation of water quality impacts. The DEIR
states that a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan shall be implemented and shall
1dentify Best Management Practices {"BMPs") to control toxic substances, construction
fels, oils, and other liquids. DEIR at 5.3-38.

The DEIR. improperly defers mitigation of impacts from lighting. The Project
will have significant impacts to the protected species in the Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan area from direct mght lighting. DFEIR at 5 3-31. The DEIR states
mitigation for the Project shall be designed and the design is to be confirmed.

The mitigation measures the DEIR. selected to minimize short-term noise levels
cansed by construction are improperly deferred because the noise-reduction devices
have not been specifically identified and noise attenuation technigues are to be
emploved as needed. DEIR at 5.3-38.

The Project would interfere substantially with the movement of wildlife in
corridors. DEIR. at 1.0-13. The Mitigation Measures MM BIO-2 through MM BIO-15 do
not adequately address the Project’s impacts to wildlife movement. In particular, NI
BIO-7 provides that aveidance and munimization measures shall be included in the
Project specifications to address direct construction impacts to wildlife corridors, but
none of the measures it describes relates to the fact that the Project will cause wildlife to
lose access to a travel route.

B. The DEIR."s Discussion of Alternatives 15 Insufficient

“Under CEQA, the public agency bears the burden of demonstrating that,
notwithstanding a project’s impact on the environment, the agency’s approval of the
proposed project followed meaningfinl consideration of alternatives.” Pesticide Action
Network v. Callfornta Dept. of Pesticlde Regulation (2017) 16 Cal App 5% 224 247.
“Without meaningful analvsis of alternatives i the EIR, neither the courts nor the
public can fulfill their proper roles in the CEQA process.” Laure! Heights Improvement
Assoc, v. University of California (1988) 47 Cal 3d 376, 404. “Because an EIR. must
identify ways to mutigate or avoid the sipnificant effects that a project may have on the
environment [], the discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or
its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening amy significant
effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impeds to some degree the
attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costlv.™ CEQA Guidelines §
15126.6(b) (emphasis added).

Responses to Comments
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i The Program and its objectives are defined too narrowly, thereby resulting

in a narrowing of the consideration of alternatives to the Project. Cify of Sanfee v.
£3.33 County ojﬂan_Dfego {1989} 2_14 Cal App.3d 1438, 1433, TI:_Le DEIR a.ual*_,rzed_
three alternatives; the No Project™No Development Alternative, the Commercial
Development Alternative, and the Mixed Use Development Alternative. DEIR at
Tatle 8.0-1. The DEIE. weighed the possibility of an increazed density alternative
but did not explain why a reduced density alternative was rejected from further
consideration. DEIR. at 8.0-18.

cont'd

4 The DEIE also failed to provide substantial evidence of its analysiz for the
comparison of Alternativez. The DEIR lists the Project Objectives, but fails to
demonstrate which of the objectives each Alternative would or would not realize.
Compare DEIR §.0-1 with Table 8.0-1. Instead, the DEIR. either states the
Alternative does not meet goy or gl of the Project objectives. Jd A reasonable
range of alternativesincludes those which would impede the attainment of Project
objectives to some degrae.

5234 <

( The DEIR initially selected the No Development Alternative as the
Environmentally Superior Alternative since it would eliminate significant impacts but
would not meet any of the Project objectives. DEIR at 8.0-19. Therefore, the
DEIR zelected the Commercial Development Alternative as the Environmentally

5a.15 _< Superior Alternative. /& However, the analysis admits that the Project’s objectives

do not includecommercial development. DEIR at 8.0-18. Therefore, neither the
Commercial Development nor the Mixed Use Development are within a
reasonable range of alternatives; the DEIR's explanation that the applicant failed
to successfully attract tenants for commercial development is not substantial

‘. evidence as to how or why this alternative is infeasible.

IV.  IheDFEIR Should be Recirculated

9a.36 The DEIE. iz sufficiently lacking that the only way to fix these issues is to
revize itand recirculate an adequate report.
V. Conclusion

5a.37 . . N .

For the foregoing reasons, Friends of Riverside's Hills nrges you to
reject theProject and DEIR as proposed. Thank you for your consideration of
these concerns.

Enclosures:

1. Letter from Matt Hageman and Paul E. Rosenfeld, SWAPE, to
DelLano &Delano (April 30, 2021)
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Comment Letter 5b — Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE)

Comment letter 5b commences on the next page.
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Technical Consultation, Diata Analysis and
SWAPE Litigation llpp:ﬂiuth Environment
2656 29™ Street, Suite 201
Santa Monica, CA 30405

Matt Hagemann, P.G, C.HE.
(949) 887-3013

mhagemanni@iwape com

Paul E. Rosenfeld, PhD

[310) 795-2335
rosenfeld & Com
April 30, 2021
Everett Delano
DeLano & DeLano

104 W. Grand Avenue, Suite A
Escondido, California 92025

Subject: Comments on The Crestview Apartments Project {SCH No. 2020069047)

Dear Mr. Delano,

™ We have reviewed the March 2021 Draft Environmental Impact Report (“"DEIR”) for The Crestview
Apartments Project (“Project”) located in the City of Riverside (“City”). The Project proposes to construct
237 residential units and 427 parking spaces, as well as an on-site leasing office, mail lounge, putting
green, outdoor resort style pool and spa, dog run area with a dog wash station, fitness center,
clubhouse, shade structures with barbacues and tables, and a walking perimeter loop trail, on the 9.44-
h__aCre site,

5b.l —

[~ Our review concludes that the DEIR fails to adequately evaluate the Project’s air quality, health risk, and
greenhouse gas impacts. As a result, emissions and health risk impacts associated with construction and
sbh2. operation of the proposed Project are underestimated and inadequately addressed. An updated EIR
should be prepared to adequately assess and mitigate the potential air quality, health risk, and

| greenhouse gas impacts that the project may have on the surrounding environment.

Air Quality
Unsubstantiated Input Parameters Used to Estimate Project Emissions

5h.3 The DEIR's air quality analysis relies on emissions calculated with CalEEMod.2016.3.2 (p. 5.2-25).2
CalEEMod provides recommended default values based on site-specific information, such as land use
type, meteorological data, total lot acreage, project type and typical equipment associated with project

! CalEEMod User Guide, ovailoble of: http.//www.caleemod.com/.
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 type. If more specific project information is known, the user can change the default values and imput
project-specific values, but the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) requires that such changes
be justified by substantial evidence.? Once all of the values are inputted into the model, the Project’s
construction and operational emissions are calculated, and "output files” are generated. These output
files disclose to the reader what parameters were utilized in calculating the Project’s air pollutant
emissions and make known which default values were changed as well as provide justification for the
values selected.”

When reviewing the Project’s CalEEMod output files, provided in the Air Quality Impact Analysis &
Freeway Health Risk Assessment (“AQ & HRA Report”™) as Appendix B to the DEIR and Greenhouse Gas
Analysis (“GHG Report”) as Appendix G to the DEIR, we found that several model inputs were not
consistent with information disclosed in the DEIR. As a result, the Project’s construction and operational
emissions are underestimated. An updated EIR should be prepared to include an updated air quality
analysis that adequately evaluates the impacts that construction and operation of the Project will have
L_on local and regional air quality.

— Unsubstantiated Reduction to Parking Land Use Size

According to the DEIR, the Project proposes to construct 427 parking spaces. However, review of the
CalEEMod output files demonstrates that, while the “12585 Crestview Apartments” model includes the
correct number of parking spaces, the square footage of the parking land use was reduced from the
default value of 171,200- to 35,719-5F (see excerpt below) (Appendix B, pp. 112, 190; Appendix G, pp.
82).

— —
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As you can see in the excerpt above, the parking land use size was manually reduced by 135,481-5F. As
previously mentioned, the CalEEMod User's Guide requires any changes to model defaults be justified ®
According to the “User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data” table, the justification provided for this
change is: “Per parcel number and TIA analysis™ (Appendix B, pp. 111, 189; Appendix G, pp. 81).
Furthermore, the DEIR states:

“As specific building and unit areas were unavailable during the time of the Project’s Energy

Analysis, the CalEEMod defoult square footage of 75,000 SF for the 75 DU multifamily housing
low rise, 162,000 SF for the 162 DU multifamily hnusmg mnd-nse and 35,719 5F afg ing m

of the Pragd" (emphasis added} (p. 5.5-13).

! CalEEMod User Guide, available at: http:ffwww . caleemod.comf, p. 1, 9.

¥ CalEEMod User Guide, ovoiloble or: hitp//www calesmod com/, p. 11, 12 = 13, A key feature of the CalEEMod
program is the “remarks” feature, where the user explains why a default setting was replaced by a “user defined”
value. These remarks are included in the report.

4 CalEEM od User Guide, availoble ot: http://www . agmd.gov/docs/default-source/caleemod/01 user-39-5-
Buidel016-3-2 15Snovemberd017 pdfisfrsn=4 p. 2,9
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— As you can see in the excerpt above, the DEIR indicates that the default square footages were utilized to

model the Project’s emissions. Thus, regardless of the statement that 35,719-5F of parking square
footage was used, by including a non-defoult parking land use size, the model is inconsistent with the
information provided by the DEIR and should not be relied upon to determine Project significance.

This unsubstantiated reduction presents an issue, as the land use size feature is used throughout
CalEEMod to determine default variable and emission factors that go into the model’s calculations. The
square footage of a land use is used for certain calculations such as determining the wall space to be
painted (i.e., VOC emissions from architectural coatings) and volume that is heated or cooled (ie.,
energy impacts).? Thus, by incuding an unsubstantiated reduction the size of the proposed parking land
use space, the model underestimates the Project’s emissions and should not be relied upon to

— determine Project significance.

[~ Unsubstantiated Changes to Individual Construction Phase Lengths

Review of the CalEEMod output files demonstrates that the “12585 Crestview Apartments” model
includes several changes to the default individual construction phase lengths [see excerpt below)

(Appendix B, pp. 111, 189; Appendix G, pp. 81).

[T e ] Hhum Dy : i)
ErssssEEssaEw ;--.-.-- TILT ..a.-..-.?- sssmas a.a.a.-;:“-t;;!-‘a.a.- smsms ...-.a..g— ey
- -

As a result, the models include a construction schedule as follows (see excerpt below] (Appendix B, pp.
162, 240; Appendix G, pp. 133):

] e usthing §10182021 12021 i
T e Preparaon T §ine Pregaranon o 1011572021 D ot
"""'Eé.':-'aTrZu""'""""""";'G?;EF.E ) §11ﬂm1 2021 5 :zcui
:',G-I.I"l]ll'lﬂ Corsinucion ;-H-I.I King Corsin clion i'|".L"-"'l'I.I'ﬂ:!."."l 2023 5 00
— i i i
=Archvtectural Coatng ;Ar;mr:m-i Coatng 2022 T 5 ml
As you can see in the excerpts above, the building construction phase was increased by approximately
30%, from the default value of 230 to 300 days; and the architectural coating phase was increased by
100%, from the default value of 20 to 40 days. As previously mentioned, the CalEEMod User's Guide
requires any changes to model defaults be justified ® According to the “User Entered Comments and
Non-Default Data” table, the justification provided for these changes is: “Per 18 month site plan

% CalEEMod User Guide, available at: hitp://www caleemod com/, p. 28
£ CalEEMod User Guide, availoble at: http:/fwww caleemod.com/, p. 2, 9
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— provided by Project Applicant” (Appendix B, pp. 111, 189; Appendix G, pp. 81). Furthermore, regarding
the Project’s anticipated construction schedule, the DEIR states:

“Construction of the proposed project is expected to occur over approximately 18 months” (p.
1.0-3).

However, these changes remain unsupported for two reasons. First, while the DEIR indicates the overall
length of the construction period would be 18 months, the DEIR fails to provide the individual
construction phase lengths. Second, the DEIR fails to mention or justify why the individual construction
phase lengths were disproportionately altered. As such, we cannot verify the changes.

These unsubstantiated changes present an issue, as they disproportionately spread out construction
emissions over a longer period of time for some phases, but not others. According to the CalEEMod
User's Guide, each construction phase is associated with different emissions activities (see excerpt
below).”

5b.5 —= Demoiition involves removing bulldings or structures.

Site Preparation involves clearing vegetation (grubbing and tree/stump removal) and
removing stones and other unwanied malerial or debris prior lo grading.

Lrading involves the cut and fill of land to ensure that the propar base and siopa is craaled
for the foundation.

Buiiding Construction involves the construction of the foundation, structures and buildings.

Architectural Coaling involves the application of coatings to both the interior and exterior of
buildings or struciures, the painting of parking lot or parking garage siriping. associated
signage and curbs, and the painting of the walls or other compenents such as stair railings
inside parking structures.

Paving involves the laying of concrele or asphalt such as in parking lots, roads, driveways,
e wirlramilics

As such, by disproportionately altering individual construction phase lengths without proper
justification, the model’s calculations are altered and emissions are distorted, and possibly
underestimated. Thus, by including unsubstantiated increases to the default individual construction
phase lengths, the model may underestimate the Project’s construction-related emissions and should
| not be relied upon to determine Project significance.

Unsubstantiated Reductions to Energy Use Values
Review of the CalEEMod output files demonstrates that the “12585 Crestview Apartments” model

5b.6 includes several reductions to the default energy use values (see excerpt below) (Appendix B, pp. 111-
112, 189-190; Appendix G, pp. 81-82).
TaCalEEMod User's Guide.” CAPCOA, November 2017, available at: http://www agmd gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/0]1 user-39-s-puidel016-3-2 1S5november2017 pdf?stursn=4, p. 31.
4
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As you can see in the excerpt above, the lighting electricity (“LightingElect”), Title 24 electricity energy
intensity (“T24E"), and Title 24 natural gas intensity (“T24NG") values were each reduced. As previously
mentioned, the CalEEMod User’s Guide requires any changes to model defaults be justified.® According
to the “User Entered Comments and Non-Default Data™ table, the justification provided for these
changes is: “Title 24 2019" (Appendix B, pp. 111, 189; Appendix G, pp. 81). Furthermore, regarding
Project compliance with Title 24 standards, the DEIR states:

“[TIhe Project will comply with the applicable Title 24 standards which would ensure that the
Project energy demands would not be inefficient, wasteful, or otherwise unnecessary”™ (p. 5.5-
22).

However, these reductions remain unsupported. Simply because the 2019 Title 24 standards expect a
reduction in building energy consumption does not guargntes that these reductions would be
implemented locally on the Project site. Absent additional information demonstrating that these
reductions would be achieved through the implementation, monitoring, and enforcement of energy-
related mitigation measures, we are unable to verify the revised energy use values inputted into the
model.

These unsubstantiated reductions present an issue, as CalEEMod uses energy use values to calculate the
Project’s emissions associated with building electricity and non-hearth natural gas usage.? By including
unsubstantiated reductions to the default lighting electricity, Title 24 electricity energy intensity, and
Title 24 natural gas intensity values, the model may underestimate the Project’s energy-source
operational emissions and should not be relied upon to determine Project significance.

Updated Analysis Indicates Significant Air Quality Impact

In an effort to more accurately estimate Project’s construction-related and operational emissions, we
prepared updated CalEEMod models, using the Project-specific information provided by the DEIR. In our
updated models, we omitted the unsubstantiated changes to the parking land use size, individual
construction phase lengths, and energy use values. Our updated analysis estimates that the Project’s

* CalEEMod User Guide, ovailoble ot: hutp:f/www caleemed.com/, p. 2, 9
’ CalEEMod User Guide, ovailable at: hm:ﬂww.glgm od.com I|_I p-43
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— construction-related VOC emissions exceed the applicable SCAQMD thresholds of 75-pounds per day
(“Ibs/day”) (see table below).

Model VoC

DEIR Construction 37.73

SWAPE Construction 77.02

% Increase 104%
SCAOMD Regional Threshold (lbs/day) 75
Threshold Exceeded? Yes

As you can see in the excerpt above, the Project’s construction-related WVOC emissions, as estimated by
SWAPE, increase by approximately 104% and exceed the applicable SCAQMD significance thresholds.
Thus, our model demaonstrates that the Project would result in a potentially significant air quality impact
that was not previously identified or addressed in the DEIR. As a result, an updated EIR should be

prepared to adequately assess and mitigate the potential air guality impacts that the Project may have
|__ on the surrounding environment.

[~ Diesel Particulate Matter Health Risk Emissions Inadequately Evaluated
The DEIR concludes that the proposed Project would have a less-than-significant health risk impact
based on a quantified operational health risk analysis ("HRA"). Specifically, the DEIR estimates that the
cancer risk posed by toxic air contaminant (“TAC”) emissions from the 1-215 Freeway to people expected
to be housed on the Project site would be approximately 3.45 in one million, which would not exceed
the SCACMD threshold of 10 in one million (p. 5.2-31). Furthermore, regarding the potential health risk
impacts associated with Project construction, the DEIR states:

“Exposure to concentrations of TACs was assessed based on the Project’s potential to result in
increased exposure of sensitive receptors to TAC emission sources. The Project could potentially
expose the adjacent sensitive receptors to temporary health hazards associated with TACs from
diesel particulate matter from the use of construction equipment. As described under Threshold
A, construction emissions would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds established to protect public
health and air quality. Therefore, the health risk associated with construction emissions for the
surrounding sensitive uses would be less than significant” (p. 5.2-31).

As demonstrated above, the DEIR concludes that the Project would result in a less-than-significant
construction-related health risk impact because the Project’s construction-related emissions would not
exceed SCAQMD thresholds. However, the DEIR's evaluation of the Project’s potential health risk

| impacts, as well as the less-than-significant impact conclusien, is incorrect for three reasons.

First, while the DEIR concludes that the Project’s construction-related criteria air pollutants would not
exceed SCAQMD thresholds, it fails to quantitatively evaluate the Project’s construction-related and
operational toxic air contaminants (“TAC™) emissions or make a reasonable effort to connect these

0 rgouth Coast AQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds.® SCAQMD, April 2019, available at:
http:/www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/cega/handbook/scagmd-air-guality-significance-thresholds.pdf.

6
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[~ emissions to potential health risk impacts posed to nearby existing sensitive receptors. Despite the
DEIR's gualitative claims that construction-related TAC emissions would be less-than-significant,
construction of the proposed Project would produce diesel particulate matter (“DPM®) emissions
through the exhaust stacks of construction equipment over a potential construction period of
approximately 18 months (p. 1.0-3). Furthermore, the Focused Traffic Analysis and Vehicle Miles
Traveled Analysis (“TIA & VMT Analysis™), provided as Appendix | to the DEIR, indicates that the Project
is expected to generate approximately 1,432 average daily vehicle trips, which would generate
additional exhaust emissions and continue to expose nearby sensitive receptors to DPM emissions
(Appendix |, p. 1). However, the DEIR fails to discuss the Project’s potential TAC emissions or indicate the
concentrations at which such pollutants would trigger adverse health effects. Thus, without making a
reasonable effort to connect the Project’s construction-related and operational TAC emissions to the
potential health risks posed to nearby receptors, the DEIR is inconsistent with CEQA's requirement to
correlate the increase in emissions generated by the Project with the potential adverse impacts on
|__human health.

5b.9
Cont'd

[ Second, the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment ("OEHHA"), the organization responsible
for providing guidance on conducting HRAs in California, released its most recent Risk Assessment
Guidelines: Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments in February 2015.% This
guidance document describes the types of projects that warrant the preparation of an HRA. The OEHHA
document recommends that all short-term projects lasting at least two months be evaluated for cancer
risks to nearby sensitive receptors. As the Project’s 18-month construction duration vastly exceeds the

2- month requirement set forth by OEHHA, it is clear that the Project meets the threshold warranting a
quantified HRA under OEHHA guidance. Furthermore, the OEHHA document recommends that exposure
5h.10 — from projects lasting more than 6 months be evaluated for the duration of the project and recommends
that an exposure duration of 30 years be used to estimate individual cancer risk for the maximally
exposed individual resident ("MEIR”). Even though we were not provided with the expected lifetime of
the Project, we can reasonably assume that the Project will operate for at least 30 years, if not more.
Therefore, we recommend that health risk impacts from Project operation also be evaluated, as a 30-
year exposure duration vastly exceeds the 6-month requirement set forth by OEHHA. These
recommendations reflect the most recent state health risk policies, and as such, we recommend that an
analysis of health risk impacts posed to nearby sensitive receptors from Project-generated DPM
L__emissions be included in an updated EIR for the Project.

Third, while the DEIR quantifies the cancer rick posed by the 1-215 Freeway, the DEIR is insufficient in

5b.11 addressing the non-cancer health risks posed to future, on-site receptors as a result of proximity to the |-
215 Freeway. Additional impacts related to non-cancer health risks have been documented for people

Y =Risk Assessment Guidelines Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.” OEHHA, February
2015, availoble at: http:/foehha.ca gov/fair/hot spots/hotspots2015 html.

7
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— living near congested roadways. Key findings from a 2005 California Air Resources Board (“CARE")
report? on health risk impacts from nearby freeways include:

s Reduced lung function in children was associated with traffic density, especially trucks, within
1,000 feet and the association was strongest within 300 feet.

& Increased asthma hospitalizations were associated with living within 650 feet of heavy traffic
and heavy truck volume (Lin, 2000).

¢ Asthma symptoms increased with proximity to roadways and the risk was greatest within 300
feet (Venn, 2001).

+ A San Diego study found increased medical visits in children living within 550 feet of heavy
traffic (English, 1999).

People housed by the proposed Project will be located directly southwest of the I-215 Freeway (Figure
3.0-2). Therefore, many of the Project’s residents will be subjected to additional non-cancer health risks
as a result of close proximity to the I1-215 Freeway. Regarding risks posed to people living nearby busy

roadways, CARB concludes:

“The combination of the children's health studies and the distance related findings suggests that
5b.11 __ it is important to avoid exposing children to elevated air pollution levels immediately downwind
Cont'd of freeways and high traffic roadways. These studies suggest a substantial benefit to a 500-foot

separation.”®

As a result, CARB recommends that projects:

“[a]void siting new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a freeway, urban roads with 100,000
vehicles/day, or rural roads with 50,000 vehicles/day."**

Despite this recommendation, asthma and other non-cancer, freeway-related health risks are not
mentioned or assessed by the DEIR. As such, an updated EIR should be prepared to include an
assessment of all risks faced by residents at the Project not only cancer, espedcially to sensitive groups,
such as newbomns and the elderly. Because of the proximity to the 1-215 Freeway, all feasible mitigation
should be considered in the updated EIR to reduce health impacts to people living at the project.
Feasible mitigation, implemented at other Southern California projects adjacent to freeways include:

+ Disclose to residents the potential health impacts from living in proximity to the 1-215 Freeway;
+ Installation, use, and maintenance of filtration systems with at least a Minimum Efficiency
Reporting Value (MERV) 15;
— & Lead Agency verification and certification of the implementation the filtration systems;

2 =Ajr Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective.” CARB, April 2005, ovailable at:

https:/[fww3 arb.ca govfchfhandbook pdf.

B =pir Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective.” CARB, April 2005, ovailabile at:

hittps: /fww3 arb ca govich/handbook pdf, p. 10.

¥ =air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective ™ CARB, April 2005, ovailable at:
https: /f'ww3 arb.ca gov/chfhandbook pdf, p. 15.
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» Lead Agency verification of maintenance to include manufacturer’s recommended filter
replacement schedule; and

¢ Disclosure to residents that opening windows will reduce the health-protectiveness of the filter
systems.

Screening-Level Analysis Indicates a Potentially Significant Health Risk Impact

In order to conduct our screening-level risk analysis we relied upon AERSCREEM, which is a screening
level air quality dispersion model.*® The model replaced SCREEN3, and AERSCREEN is included in the
OEHHA™ and the California Air Pollution Control Officers Associated ("CAPCOA™) guidance as the
appropriate air dispersion model for Level 2 health risk screening analyses ("HRSAs™). A Level 2 HRSA
utilizes a limited amount of site-specific information to generate maximum reasonable downwind
concentrations of air contaminants to which nearby sensitive receptors may be exposed. If an
unacceptable air gquality hazard is determined to be possible using AERSCREEN, a more refined modeling

approach is required prior to approval of the Project.

In order to estimate the health risk impacts posed to residential sensitive receptors as a result of the
Project’s construction-related and operational TAC emissions, we prepared a preliminary HRA using the
annual PMyp exhaust estimates from the DEIR's CalEEMod output files. Consistent with
recommendations set forth by OEHHA, we assumed residential exposure begins during the third
trimester stage of life. The DEIR's CalEEMod model indicates that construction activities will generate
approximately 371 pounds of DPM over the 559-day construction period. The AERSCREEN model relies
on a continuous average emission rate to simulate maximum downward concentrations from point,
area, and volume emission sources. To account for the variability in equipment usage and truck trips
over Project construction, we calculated an average DPM emission rate by the following equation:

gmms) — B70.96 lbs X 4536 grams % 1 day ¥ 1 hour = 0.00348 gfs

Emission Rate (
550 days 1bs 24 hours 3,600 saconds

second

Using this equation, we estimated a construction emission rate of 0.00348 grams per second (“g/5").
Subtracting the 559-day construction period from the total residential duration of 30 years, we assumed
that after Project construction, the sensitive receptor would be exposed to the Project’s operational DPM
for an additional 28.47 years, approximately. The DEIR's operational CalEEMod emissions indicate that
operational activities will generate approximately 87 pounds of DPM per year throughout operation.
Applying the same eguation used to estimate the construction DPM rate, we estimated the following
emission rate for Project operation:

5.5, EPA (April 2011) AERSCREEN Released as the EPA Recommended Screening Model,
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/scram/guidance/clarification/20110411_AERSCREEM_Release_Memo.pdf

18 mRizk Assessment Guidelines Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.” OEHHA, February
2015, gvailabie at: http:/{oehha.ca.gov/air/fhot spotsf2015/3015GuidanceManual. pdf

7 CAPCOA (July 2009) Health Risk Assessments for Proposed Land Use Projects, http://www.capcoa.orgfwp-
content/uploads/2012/03/CAPCOA_HRA_LU_Guidelines_§-5-09.pdf.
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. gramsy _ 868 lbs . 4536 grams 1 day 1hour  _
Ewisalon Rute mnd) ~ 265 days ibs 24 hours 2,600 seconds 0.00125 g/s

Using this equation, we estimated an operational emission rate of 0.00125 g/s. Construction and
operational activity were simulated as a 9.44-acre rectangular area source in AERSCREEN with
dimensions of 260 by 147 meters. A release height of three meters was selected to represent the height
of exhaust stacks on operational equipment and other heavy-duty vehicles, and an initial vertical
dimension of one and a half meters was used to simulate instantaneous plume dispersion upon release.
An urban meteorological setting was selected with model-default inputs for wind speed and direction
distribution.

The AERSCREEN model generates maximum reasonable estimates of single-hour DPM concentrations
from the Project site. EPA puidance suggests that in screening procedures, the annualized average
concentration of an air pollutant be estimated by multiplying the single-hour concentration by 10%.%2
According to the DEIR, the nearest sensitive receptors are located approximately 448 feet, or 137
Sh.12 meters, southwest the Project site (p. 5.2-14). Thus, the single-hour concentration estimated by
Cont'd ™) AERSCREEN for Project construction is approximately 3.146 ug/m® DPM at approximately 150 meters
downwind. Multiplying this single-hour concentration by 10%, we get an annualized average
concentration of 0.3146 pg/m? for Project construction at the MEIR. For Project operation, the single-
hour concentration estimated by AERSCREEN is 1.13 pg/m® DPM at approximately 150 meters
downwind. Multiplying this single-hour concentration by 10%, we get an annualized average
concentration of 0.113 pg/m? for Project operation.

We calculated the excess cancer risk to the MEIR using applicable HRA methodologies prescribed by
OEHHA. Consistent with the 559-day construction schedule used in the Project’s modeling, the
annualized average concentration for Project construction was used for the entire third trimester of
pregnancy (0.25 years) and the first 1.28 years of the infantile stage of life (0 = 2 years); and the
annualized averaged concentration for operation was used for the remainder of the child stage of life (2
— 16 years) and the entire the adult stage of life (16 — 30 years).

Consistent with OEHHA guidance and recommended by the SCAQMD, BAAQMD, and SIVAPCD guidance,
we used Age Sensitivity Factors (“ASF”) to account for the heightenad susceptibility of young children to

% =tereening Procedures for Estimating the Air Quality Impact of Stationary Sources Revised.” EPA, 1992, availableat:
http:fwww.epa govitn/seram/guidance [guide [EPA-454R-92-019_ OCR.pdf; see olso “Risk Assessment Guidelines Guidance
Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.” OEHHA, February 2015, ovailoble ot:

5://oehha ca.govimedia/downloads/onr/2015guidanc nual.pdf p. 4-36
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™ the carcinogenic toxicity of air pollution.'™ ® ® According to this guidance, the quantified cancer risk
should be multiplied by a factor of ten during the third trimester of pregnancy and during the first two
years of life (infant), as well as multiplied by a factor of three during the child stage of life (2 — 16 years).
We also included the quantified cancer risk without adjusting for the heightened susceptibility of young
children to the carcinogenic toxicity of air pollution in accordance with older OEHHA guidance from 2003.
5612} 1pis guidance utilizes a less health protective scenario than what is currently recommended by SCAQMD,
Cont'd | the air quality district with jurisdiction over the City, and several other air districts in the state.
Furthermore, in accordance with the guidance set forth by OEHHA, we used the 95™ percentile breathing
rates for infants.® Finally, according to SCAQMOD guidance, we used a Fraction of Time At Home (“FAH")
Value of 1 for the 3™ trimester and infant receptors.™ We used a cancer potency factor of

1.1 (mg/kg-day)* and an averaging time of 25,550 days. The results of our calculations are shown below.

% *Draft Environmental impact Report (DEIR) for the Proposed The Exchange [SCH No. 2018071058)." SCAQMD, March
2019, available at: http:[/www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/cega/comment: letters/2019/march/RVC190115-

03 pdf?stvrsn=8, p. 4.

¥ =California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines.” BAAQMD, May 2017, availoble at:

http: b waffiles fplanning- a3 puideling ay2017-pdf pdfzla P.
56; see also “Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards " BAAQMD, May 2011,
availoble ot:

L.nb.u. P 55 6.
1 = ypdate to District's Risk Management Policy to Address OEHHA's Revised Risk Assessment Guidance

Document.” SIVAPCD, May 2015, ovoiloble ot: hitps.//www vallgyair org/buzind/pto/staff-report-5-28-15 pdf, p. §,
20, 24.

2 =syupplemental Guidelines for Preparing Risk Assessments for the Air Toxics ‘Hot Spots’ Information and
Assessment Act,” July 2018, availoble at- http.//www.agmd. gov/docs/default-source/planning frisk-
23sessment/ab25B8supplementalguidelines. pdf, p. 16.

“Risk Assessment Guidelines Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.” OEHHA, February

2015, ovailable ot: https://oehha ca gov/media/downloads/ernr/2015 guidancemanual pdf

# #Rick Assessment Procedures for Rules 1401, 1401.1, and 212 7 SCAQMD, August 2017, ovailoble at:
http: WAL It- I

Rules /1401 [riskassessmentprocedures 2017 080717 .pdf p. 7.
11
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— The Closest Exposed Individual at an Existing Residential Receptor
Breathing Cancer Risk Cancer
Duration Concentration
Activity s (ug/m3) Rate (L/kg- without ASF Risk with
day) ASFs* ASFs*®
Construction 0.25 0.3146 361 4 3E-07 10 4.3E-06
3rd
MDL‘ i ’m'."'“ 0.25 4.36-07 Trimester  4.36-06
a Exposure
Construction 128 0.3146 1080 6.6E-06 10 6.6E-05
Operation 0.72 0.113 1090 1.3E06 10 1.3E-05
Infant Exposure Infant
Durati 2.00 B.0E-06 Exposure 8.06-05
Operation 14.00 0.113 572 14E-05 3 4.1E-05
Child Exposure Child
Duration 14.00 1.9E-05 £ - 4. 1E-05
Operation 14.00 0113 261 4 5E-06 1 4 SE-06
Adult Exposure Adult
on 14.00 4.5E-06 . 4.5E-06
Lifetime Exposure Lifetime
Durati 30.00 2.TE-05 Exposure 1.3E-04
5[,_&.: * We, along with CARB and SCAOMD. recommend using the more updated and health protectie 2015 DEHHA pudance. which indludes A5Fs
Cont'd

As demonstrated in the first table above, the excess cancer risks posed to adults, children, infants, and
during the 3 trimester of pregnancy at the MEIR located approximately 150 meters away, over the
course of Project construction and operation, utilizing ASFs, are approximately 4.5, 41, 80, and 4.3 in
one million, respectively. The excess cancer risk over the course of a residential lifetime (30 years),
utilizing ASFs, is approximately 130 in one million. The infant, child, and lifetime cancer risks exceed the
SCAOMD threshold of 10 in one million, thus resulting in a potentially significant impact not previously
addressed or identified by the DEIR.

Litilizing ASFs is the most conservative, health-protective analysis according to the most recent guidance
by OEHHA and reflects recommendations from the air district. Results without ASFs are presented in the
table above, although we do not recommend utilizing these values for health risk analysis. Regardless,
the excess cancer risks posed to adults, children, infants, and during the 3™ trimester of pregnancy at
the MEIR located approximately 150 meters away, over the course of Project construction and
operation, without ASFs, are approximately 4.5, 14, 8, and 0.43 in one million, respectively. The excess
cancer risk over the course of a residential lifetime, without ASFs, is approximately 27 in one million. The
child and lifetime cancer risks, without ASFs, exceed the SCAQMD threshold of 10 in one million, thus
resulting in a potentially significant impact not previously addressed or identified by the DEIR. While we
recommend the use of ASFs, the Project’s cancer risk without ASFs, as estimated by SWAPE, exceeds the
SCAQMD threshold regardless.
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5b.12
Cont’d

Sb.13 —

An agency must include an analysis of health risks that connects the Project’s air emissions with the
health risk posed by those emissions. Qur analysis represents a screening-level HRA, which is known to
be conservative and tends to err on the side of health protection. * The purpose of the screening-level
construction and operational HRA shown above is to demonstrate the link between the proposed
Project’s emissions and the potential health risk. Our screening-level HRA demonstrates that
construction and operation of the Project could result in a potentially significant health risk impact,
when correct exposure assumptions and up-to-date, applicable guidance are used. Therefore, since our
screening-level HRA indicates a potentially significant impact, the City should prepare an updated EIR
with an HRA which makes a reasonable effort to connect the Project’s air quality emissions and the
potential health risks posed to nearby receptors. Thus, the City should prepare an updated, quantified
air pollution model as well as an updated, quantified refined health risk analysis which adequately and
__ac-:umtehr evaluates health risk impacts associated with both Project construction and operation.

[ Greenhouse Gas

Failure to Adequately Evaluate Greenhouse Gas Impacts

The DEIR estimates that the Project would result in net annual greenhouse gas ("GHG”) emissions of
2,706.33 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents per year ("MT COe/year”) (see excerpt below) (p.
5.7-34, Table 5.7-5).

Emissions (MT/yr)

Emission Source

MN:O TotalCO:E
Annual
construction-related
Emissions 41.07 0.01 0.00 41.24
amorbzed over 30
years
Area Source 60.92 4 9Te-03 1. 04e-03 61.35
Energy Source £83.00 0.01 4.88e-03 684 82
Maobile Source 1,655.18 0.06 0.00 1,656.79
Waste 2213 1.31 0.00 54 83
Waler Usage 180.83 0.51 ——ll 20731
Total CO:E (Al I I
Sources) 2.706.33

As a result, the DEIR concludes that the Project’s estimated GHG emissions would not exceed the
SCAQMD bright-line threshold of 3,000 MT CO:e/year, and impacts would be less-than-significant (p.
5.7-34). Furthermore, the DEIR relies upon the Project’s consistency with the 2008 and 2017 Scoping
Plans, as well as the City's Climate Action Plan (“CAP") in order to conclude that the Project would result
in a less-than-significant GHG impact (p. 5.7-35 - 5.7-48). However, the DEIR's GHG analysis, as well as

sb.14

2.0-42

|_the subsequent less-than-significant impact conclusion, is incorrect for the following three reasons:

(1) The DEIR's quantitative GHG analysis relies upon an incorrect and unsubstantiated air model;
(2) The DEIR relies upon an incorrect threshold: and

M =Risk Assessment Guidelines Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.” OEHHA, February
2015, ovailoble or: https://oehha ca govimedia/downloads fernr /201 5puidancemanual pdf p. 1-5
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(3) The DEIR's unsubstantiated air model indicates a potentially significant impact.

1) Incorrect and Unsubstantiated Quantitative Analysis of Emissions
As previously stated, the DEIR estimates that the Project would result in net annual GHG emissions of
2,706.33 MT COze/fyear [p. 5.7-34). However, the DEIR's quantitative GHG analysis is unsubstantiated. As
previously discussed, when we reviewed the Project’s CalEEMod output files, provided in the AQ & HRA
Report as Appendix B to the DEIR and GHG Report as Appendix G to the DEIR, we found that several of
the values inputted into the model are not consistent with information disclosed in the DEIR. As a result,
the model underestimates the Project’s emissions, and the Project’s quantitative GHG analysis should
not be relied upon to determine Project significance. An updated EIR should be prepared that
adequately assesses the potential GHG impacts that construction and operation of the proposad Project

may have on the surrounding environment.

— 2] Incorrect Reliance on an Outdated Quantitative GHG Threshold
As previously discussed, the DEIR estimates that the Project would result in net annual GHG emissions of
2,706.33 MT COzefyear, which would not exceed the SCAQMD bright-line threshold of 3,000 MT
COzefyear (p. 5.7-34). However, the guidance that provided the 3,000 MTCOy/year threshold, the
SCAQMUD's 2008 Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold for Stationary Sources, Rules, and Plans
report, was developed when the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (commonly known as “AB 32%)
was the governing statute for GHG reductions in California. AB 32 requires California to reduce GHG
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.7 As it is already April 2021, thresholds for 2020 are not applicable to
the proposed Project. As such, the SCAQMD bright-line threshold of 3,000 MT CO:efyear is outdated
and inapplicable to the proposed Project, and the DEIR's less-than-significant GHG impact conclusion
should not be relied upon.

Instead, we recommend that the Project apply the Association of Environmental Professionals’ (“AEP™)
“2030 Land Use Efficiency Threshold” of 2.6 metric tons of CO: equivalents per service population per
year [“MT COze/5Pfyear”). In support of this threshold for projects with a horizon year beyond 2020,
AEP's guidance states:

“Once the state has.afu!Eplan for 2030 (which is expected in 2017), and then a project with

Lm A more conservative approach would be to amamnmmmuwhr
any project with a horizon between 2021 and 2030 regardless of the status of the Scoping Plan
Update® (emphasis added).®

RA

= HEALTH l 5A.FET‘|' CODE 38550, ovailable ar:

% sgeyond Newhall and 201& A Field Guide to New CEQA Greenhouse Gas Thresholds and Climate Aﬂmn Flan
Targets for California.” Association of Environmental Professionals [AEP), October 2016, awvailabile at:
https://califaep.org/docs /AEP-2016 Final White Paper.pdf, p. 40.

* "Beyond Newhall and 2020: A Field Guide to New CEQA Greenhouse Gas Thresholds and Climate Action Plan
Targets for California.” Association of Environmental Professionals [AEP), October 2016, ovailabie at:
hitps:/fcalifaep org/docs/AEP-2016 Final White Paper.pdf, p. 40.
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As the California Air Resources Board (“CARB") adopted California’s 201 7 Climate Change Scoping Plan
in November of 2017, the proposed Project “should be evaluated based on a threshold using the 2030
5b.15— target,” according to the relevant guidance referenced above. We recommend the preparation of an
updated EIR to compare the Project’s estimated GHG emissions, as estimated in an updated air model,
|_to the AEP's “2030 Land Use Efficiency Threshold” of 2.6 MT COye/SP/year.

3) Failure to Identify a Potentially Significant Impact
When applying the AEP's “2030 Land Use Efficiency Threshold” of 2.6 MT CO:2/SP fyear, the Project’s
incorrect and unsubstantiated air model indicates a potentially significant GHG impact. As previously
stated, the DEIR estimates that the Project would result in net annual GHG emissions of 2,706.33 MT
COge/fyear (p. 5.7-34). Furthermore, according to CAPCOA’s CEQA & Climate Change report, service
population is defined as “the sum of the number of residents and the number of jobs supported by the
project.”* The DEIR estimates that the Project would house approximately 754 residents (p. 5.10-39,
Table 5.10-11). As the Project would not require any employees, we estimate a service population of
754 people.” When dividing the Project’s GHG emissions, as estimated by the DEIR, by a service
population of 754 people, we find that the Project would emit approximately 3.6 MT COue/SPfyear (see

table below).™
5b.16 ™) Proposed Project
Project Phase (MT COze/year)
Total 2,706.33
Service Population 754
Service Population Efficiency 3.6
Threshold 26
Exceed? Yes

As demonstrated above, when we compare the Project’s per service population GHG emissions to the

AEP's “2030 Land Use Efficiency Threshold” of 2.6 MT CO:e/5P/year, we find that the Project would

result in a potentially significant GHG impact not previously identified or addressed by the DEIR.

Therefore, an updated EIR should be prepared and recirculated for the Project, and mitigation should be
implemented where necassary.

Feasible Mitigation Measures Available to Reduce Emissions

Qur analysis demonstrates that the Project would result in potentially significant air quality, health risk,
5b.17 and GHG impacts that should be mitigated further. In an effort to reduce the Project’s emissions, we

identified several mitigation measures that are applicable to the proposed Project. Feasible mitigation

* CAPCOA (lan. 2008) CEQA & Climate Change, p. 71-72, http //www capcoa org/wp-
contentfuploads/2012/03/CAPCOA-White-Paper pdf.

# Calculated: 754 residents + 0 employees = 754 service population,

¥ calculated: (2,706.33 MT COe/fyear) / [754 service population) = (3.6 MT COze/5P fyear).

15
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[ measures can be found in CAPCOA’s Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures. * Therefore, to
reduce the Project’s emissions, consideration of the following measures should be made:

Measures — Energy

Building Energy Use

Install Programmable Thermostat Timers

Obtain Third-party HVAC Commissioning and Verification of Energy Savings

install Energy Efficient Boilers

Alternative Energy Generation

Establish Onsite Renewable or Carbon-Neutral Energy Systems

Establish Onsite Renewable Energy System — Solar Power

Measures — Transportation

Land Use/Location

Increase Density

5p17 — | Increase Location Efficiency

Cont'd Increase Diversity of Urban and Suburban Developments (Mixed Use)

Increase Destination Accessibility

Increase Transit Accessibility

Integrate Affordable and Below Market Rate Housing

Locate Project near Bike Path/Bike Lane

Neighborhood/Site Enhancements

Provide Pedestrian Network Improvements, such as:
* Compact, mixed-use communities

Interconnected street network

MNarrower roadways and shorter block lengths

Sidewalks

Accessibility to transit and transit shelters

Traffic calming measures and street trees

Parks and public spaces

Minimize pedestrian barriers

- & ® & @

Provide Traffic Calming Measures, such as:
& Marked crosswalks

- e O ntent 1 APCOA niti won-A -9-14-Final |

¥ =g uantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures.” California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
(CAPCOA), August 2010, ovailable ot: hitp://www.capcoa org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-
Quantification-Report-9-14-Final pdf, p.
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Count-down signal timers
Curb extensions

Speed tables

Raised crosswalks

Raised intersections
Median islands

Tight corner radii
Roundabouts or mini-circles
On-street parking

Planter strips with trees
Chicanes/chokers

Implement a Neighborhood Electric Vehicle (NEV) Network.

Incorporate Bike Lane Street Design (on-site)

Provide Bike Parking with Multi-Unit Residential Projects

Provide Electric Vehicle Parking

Dedicate Land for Bike Trails

Parking Policy/Pricing

Limit Parking Supply through:
+ Elimination (or reduction) of minimum parking requirements
= Creation of maximum parking requirements

5b.17 — »  Provision of shared parking

Cont'd Unbundle Parking Costs from Property Cost

Implement Market Price Public Parking (On-Street)

Require Residential Area Parking Permits

Measures — Water

Water Supply

Use Reclaimed Water

Use Gray Water

Use Locally Sourced Water Supply

Water Use

Adopt a Water Conservation strategy

Design Water-Efficient Landscapes (see California Department of Water Resources Model Water Efficient
Landscape Ordinance), such as:

Reducing lawn sizes;

Planting vegetation with minimal water needs, such as native species;

Choosing vegetation appropriate for the climate of the project site;

Choosing complimentary plants with similar water needs or which can provide each other with
shade and/or water.

Use Water-Efficient Landscape Irrigation Systems (“Smart” irrigation control systems)

17
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Reduce Turf in Landscapes and Lawns

Plant Native or Drought-Resistant Trees and Vegetation

Measures — Area Landscaping

Landscaping Equipment

Prohibit Gas Powered Landscape Equipment

Implement Lawnmower Exchange Program

Electric Yard Equipment Compatibility

Measures — Solid Waste

Solid Waste

Recycle Demolished Construction Material

Measures — Vegetation

Vegetation

Urban Tree Planting

Create New Vegetated Open Space

Measures — Construction

Construction

Use Alternative Fuels for Construction Equipment

Use Electric and Hybrid Construction Equipment

Limit Construction Equipment |dling Beyond Regulation Requirements

Institute a Heavy-Duty Off-Road Vehicle Plan, including:
Construction vehicle inventory tracking system;
Requiring hour meters on equipment;

Document the serial number, horsepower, manufacture age, fuel, etc. of all onsite equipment;

and

+ Daily logging of the operating hours of the equipment.

Implement a Construction Vehicle Inventory Tracking System

Measures — Miscellaneous

Miscellaneous

Use Local and Sustainable Building Materials

Require Environmentally Responsible Purchasing, such as:

+ Purchasing products with sustainable packaging;
Purchasing post-consumer recycled copier paper, paper towels, and stationary;
Purchasing and stocking communal kitchens with reusable dishes and utensils;

Choosing sustainable cleaning supplies;

Leasing equipment from manufacturers who will recyde the components at their end of life;
Choosing ENERGY STAR appliances and Water Sense-certified water fidtures;
Choosing electronic appliances with built in sleep-mode timers;

RA
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ii.  Equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment serial number, engine manufacturer,
engine model year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and
expected fuel usage and hours of operation.

ili. Forthe emission control technology installed: technology type, serial number, make, model,
manufacturer, EPA/CARB verification number/ievel, and installation date and hour-meter reading
on installation date.

b. If the contractor subsequently needs to bring on site equipment not on the list, the contractor shall

submit written notification within 24 hours that attests the equipment complies with all contract
conditions and provide information.

c. All diesel equipment shall comply with all pertinent local, state, and federal regulations relative to
exhaust emission controls and safety.

d. The contractor shall establish generator sites and truck-staging zones for vehicles waiting to load or
unload material on site. Such zones shall be located where diesel emissions have the least impact on
abutters, the general public, and especially sensitive receptors such as hospitals, schools, daycare
facilities, elderly housing, and convalescent facilities.

Reporting

a. For each onroad diesel vehicle, nonroad construction equipment, or generator, the contractor shall
submit to the developer’s representative a report prior to bringing said equipment on site that

includes:
i Equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment serial number, engine manufacturer,
5b.17 — engine model year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, and engine serial number.
Cont'd ii. The type of emission control technology installed, serial number, make, model, manufacturer,

and EPASCARB verification number/level.
i, The Certification Statement signed and printed on the contractor's letterhead.

b. The contractor shall submit to the developer’s representative a monthly report that, for each onroad
diesel vehicle, nonroad construction equipment, or generator onsite, includes:
i.  Hour-meter readings on arrival on-site, the first and last day of every month, and on off-site date.
il. Any problems with the equipment or emission controls.
.  Cerified copies of fuel deliveries for the time period that identify:
1. Source of supply
2. Quantity of fuel
3. Quality of fuel, including sulfur content (percent by weight)

These measures offer a cost-effective, feasible way to incorporate lower-emitting design features into
the proposed Project, which subsequently, reduce emissions released during Project construction and
operation. An updated EIR should be prepared to include all feasible mitigation measures, as well as
include an updated health risk and GHG analysis to ensure that the necessary mitigation measures are
implemented to reduce emissions to below thresholds. The EIR should also demonstrate a commitment
to the implementation of these measures prior to Project approval, to ensure that the Project’s
significant emissions are reduced to the maximum extent possible.

—

Disclaimer

SWAPE has received limited discovery regarding this project. Additional information may become
available in the future; thus, we retain the right to revise or amend this report when additional
information becomes available. Our professional services have been performed using that degree of
care and skill ordinarily exercised, under similar circumstances, by reputable environmental consultants
practicing in this or similar localities at the time of service. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is

20
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made as to the scope of work, work methodologies and protocols, site conditions, analytical testing
results, and findings presented. This report reflects efforts which were limited to information that was
reasonably accessible at the time of the work, and may contain informational gaps, inconsistencies, or
otherwise be incomplete due to the unavailability or uncertainty of information obtained or provided by
third parties.

Sincerely,

Paul E. Rosenfeld, Ph.D.

Attachment A SWAPE Health Risk Calculations
Attachment B: SWAPE Project CalEEMod Modeling
Attachment C: SWAPE Project AERSCREEN Modeling
Attachment O Paul Rosenfeld CV

Attachment E: Matt Hagemann CV
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The Closest Exposed Individual at an Existing Residential Receptor

Activé Duration Concentration Breathing Cancer Risk ASE Cancer Risk
[years) [ugfm3) Rate [L/kg-day] without ASFs* with ASFs*
Construction 0.25 0.3146 361 4 3E07 10 4 3E-0&
3rd Trimest: Frd Tril t
rimester 0.25 43607 MESTEr 43606
Duration Exposure
Construction 128 0.3146 1090 6.6E-D6 10 &.6E-05
Operation 0.72 0.113 1090 1.3E06 10 1.3E-05
Infant Exposure 2.00 B.0E-06 Infant 8.0E-05
Duration Exposure
Operation 14.00 0.113 572 1.4E05 3 4 1E-05
Child Exposure Child
. 14.00 1.4E-05 4. 1E-05
Duration Exposure
Operation 14.00 0.113 261 4 5E-06 1 4 5E-06
Adult E”'TMWE 14.00 4.5E-06 Adult 4. 5E-06
Duration Exposure
Lifetime Exposure Lifetime
_ 30.00 2.TE05 1.3E-04
Duration Exposure

* we, along with CARE and SCAQMD, recom mend using the more updated and health protective 2013 OEHHA puidance, which includes ASFs
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Attachment B

CalEEMeod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 1 of 83 Date: 4/28/2021 12:11 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

12585 Crestview Apartments
Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses | Sze | Wetric Lot Acreage | Floor Surface Area Population
Parking Lot H 42800 H Space 03z ! 17120000 a
------------------------------ L R it e e L E LS R PP TP PR
Apartments Low Fise H 75.00 H Dwelling Uit 489 ! 75,000.00 239
______________________________ B e} | e emmmm e ]
Apartments Mid Rise H 16200 H Dweelling IUinit ! 424 ! 162.000.00 ! 515
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urbian Wind Speed (mis) 24 Precipitation Freq (Days) 2
Climate Zone 10 Operational Year 2023
Litility Company Riverside Public Liilites.
CO2 Intensity 1325 65 CHY Intensity 0022 N20 Intensity 0.006
(I MWhr) {IbiMEWhr) (I NTWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 2 of 83 Date: 4/258/2021 12:11 PM
12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

Project Characternistics -

Land Use - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Construction Phase - See SWAPE comment about phase lengths.
Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Off-road Equipment -

Off-read Equipment - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Trips and VMT - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Grading - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Vehicle Trips - Consistent with DEIR"s madel.

Vehicle Emission Factors - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Vehicle Emission Factors - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Vehicle Emission Factors - Consistent with DEIR's model.
Woodstoves - Consistent with DEIR’s model.

Energy Use - See SWAPE comment about energy use values.
Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Table Mame | Column Name | Defauit Value New Value

thiConstructionPhase : FhaseEndDate : T2 19672023
"""" HiCommuiorbtase 8 FnmeEndbme S si2472022 T TT -~
"""" ﬁ'é&'s}a&'&'ﬁﬁa'sé""'"?""'""ﬁh&ééé%c'ﬁaé"'""" : SI25/2021 TUTTTTTRRgEmi T
"""" BiConsmucionPhase % PhaseEndDme s TE2021 BT " - T
"""" E-'é&'s}a&'iér'ﬁﬁa's;"""'?""'""ﬁhiééé&'ﬁé’e'"""" ' B/212022 T Rmammmz T
"""" ﬁ'é&'sii&'&'ﬁﬁa;"""'?""'""bh;;;é.;c'daé"'""" B/B/2021 CT T T meemmt
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 3 of 83 Date: 4/28/2021 12:11 FM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

ConstructionPhase H BrE2A2 1 12102022

I woneemt

R0

52512002

S0

i ¥

137.70

750

1620

375

a10

40.00
20.00

0.00

0.00

335

215.00

483.00

B4.00

1.00

3.00

200

3.00

3.00

4.00

i RoadEquipment 8.00 !

RVA
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Page 4 of 83
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Date: 4/28/2021 12:11 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

DI0fRoadEquipment H UsageHouwrs H
+ +*
L
H
H
;
L)
H
;
H
H
;
n
H
H
. 17.43
L]
E oav
. 2020
']
H 5.1890e-003
. 0.06
']
E (il
H 5.1440e-003
']
H 3.8000e-005
. 4.0850e-003
']
. 003
H 2.8620e-003
H 4.8210e-003
. 3.6000e-005
. 7.3000e-005
thiViehicleEF HHD E 23430003
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Date: 472872021 12:11 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

thiVehicleEF

[Ty S

thivehicleEF

041

133

651300

130088

472

i7.00

0.

2028
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CalEEMed Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 6 of 83 Date: 4/28/2021 12:11 FM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

thiehicleEF HHD 43780003 1 20780e-003

thiVehicleEF
""""" thehicleEF 0.08 T aEdsendd T
"""""" HVehideEF 0o TUTTTTTTam T
""""" thehicleEF 7.0000=-005 R 1 R
"""""" HVehideEF 1.4000=-004 T spodoetos
""""" thehicleEF 26540003 T pémbendd T
"""""" HVehideEF 0.59 T Tam T
""""" tbiVehiceEF 8.2000-005 T Tapdobedos T
"""""" HVehideEF 002 T
"""""" tHiVehideEF 1.5700e-004 T 4aemoenns
"""""" HVehideEF 0.04 C T T Y aooeaos
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CalEEMoed Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 7 of 53 Date: 4282021 12:11 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual
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iblVehicieER MHD 2.6660-003 v 9.4570e-003
_____________ meo 1T 7amooeoms |
_____________ mao

MHD

1.0800=-D04

2.5470=-002

6.7100=-004

2.8070e-003

D.05

D.oz

1.4710=-003

0.0z

D.o2

D.30

1.5100=-003

D.01

6.3000e-D04

2.8870e-003

D.05

D.02

biVehicieEF
__________ wlvehiceEF

thlVehicleEF

1.4710=-003

D.02

thivehicleEF D.oz

0.33

tblVehicleEF 0.0z

2.5410e-003

thiVehicleEF D.05

044

thivehicleEF MHD D.21 H

b

RVA

2.0-87
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thlVehicleEF = MHD H 5.15 !

oo e e

136.28

1.058.40

54.50

0.3g

0.48

11.44

1.6400=-004

2.6660e-003

7.3000e-004

1.5700e-004

2.5470e-003

6.7 100=-004

1.0870e-003

0.04

0.02

5.0600e-004

ooz

no.0z2

0.31

1.3130=.003 5.3800e-004
0.01 8.6560-003
63800=-004 | 7 71000005

1.0670=-003 4.3600=-004

0.04

ooz

5.9600e-004 H 2.3800e-004

2.0-88 R\Mﬁﬁ
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tbVehicleEF

tbVehicleEF

tbVehicleEF

tbVehicleEF

b s

D.01

5.6720=-003

0.0z

013

0.35

207

1.2000=-005

1.8500=-003

2.7100=-004

1.1000=-005

1.8480=-003

2.0000=-004 2.0100=-004

2.0010=-003 E.SBF_D-e—E':IS

0.02

0.0z

0.0600=-004

0.02

0.05 H

RVA

2.0-89
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ftlVehicleEF

ftlVehicleEF

sdsmmdsamdm s

thiVehicleEF

TP T

0.34

" Teeroo=n04

0.01

7.9200e-004

2.0810=-003

.oz

0.04

9.0600=-004

002

0.05

0.38

0.01

5.7830e-003

0.03

0.24

040

5.18

7165

1.085.33

60.40

0.14

033

H
1 2103

1.0000e-005

1.8500e-00:3

£.7100=-004

1.0000=-005

H 6.4000e-005

2.0-90

RVA
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biVenicleEF H 0BUS 1.8480e-003 v B.0880e-003
?""""""_0_3_55 _____________________ anoooend | zoiooeood
- 3.88402-003 T T deetoenoz
T Toeus T - ooz
_____________________________ .03 Y S
_____________________________ 1.7200e-003 T T Zossmennz
- ooz
X oze
- oz
5.5600=-004 T T esoteood
'''''''''''''''''''''''''''' 0.01 Y. I
_____________________________ 7.8600=-004 T T Zorooeons
_____________________________ 3.88402-003 T T demtoeonz
- ooz
vos | TR oos
1.7280e-003 T T 2zsstenna
'''''''''''''''''''''''''''' 0.03 Y. "R
thivehigiesE & oeus X oz
__________ thivshiclesF 0.38 A T A
__________ tbivehiclesF 0.01
thiVehicleEF 586102003
0.03
thiVehicleEF 0.25
0.38
thivahiclaEF 557
: 4.3
H
thiVehicleEF H oBUS : 1.085.23 : 133550
: : !

RVA

2.0-91
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tblVehicleEF OBUS

thiVehicleEF

1.5000=-005
1.0500=-003
thiVehicieSF 27100e-004
thiVehicieSF 1.4000=-005
__________ biehicleZE 1.8420=003
thiVehicieSF 2 000D=-004
__________ thiehicleSE 1.7090=-003
__________ hlehideZF .02
__________ tblehicleSF 0.03
__________ tblehicleSE & 3400e-004
tblVehicleZF .02
0.08
thiVehicieSF 035
& 2600=-004
thiVehicieSF 0.01
thiVehicieSF 7.5300e-004
__________ tblVehicleZF 1.7090=-003
thiVehicieSF 0.02
tbiveniciesE  w Tosus 0.05
__________ thlvehicle2F = oeus .2400=-004
thiVehicieSF 0.03
__________ tblehicleSE 0.05
__________ biehicleZE 038 .

2.0-92

RVA
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tblVehicleEF

tbiVehicleEl

blVehicleEl

tbiVehicleEl

blVehicleEl

0.5650e-003

008

T84

0.57

B8.44

1.128.57

1.083.03

a.81

387

12.20

£.4250e-003

0.01

nD.0z

5.0000=-004

£.0610e-003

2.6870e-003

n0.02

4.6000=-004

5.0880e-003

0.03

n.a2

2.4310e-003

0.10

nD.0z

0.3 H

RVA

2.0-93
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tblVehicleEF

tbiVehicleEl

blVehicleEl

tbiVehicleEl

blVehicleEl

.01 : 353602003
""""""" AT
£.8300=-004
5.0620=-003
0.02
134
24310003
0.12
.02
0.30
.82 0.08
o70s0e003 | 86880e003
oos | 875200003
74| T 3
- oss
ser T orr
IR A areoe
toeaoa |7 1peess
a2 | e a4z
X a40
373 Ty T
1217
7.1020e-003
0.01
.02
5.000D=-004
£.7950=-003 . 2.6720e-002

2.0-94

RVA
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tblVehicleEF 2.6870e-003 ! 2.6500e-002

0.0z

tblvehicleEF

4.6000e-004

tblVehicleEF 9.1200e-003

0.04

tblVehicleEF 0oz

4.4080=-003

0.10

0.0z

0.30

0.01

0.01

6.3300=-004

0.1200e-003

0.04

1.24

4.4880e-003

0.12

ooz

0.33

0.82

0.5210e-003

0.08

8.00

0.57

6.79

tblVehicleEF SBUS 1.058.28 H

T

R\Mﬁ‘. 2.0-95
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tbivVehicleEF

1.003.03 ! 1,008.55

(L T

tlVenicieE|

8.43

303

1221

D.02

5.0000e-004

9.8080e-003

2.6870e-003

D.02

4.6000=-004

4.3640e-003

D.03

083

2.3310=-003

0.10

D.02

0.37

D.01 3.4160e-003

D.01 0.01

£.6900=-004 T T esoopemos
_____________________________ 4.3840=-003 T T Nasdpenoz

D.03 0.01

1| T ose

2.3310e-003 H 8.1800e-0D4

tbivehicleE

TR ETRIETEITY]

2.0-96 RVA



City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2

Page 46 of 83

Responses to Comments

Date: 4/28/2021 12:11 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

thiVehicleEF

tblVehicleEF

thlVehicleEF

tblVehicleEF

tblVehicleEF

thiVehicleEF

tblVehicleEF

thlVehicleEF

tblVehicleEF

n.os

7.52

13.83

1,788.21

aTe

12.24

D48

0.01

0.04

1.4880=-003

021

3.0000e-003

0.04

1.3680=-003

0.0420e-003

0.10

4.5300e-003

D42

0.0z

1.08

9.5000=-003

1.7820=-003 !

2.2700=-004

RVA

2.0-97
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©.0420=-003 ! 2.8050e-003

tlVehicleEF

4.5300e-003

1.82

.02

1.19

1.38

0.o7

7.58

11.85

1.788.21

049

0.01

0.04

1.4820=-003

0.21

3.0000=-003

0.04

1.3620=-003

0.0z

0.13

0.0520e-003

043

.02 !

thiVehicleEl

LEL EREITTTITE]

2.0-98 R\Mﬁﬁ
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tblVehicleEF

tblvVehicleEF

tblVehicleEF

UBUS

UBUS

©.5110e-003

1.7480=-003

0.02

0.13

9.0520e-003

1.83

0.02

1.00

1.36

o.02

7.51

375

12.25

0.48

0.01

0.04

1.4580=-003

0.21

3.0000=-003

0.04

1.3580=-003

£.1000=-003

0.1z

RVA

2.0-99
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thlVehicleEF 4.1400e-003 ' 1.2010e-003

042

0.03

1.10

rndmanm .

9.5090=-003

1.7850e-003

£.1900=-003

0.1z

4.1400=-003

1.82

0.02

1.20

14.70 11.50

14.70 11.50

716

68.30

6.07

5.88

6.59

6.85

375

.10 0.00

375 0.00

8.10 ! 0.00

tblWoodstoves

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.0-100 RVA
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Date: 4/28/2021 12:11 PM

ROG NOx cO 502 | Fugtue | Esnsust | PMID | Fugtwe | Exhaust | PM25 | Bio- CO2 |NBo-COZ| TotslGOZ|  CH4 N20 | CO2e
BMID | PMID | Total | PM25 | PM25 | Tol
Year I tonsiyT MThyr
— —
. 77 | 17153 | B0 | 32000e | 02452 | O0&21 | 02983 | 01000 | OO418 | 01423 § Q0000 | 3056035 | 305603 | 00345 | 00000 | 3062628
002 : !
o i i i 1 i i i 1 R T | i i i ]
22 " 40008 | 30%ez | 02400e- | 03433 | 01a5 | D4g4 | 00927 | 01423 | 02345 § 00000 ! 8248857 | G248057 | 01352 | 0.0000 | 262087
003
- R S S R E R A S R S T ] ]
023 46300= | 03100 | 20000e | 13500e. | 2.4000e- | 15000e- | 36000e- | 24000e- | 60000= § 00000 | 18504 | 18504 | 7.0000e- | 0.0000 | 1822
003 003 005 003 0o 003 004 004 004 ! 005 !
. T — - — e I S S— I S—
Maximum 0695 | 20592 | 92400 | 02438 | 01525 | 04964 | 01008 | 01423 | 02245 | Q0000 | 8248657 | 6248657 | 0.1%62
003
Mitigated Construction
- - — — — M
ROG O o SOZ | Fugine | Eanaust | PMID | Fugtve | Exhaust | PMZZ ] Bo COZ |NBo COD| TomICOZ| Gt N0 | COZe
PMi0 | PMID | Total | PM25 | PM25 | Tol
Year I tonsiyr MTihyr
2021 0Nz | 17153 | 05508 | 32000e- | 02452 | 00441 | 02393 | 01008 | 00415 | 01424 § 000D | 3056034 | 305003 | 00345 | 00000 | 300.057
103
; ; i ; ; ; ; ; N . | i ; ;
022 770 | 40800 | 3027 | 02400s | 03438 | 01205 | D4Be4 | 00022 | 01423 | 02345 § 00000 1 8249852 | A24peed | 01382 | 0.0000 | 262882
002 :
e | | | H | | | H R T | | | | ]
023 01604 | 46300= | 9.3100= | 20000 | 12500e- | 24000 | 12900s 1 38000 1 24000 | 60000 § 00000 @ 16504 1 18504 1 70000e | 00000 1 13822
™3 003 | 005 003 oM 003 004 004 004 i | | 008
H
Maximum I TO27S | 40698 | 20582 | 92400= | 03438 | 01525 | 04364 | 01003 | 0.1423 | 02345 | 00000 | 824.8652 | 6248652 | 0.1362 | 0.0000
003

RVA

2.0-101
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ROG NOx co 502 Fugitive | Exhaust PAHO Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2  Total CO2 CH4 N20 C02e
PMAO PMD Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 o.o0 000 o.oo 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX {tons/quarter)
—
2 7-28-201 10-27-2021 02111 02111
— — —
3 10-28-2021 1-27-2012 BBA2 1.8882
— m— —
4 1-28-2022 4-27-2012 12518 1.2518
— m—
3 4-28-2022 T-27-2012 2666 1.2668
— — m—
-1 T-28-2022 10-27-2022 2801 1.28M
— — —
T 10-28-2022 1-27-2023 1.1227
— —
Highest BBaE2 1.2882
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG MNOx oo s02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitwe | Exhaust PM2.5 Big- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N2 CO2e
PM10 FM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.! Total
Category I tonsiyr MTiyr
— — — — —
Area 1.0238 124710 1 24000 ! ! 0TS I 0M7s v 001Ts 00000 + 608135 ' 609155 | 42500 | 1.0400e- | &1.3504
1 [ ! ! ! ! ! ! ! [
' 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
----------- : ; i i i i i i S ; i i
Energy oo1e2 ! 0.neg ! 1.0:500e- ! ! D.0133 ! 00133 ! ! 033 ! 00133 0.000D ! as0.3218 ! 8803213 ! 00120 ! 6.6600e- ! BB2.8485
' v 0o, ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 0o
----------- t 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ey 1 1 1 1
Mobile 0.5148 ! 4 B523 ! 00172 ! ! D.0183 ! 16015 ! 04242 ! 0.0158 ! 0.4400 10.000D ! 1’:644%: 1,654 43c: 00642 ! 0.0000 !
___________ : : : : : : : : I B : :
Waste Hl ! ! ! ! 00000 1 0.0000 ! 00000 1 0.0DD0 221301 1 00000 1+ 221301 1 13078 1 0.0000
----------- g ! | | | | | | | NU | | | |
Water H ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 4.poe2 ! 135 2\343: 190.8322 ! 0.5a72 ! 0.ma7 !
- 1
Total I‘ 1.3378 1.7643 T.H32 0.0187 13847 0.0478 16323 0.4242 0.0468 04708 27.0290 | 2791677 | 2,818.7T06 | 19032 00204 | 2872373
a 7 4

2.0-102

RVA

S——
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Date: 4/28/2021 12:11 PM

—
[ =3 502 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM25 [ Bio-CO2 |MBio- CO2| TotalCOZ| CH4 N2O COZe
PMI0 PM1D Total PM2E | PM25 Total
tonsiyr MThyr
| DOFT4 1 24710 1 44000 | | 00175 1 00175 | | 00175 1 00175  0ODDO 1 BO.8155 1 GO.9155 | 49500 1 1.0400e- 1 61.3504
i i el i i i i i , i ol i il
| | | | | | | | | | | | | 1
i i ] i i i i i I T ] ] i i ]
T 01643 1 00689 1 10500 | RN T 00133 1 00133 00000 8003218 1 8903013 | 0010 | 6.6300e- | BOZ.3405
003 | 003 |
: i
15220 | 48523 | 00172 | 15847 | 00168 | 16015 | 04242 | 00158 | 04400 § 00000 | 16544361 16544361 00642 | 0.0000 | 1656.042
P 1 D
______ i} L
0.0000 | 0.0000 00000 | 00000 & 221301 : 00000 | 221301 | 13078 | 00000 | 546263
| | | | | | | | | i | | | |
i i ] i i i i i [ S : ] i i i
i i i i | 00000 | 00000 | | 00000 | 00000 § 48988 | 1858343 | 1808322 | 05072 | O.0IZ7 |
R — - — — - f——— —
Total I 15579 | 17643 | 73932 | Q04T | 15847 | 0.0476 | 1.6323 | 0.4242 | 0.0485 | 04708 | 27.0290 | 2791677 | 2818706 | 13032 | 0.0204
g 7
— — — — —
ROG NOx 53] §02 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PNHO | Fugitive | Exhaust | FM25 | Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2|Total COZ| CH4 W20 COZe
P PMAD Total PM25 | PM25 | Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

RVA
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sArchitectural Coating

sArchitectural Coating

vl2norzn2z

Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Mum Days § Mum Days Phase Description
MNumber Week
=Crushing *Demoiition 10/16/2021 U11/12/2021 : 5! 20!

2 " ¥Site Preparation 111132021 i‘nzmcz‘ ; 55 1:15 _________________________
i Grading *Grading 112712021 ; 1212412021 ; 5 ; 20 ; _________________________
+ iETJilhi_n_g_ Construction *Building Genstruction 12252021 ; 112022 ; 5; 23|:; _________________________
s Eﬁé&ﬁg ____________________ gﬁaving 11122022 ; 12/8/2022 ; 5 ; 20 ; _________________________
6 sAmhitectural Coatng : :‘fﬁ.'2323 : 5; oy T

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 35

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 50

Acres of Paving: 0.82

Residential Indoor: 479,925; Residential Outdoor: 159,975; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area:
10,272 {Architectural Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

2.0-104

RA
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12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

Phase Name

I Offroad Equipment Type

Amount

Usage Hours I Horse Power I

Load Factor

Crushing

Architectural Coating

=Concretefindustrial Saws
¥

=Excavators
=

2Generator Seis

2Rubber Tired Dozers
:

aCrawler Tractars

i -
ZRubber Tired Dozers

B - -
ETerrs.'Loadera-'Backhoes

[ -
¥
2Crawler Tractors
s

Excavators
=

2Graders
B

=Rubber Tired Dazrs

H - -
sTractors/Loaders/Backhoes

B
[
SCranes
-

¥ -
L
2Crawler Tractors
s

2Forklifs

S Generator Seis
[

:Tracmrs.'L_oadera-'Backhoes_
[ - -

Welders
B

=Pavers

¥ -
=Paving Equipment
=

2Rallers

8.00!

81!

= Air O
gAir Compressors

Trips and VMT

RVA
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Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR
CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod 2016.3 2 Page 55 of 83 Date: 4282021 12:11 PM
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker Trip J Vendor Trip JHauling Trip § Worker Trip Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Viehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Mumber Mumber Length Lemgth Length Class ‘ehicle Class | Vehicle Class
[Crushing H 1 3.001 0.00 0.00! 1470 8.00 20.001LD_Mix HOT_Mix HHDT
I 1 . [ SR RN
7 18.00! 0.00 0.00! 14.70 6.0} 20.001LD_Mix HOT_Mix HHDT
T A, I | . [N P IS
3 15,001 0.00 3.750.00} 14.70 .00 23.00{LD_Mix ! HOT_Mix HHDT
RN IR L | - [N TSR RN
JBuilding Construction g 243.00! 53.00 0.00! 14.70 6.90 20.00/LD_Mix | HDT_Mix HHDT
. . i 1 R -
6 15 :||:i 0.00 o |::Ji 14.70 6.00 20.001LD_Mix HOT_Mix HHDT
H I S N S W
Architectural Coating ! 4p0.00! 0.00! 0.00! 14.70! 6.00! 20.00'LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix  'HHDT
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
Water Exposed Area
3.2 Crushing - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 5] S02 | Fugtve | Eshaust | PMID | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM2E [ Bio COZ |NBio CO2| TotlCOZ | GHA N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category fonsiyr MTiyr
OffRoad = Q0302 | 04621 | 01453 | 0.2000- | | 0.5000 | 0.5900e- | | 2.000e- | @ Soo0= § 00000 | 70.6511 U T0ES11 | 23000 | 0.0000 § 707101
- | ' oo (003, 0o, ¢ D2 D2 i | oo .
— . — — ——— . — —
Total 00302 | 04621 | 041453 | 6.9000e- 9.5900e- | 9.5900e- 9.5900e- | 9.5900e- | 0.0000 | 70.6511 | 706511 | 23600 | 0.0000 | 707101
004 003 003 003 003 003

2.0-106 RVA
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3.2 Crushing - 2021
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Responses to Comments

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

Date: 4/28/2021 12:11 PM

— — — —
ROG W o0 502 | Fugive | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugiive | Exhaust | PM25 | Bio- CO2 |MBio-CO2| Total CO2Z| CH4 [=3) COZe
PM10 PM10 Total PM2Z5 | PMZS Total
Category bonsiyr MThyr
— — —
00000 | 00000 | 00000 i 00000 i 00000 | 00000 | 00000 ! 00000 i 0ODDO | 0.00DD & 00000 | 00000 i 00000 i 00000 | 00000 ! 00000
. ] ] i i i i 1 i I T | i i |
00000 | 00000 | 00000 i 00000 i 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 i 00000 | 00000 § 00000 @ 00000 | 0.0000 i 00000 | 00000 !
1 i |
i , i
Wiorker 04000= | 0.0000 | 33000e | 00000 | 33000 | @.00D0e- | OODOD | 90000= w 00000 | 02667 | 02667 1 10000e | 00000 1 02988
004 [iti"] o | 005 005 ! | oos |
— ——_——— —
Total 94000 | 0.0000 | 3.3000e- | 0.0000 9.0000e- | 00000 | 02667 | 02667 | 1.0000e- | 00000 | 0.2668
004 004 [T 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
— — — — — p— — m—
ROG WO 0 502 | Fugibve | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugive | Exhaust | PM25 [ Bio- CO2 | MBio-COZ2| Total COZ|  ChH4 NZO COZe
PMID PMID Total PMZ5 | PMZS5 Total
Category tonsiyr MThyr
OffRoad = 00302 | 04621 | 01453 | 6.9000e- | | 8.5800e- | £.5000e- | | 95000e | 2.5000e- F 00000 | 70.8610 | 70.6510 | 2.3300e- | 00000 ! 707100
= i i T I [ i - | | o ! ! I !
Total 00302 | 0462 | 01453 | 6.9000e- 5.5900s- | 9.5900e- 9.5900e- | 9.5900e- | 00000 | 706510 | FO.B510 | 23600e- | 0.0000 | 70.7100
004 003 [13] 003 (7] 003

RVA

2.0-107
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3.2 Crushing - 2021

— — — — —
ROG NOx co 502 Fugitve | Exhaust PM10 Fugitwe | Exhaust PM25 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsiyr MThr

1 00000 | 00000 ! 0.0000
______ i i o
00000 | 00000 | 00000
______ ] ] o
110000 | 00000 | 02668
| oo 1 i

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021
Unmitigated Constru n On-Site

- — — — —
ROG NOx co 502 | Fugitwe | Exhaust | PM10 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM25 | Bio- COZ2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 C02e
PM10 PM10 Total FM25 | PM25 Total
Category tonsiyr MThr
Fugitive Dust i 1 0083 | 00000 ! 0.1038 | 00517 | 0.0000 | 00517 § 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000
__________ 1 H | H | H | R | | |
Off-Road 00267 | 0302 1 0. 00132 10013 | 100122 | 00122 § 00000 | 250542 | 250542 | B.1000= | 0.0000
' | 003
— — — —
Total 0.0267 | 03033 | 01093 | 28000e- | 01089 | 00432 | 04221 | 0.0517 | 0.0122 | 00838 | 00000 | 250542 | 250542 | 8.1000e- | 0.0000 | 252568
004 003

2.0-108 RVA
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

- - - - —
ROG NOx cO S0Z | Fugitve | Eshaust | PMID | Fugiive | Exhaust | PM25 | Bio CO2 |MBio- CO2| Total CO2|  CHS N2O | CO2e
PMID | PMIO | Total | PM25 | PM25 | Toml
Category tonsiyT MThyr
Fauing = ODOOD | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 0O0OD | O.0000 :
H . | | | | | . | |
___________ H : : : : : : : : :
Vendor | 0DDOD | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | O.000D i
B : : | | | | | : | |
= 30000 | 18 i i | 0.8000e- | 1.0000= | : i H
" o4 ! ! o | 005 | ! !
S
Total 3.5000e-
004

— — m— — — — — —
ROG NOx [¥) S02 Fugitve | Exhaust FM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2 5 s0- CO2 | MBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PMi0 P10 Total PM2.5 PMZ 5 Total
Category tonsiyr MThyr
— — m— — —
Fugitive Dust H ! ! ! ! 0.1089 ! 0.0000 ! 0.1032 ! 0.0517 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0517 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
----------- F i i i i i i i i i S i i i
Off-Rioad m 00267 1 03032 1 01083 1 28000e- 1 0032 0 0M3az g 100122 v 00122 00000 1 250542 1 250542 1 B.1000e 1 0.0000
= 1 1 [ 1 1 1 1 1 ' 1 [
1 ! !
— — — —
Total 0.0267 0.3039 01083 | 28000e- | 01089 0.0132 012 0.0517 o122 0.0638 0.0000 250542 | 250542 | BA000e- 0.0000
004 003

&\A. 2.0-109
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

— — — — —
ROG NOx co 502 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PMID | Fupitve | Exhaust | PM25 [ Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total COZ| CH4 N20 COZe
PM10 PM10 Total FM25 | PM25 Total
Category tonsiyr MThyr
..
i 0.0000 00000 1 00000 1 00000 i 00000 : 00000 | 0.0000 | C.OOD0 | OQODOO % 000D ¢ 00000 ¢ 00000 ¢ 00000 ¢ 00000 & 00000
i i i i i i i i R T | i i i ]
i 00000 | 00000 i 00000 i 00000 | 00000 | 00000 i 0.0000 i 00000 i 0ODOO § 00000 ; 000D | 00000 | 00000 i 00000 ! 00000
i i i i i i i i R T j i i i o
| 28000=- | 28200 | 1.0000=- | 0.9000e- | 1.0000= | 10000e- | 26000=- | 1.0000e | 27000c- § 00000 | 08000 | D.2000 | 20000= | 00000 | 03004
[ I I 4+, 005 , 003 , O , D05 | O I | s i

3.4 Grading - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

— — — — — m—
ROG NOx (=7 Fugitive it PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PMZ5 Bio- CO2 |NBwo- COZ| Total CO2 |  CH4 N2O COZe
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category fonslyr MTir
- — —
Fugitive Dust = ! ! ! | D038 | 00000 | 00336 | 00363 | 0DODD | 00383 00000 | 00000 | 00000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000
-------- i : i i i i i i i S i i :
Off-Road 00338 | 03285 1 01638 1 4.4000e- 1 1o0o1e1 1 0MEt | 00148 1 00MS8 00000 1 385562 | 385582 | 00123 1 0.0000
- 004 '
Total 0.0338 03995 01638 | 4.4000=- | 0.0836 0.0181 0.1047 0.0363 0.0148 00511 00000 | 385582 | 385582 | 0.0M23F 0.0000 | 388700
004

2.0-110

RVA
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3.4 Grading - 2021

—
ROG =S co 502 | Fugtwe | Exhaust | PMID | Fugtive | Exhaust | PM25 [ Bio- CO2 |MBio- COZ| Totl COZ| CH4 N0 [
FMI10 PMID Total FM2Z5 | PMLS Total
Category tonsiyr MThyr
Fading = 00102 | 04500 | 00831 | 15700e | 00372 | 14300 | 00336 | 00102 | 13600 | OOT15 § 00000 | 150.8765 | 150.0765 | B.5800= 1 0.0000 i 151.1811
H i i i i s i P . i P i
H | | | | | | | | | | | | . :
= ] ] i i i i i i I T | i i i ]
| D0DD0 ! 00000 ¢ 00000 | 00000 i 00000 ¢ 00000 i 0.0OO0 : O.0DOD i O.00D0 § 0.0000 @ 00000 ¢ 00000 | 00000 | 00000 @ 00000
] ] i i i i i i I T : i i i ]
| 43000 | 47200s 1 10000=- | 16500 ' 1.0000e i 1.6800e- ' 44000 1 1.0000e ' 45000= § 00000 @ 13333 1 13333 | 3.0000= 1 00000 1 13341
- | 04 | 003 | 005 , 003 , 005 | 003 | OD4 | DO5 | D4 i H | oms 1
— — — — ——
Total 00108 | 04504 | 00678 | 15800e- | 0.0383 | 14400 | 0.0403 | 0.0106 | 1.3700e- | 00120 [ 0.0000 | 1523057 | 1523097 | 8.6100e- | 00000 | 1525251
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
— - — — —— — —
ROG MO co 502 | Fugtwe | Esnaust | PMID | Fugtive | Exhaust | PM25 | Bio- CO2 | MBio- COZ| Total COZ |  CH4 N0 COZe
FM10 PMID Total FM2Z5 | PMZ5 Total
Category tonsiyr MThyr
- — - — —
Fugitive Dust i i i | 00306 | 00000 | 00236 | 00363 | 000D | 0033 § 00000 | 00000 | 0DOOO | 000OO | 00000 | 00000
__________ ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; L ; ; \ ]
Ofifead m 00338 | 03085 | 01638 | 24000 | T oOiBt 1 00181 | | 00148 | 00148 § 00000 | 3235E2 | 385562 1 L0125 | 00000 | 33868@
= | | I | | | | | | | | | |
— — — — — — —
Total 0033 | 03995 | 01638 | 4.4000e- | 0.0886 | O.0HE1 | 04047 | 0.0383 | 00448 | 00511 [ 0.0000 | 30.5582 | 38.5362 | 0.0425 | 0.0000 | 388699
004

RVA 2.0-111
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3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NCx co S02 | Fuglve | Exhawst | PMID | Fugiive | Exhaust | FNZ5 | Bo CO2 |NBio COZ| Tolal COZ|  CHA N2O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PMZ5 Total
Category tonsiyr MThr
— - - - —

Haulng = 00102 1| 04500 1 00631 1 15700e- 1 00372 1 1.4300e 1 00336 1 0D.0102 1 1.3600= 1 00116 0.0000 1 1511811

= i i poooE poooos i pooE ,
: : i i i i i i i Vo]
| 00000 | 000D0 | 0000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 0ODDD | 0.000D 00000 | 0.0000
i i i i i i i i i ]
| 43000 | 47200e | 1.0000e- | 1.8500e- | 1.0000e | 1.6800e- | 4.4000e- | 1.0D00e | 4.5000e- 00000 1 13341

| 004 003 005 | 003 | 00S D03 | D4 | DOS 004 |

— ——
04504 | 00678 | 15800e- | 00388 | 14400e | 0.0403 | 0.0106 | 1.3700e- | 0.0120 0.0000 | 152.5251
003 003 003

3.5 Building Construction - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx T Fugitve | Exhaust | PMID | Fugtve | Exhaust | PMZE | Bo COZ |NBwo COZ] Total CO2|  CHA 1) )
FMID | PMID | Totl | FM25 | PM25 | Tom
Category tonsiyr MThr
— - - M — - —
Off-Road | 00849 1 00455 1 1.1000e- | | 3.0000= | 3.0000e- ! | 344008 | 24400 § 00000 ! D.3314 1 D.3314 1 25400 1 0.0000 | B3040
i i \oooe poom2 ;ooo2 |03 | 003 H H VoooE '
Total 00845 | 00455 | 1.1000e 3.6900e | 3.6900e- 34400c | 3.4400e | 00000 | 93314 | 93314 | 25400e | 0.0000 | 9394
004 003 003 003 003 003

2.0-112 RVA
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3.5 Building Construction - 2021

— — — —
ROG [ o0 502 | Fugitve | Exhawst | FMI0 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM25 || Bio-CO2 |MBio-CO2| Total COZ| CH4 M20 COZe
FM10 PMID Total FM25 | PMZ5 Total
Category tonsiyr MThr
| 00000 i 00000 | 00000 i 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | C.00OD | 000D i 0ODDD § 00000 i 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 ! 00000
] i i i i i i I R T | i i i o
| 00124 | 23800 | 3.0000e- | BA4000e- | 20000e | BAO00e- | 24D00e- | 20000e | 26000e § 00000 @ 32326 1 32308 | 25000 | 00000 ' 32388
i \ o2 | 005 | oM | 005 | 004 | OD4 | OOS 004 | H | o004 | i
] 1 i 1 i i i i : 1 i i i
| 17600= 1| 00191 | G.0000e- | 60800 | 4.0000e | 6.7200e- | 1.7700e- | 40000e 1 16100e & 00000 | 53007 1 53007 1 13000 | 00000 | 54020
|03 | | 005 | 003 | 005 | O03 | OO3 | OOS 003 | 1 |04 i
— — —— —
0014 | 00215 | 9.0000e- | 7.5200e- | 6.0000e- | 7.5800e- | 2.0H00e- | G.0ODDOe- | 20700e- | 0.0000 | 86324 | 86324 | 38000e | 0.0000 | 86417
005 002 005 003 [ 005 [1] 004
Mitigated Construction On-Site
— - — — —— — s—
ROG [ 3] S02 | Fugitue | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM25 | Bio-CO2 | NBio-CO2| Total COZ | CH4 N20 CO2e
PMI0 PMID Total FM25 | PM25 Total
Category ftonsiyr MThr
OfiRoad = 77800 | 00848 | 00455 | 1.1000e- | | 3.6800e | 38900 | 1 34400e | 34400s- § 00000 | 83314 | 93314 | 25400= | 00000 | 93949
I 1 |oooos |omos 003 |3 | 003 . 1 [ i
Total 77600e- | 0.0843 | 00455 | 1.1000e 36900e | 3.6900e- 34400e | 3.4400e- | 00000 | 93314 | 83314 | 25400 | 00000 | 83949
003 004 003 003 003 003 003

RVA 2.0-113
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12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

3.5 Building Construction - 2021

- — — —
ROG =3 =3} 502 | Fugitve | Exhaust | FMID | Fugiive | Exhaust | FM25 | Bio- CO2 | NBio- 02| Total COZ | CH4 (3] CiiZe
PM1D PM1D Total FM25 | PMZ5 Total
Category tonsiyr MTiyr
W | 00000 | 00000 | OUOI0 | 00000 | 00000 § 0000 | OOODD | ODDOD | OODDD § OO0 | 00000 | 00G00 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000
1 : : : 1 : : [ T | : : v
00124 1 23300e | 3.0000e- | B4000e- | 20000e | B.A000e- | 24000e- | 20000e | 26000e- § 00000 @ 32326 | 32308 000 | 00000 | 32388
\ 03 | 005 | 04 | 005 | 004 , OO4 | DO5 | 004 1 | [ "I |
i i i i 1 i i i , i i i
17600= 1 00121 | 6.0000e | 68300 | 4.0000e | 67200e- | 1.7700e- | 40000e- | 15100 & 00000 | 53807 | 53007 1 13000 | 00000 i 54020
w3 | 005 | 003 | 005 , 003 , 002 |, D05 , D003 \ H o4 |
— —
00141 | 00215 | 9.0000e- | 7.5200e- | 60000 | 7.5800e- | 20100e- | 60000 | Z0700e- | 00000 | 86324 | 86324 | 2.8000e- | 0.0000 | B.8417
005 003 005 003 003 005 003 004

3.5 Building Construction - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG N-Dx CO 502 Fugitve | Exhaust ﬁm Fugitve | Exhaust Pﬁl.’) Bio- CO2 [MBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsiyr MThHr
— — —
Off-Road H 0.2145 ! 3.3484 ! 18872 ! 4 BAD0e- ! ! 01434 ! 01434 ! ! 01338 ! 01338 0.0000 ! 410.5138 ! 4105138 ! D.1138 ! 0.0000 ! 4223504
- 1 1 o3y 1 1 1 1 1 ' 1 1 1 1
— — — m—
Total 0.3146 3.3484 19879 | 4.8400e- 0.1434 0.1434 01338 0.1338 0.0000 | 4195139 | 4195139 | 0.1138 0.0000 | 4223384
003

2.0-114 RVA
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12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

3.5 Building Construction - 2022

— — —
ROG MG o 502 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PMID | Fugiive | Exhaust | PM25 [ Bio- CO2 |MBio- CO2| Total COZ| CH4 N2O COZe
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PMZ5 Total
Category fonsiyr MThyr

00000 | 00000 | 00000 i 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 i 0.0000 | 0.0000 I 0.0000 D0000 1 0.0000 | 00000 i 00000 i 00000 | 00000
] ] i i i 1 i i I T | i i i ]
00133 | 05238 ! 00086 | 15100e | 00377 | BOO000e 1 00336 ' 00108 | B6000e | Q0117 ¢ 00000 : 1442177 | 1442177 | DOI05 | 00000 ' 1444605

003 004 004 | |

, i
01088 1| 00711 | 07928 | 25000e 1 03005 | 17500e 1 03022 | OO70E | 16100e | QOB14 4 0.0000 | 2341214 | 2341214 | 50000e | 00000 1 234 2486

003 003 D03 ! 003 |

-— —— — — — E——— —
0424 0.3948 08924 | 41000e- | 03381 25400 | 0.3408 0.0907 | 24700 | 00831 00000 | 37833 | 3783391 | 00438 0.0000 | a7e.T2
003 003

gated Construction On-Site

ROG MNOx [=¥] S02 Fugitve | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust FMZb Eio— co2 NEio— CO2| Total CO2 CH4 MNZO CO2e
PM1D PM10 Total PMZ.5 PMZ.5 Total
Category tonsiyr MTiyr
— — — —
Offficad 2 03148 | 3484 | 10670 | 40400 | POD4M 1 DM [EAE= IR 00000 ¢ 4195134 1 410.5134 1 01138 | DO0OD | 4223560
- 1 1 [T 1 1 1 1 1 ' 1 1 1 1
Total 03146 33484 13879 | 4.8400e- 0.1434 01434 0.1338 01338 00000 | 419.5134 | 4195134 | 01138 0.0000 | 4223589
003

RVA 2.0-115
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12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG M oo S0Z | Fugive | Exhaust | PMID | Fugiive | Eshaust | PM25 | Bio- CO2 |MBio- COZ| Towl COZ| CH4 3] caZe
PM10 PMID Total PM2E | PM25 Total
Category tonsiyr MThr
0000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | OO000 | 00000 | 0.0000 | 00000 | 00000 00000 | 00000 | 00000 § 0.0000
] ] 1 i i i i i i i 1 i
00133 | 05238 | 00988 | 15100e | 00377 1 BO000e | 00336 | 0000 | BBO00De | 00117 1442177 1 1442177 1 00105 | 00000
003 004 004
01088 1 OO711 | 07928 | 25000e- 1 03005 | 17500e | 03022 | QO708 | 16100 | Q0814 234.1214 | 234.1214 1 50900 | 0.0000
003 003 002 003
— — — — —l— —
0423 | 0548 | 06324 | 41000e- | 0.3381 | 26400e- | 03408 | 0.0907 | 24700 | 00531 | 00000 | 37A3 | 333N | 00456 | 0.0000
003 003 003
3.6 Paving - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
— - — — — p— — m—
ROG MO co S0Z | Fugitve | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugiive | Exhaust | PM25 | Bio- COZ | MBio- COZ| Total COZ|  CH4 NZO CaOZe
FM10 PMID Total PM2E | PM25 Total
Category tonsyr MThyr
OffRoad = 00110 | 01113 | 01458 | 23000e- | | 5.6200= | 5.6800e- | | 52200e- | 52200e- § 00000 | 200276 | 200276 | 6.4300e | 00000 | 201885
1 1 o 0ne oo, oo, I R =] I 1 oomoEo 1
| | H | | | | | [ S i i i i ]
i i : i 100000 | 00000 | | 00000 | 00000 & 00000 ¢ 00000 | 00000 ; 00000 | 00000 | 00000
| | H | | | | | | | | H | |
— —
Total 0042 | 04413 | 04458 | 2 3000e- 5.6800e- | 5.6800e- 0.0000 | 201895
004 003 003

2.0-116 RVA
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3.6 Paving - 2022

ROG MO co 502 Fugitve | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM25 Big- COZ2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 COZ2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsiyr MThr
Hauling = 00000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! I].DCIE ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 10.000D ! 0.00D0 ! 0.0000 00000 1+ 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! D.EIEIE ! 0.0000
- ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '
__________ - ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' I ' ' '
Vendos = 00000 @ 00000 ! 00000 @ 000 ! 00000 ! D.0000 ! 00000 ! 0.0DD0 ! Q0000 ! Q.0000 00000 : 00000 ! 00000 ! 00000 ! D0.0000
: : : : : : : : : N : : : :
4.3500= 1 1.0000e- 1 1.8500e- 1 1.0000e- 1 1.8500e- 1 4.4000e- 4.5000- 00000 | 12846 1.2848 3.0000e 0.0000
0a3 005 ooz 005 (i) 004 004 \ 005
———————————————————————————————————— ———
43500e- | 1.0000e- | 16500e- | 1.0000e- | 1.65600e- | 4.4000e- | 1.0000e- | 4.5000e- 00000 12846 1.28485 3.0000e- 0.0000
003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005

Mitigated Construction On-Site

— — — — — — m—
ROG NO co 502 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugiive | Exhaust | PM25 || Bio- COZ2 | NBio- CO2[ Total CO2 | CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM235 Total
Category tonsiyr MThr
— —
Off-Road 00110 | 01113 | 09458 1 2.3000e | | 5.6300e | 56300 | 20,0275 1| 200275 | 64300 1 0.0000 ' 201805
H 1 | 1ooos | Voo | 003 H \ooo3 | !
| \ H | H | H H | H ]
1.0700e- 1 1 H 1 T 00000 ¢ 00000 4 00000 7 0.0000 1 00000 + 0.0000 1 0.0000
s i H i H i H H i H i
Total 00121 | 01113 | 01458 | 2.3000e- 5.6800e- | 5.6300e- 522008 | 52200e- | 0.0000 | 200275 | 200275 | 6.4800e- | 0.0000 | 201835
004 003 003 003 003 003

RVA
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3.6 Paving - 2022

- - — — —
ROG NOx co S02 | Fugitve | Exnaust | PM10 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM25 || Bio- COZ | NBio- COZ| Total COZ | CH4 N20 COze
PMID | PMID Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category tonsiyr MThr
Hauing = 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 0.0000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 0000 | 00000 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 08000
H 1 i i i i i i i i i i i
__________ = ! ! ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '
Vendor = 0DODD } D0DD0 | 00000 | 00DI0 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 000DD | 0OOGD | 0.0000 00000 | 00000 | D000 | 00000
H
"7 Worker | 60DD0= | 38000= | 43500< | 10000e | 16500e- | 10000= | 18800 | 42000e- | 10000 | 45000= 12845 | 12848 | 30000e | 00000
7o 004 002 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
- S — S S— e S— _—
Total B.0000e- | 3.9000e- | 43500 | 1.0000e- | 16500e- | 10000e- | 1.6600e- | 4.4000e- | 1.0000e- | 4 5000e- 12645 | 12846 | 3.0000e- | 0.0000
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
3.7 Architectural Coating - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
— — — s— p— — s—
ROG NOx CO S02 | Fugive | Exnaust | FMI0 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PMZ5 | Bic COZ |NEw COZ| To@l COZ|  CR4 NZO Chze
PMID | PMIO Total PMZ5 | PM25 Total
Category tonsiyr MTiyr
—
Archit. Coating = 05740 1 : : : | 00000 | 00000 | I 0.0000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000
H i i i i i i i i i i i
—————————— = 1 1 t t t t t t t t t
OffRcad = 20500= | 00141 | 00181 | 30000 | | B2000= | B.2000e- | | £.2000= 25832 | 17000e © 0.0000
= 002 H ,oos Vo4 o D H ,ooo4
s - - -
Total 05760 | 00141 | 00181 | 3.0000e- £.2000e- | 82000e- 8.2000e- 25533 | 17000 | 0.0000
005 004 004 004 004
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2022

ROG WO o0 502 | Fugite | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugive | Exhaust | PM25 || Bio-COZ2 | MBio-COZ | Totl COZ| CH4 NZO cOZe
FMi0 PM10 Total FM2Z5 | PMZ5 Total
Category onsiyr MThyr
Hauling 00000 | 00D0D | ODDOO | 00000 | 00000 i 00000 | 0000 | 0.0000 | 0.00OD | 0OODOO % 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000
i i i i i i i i I T | i i i
Vendor = 00DD0 | 00000 | 00000 i 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | OO0OD | CODMO § 00000 & 00000 | 00000 i 00000 | 00000
__________ H ] ] 1 i 1 i i i i . i i i
Worker = 14800= ' 0.6000e 1 00107 1 3.0000e | 4.0400= | 20000= i 4.0600e- 1 1.0700e- ; 20000 : 1.0000= % 00000 1 31473 1 31473 1 7.0000e ' D0.0000
a0 | oo 1o [ili%] 005 [ilik] [ili=] 005 [ \ 005
- T — —
Total 1.4800e- | 9.6000e- | 00907 | 3.0000e- | 4.0400e- | 20000e- | 4.0600e- | 1.0700e- | 20000 | 10900e- | 0.0000 | 34473 | 3.4473 | 7.0000e- | 0.0000
[T 004 005 [i13] 005 003 003 [ [ (5

itigated Construction On-Site

— — — — — —
ROG O [¥) Fugitve | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | MBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 NZO CO2e
FM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category onsiyT MThr
— — — ——
Archit. Coating = 05740 ! ! ! ! ! D.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.000D ! 0.0D00 0.0000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
---------- | ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; S ; ; ;
OffRoad = 20800e- : 00141 | 00181 ; 3.0000e- ! ! 62000 | B.2000e- ! | 8.2000e- | E2000e- § 00000 @ 25533 1 25833 1 1.7000e ! 0.0000
= 0oz 005 004 004 D04 004 | 004
Total 05760 00141 0.0181 3.0000e- 8.2000e- | 8.2000e- 8.2000e- | B.2000e- 0.0000 23333 25333 1.7000e- 0.0000 25574
003 ond ond 004 4 004
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2022

ROG NOx co 502 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PMID | Fugitive | Exhaust | PM25 [ Bio-CO2 |MBio-CO2| ToalCO2| CH4 N2 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total FM25 | PMZ5 Total
Category tonsiyr MTiyr
— — — — S — —
U000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 i 000OC | 00000 | C.0OOD | 0.0DOD i 0.0DDD & 00000 ! 00000 | 00000 i 00000 | 000OC ; 00000
] i i i i i i I T | i i i ]
0000 | 00000 | 00000 i 0.0000 i 00000 | 00000 | 000D | 00DOD i 0.0DDD § 00000 ; 00000 i 00000 | 00000 | 00000 © 00000
______ ;
96000e- | 00107 | 30000e- | 4.0400e- | 2.0000e- | 4.0600e- | 1.0700e- | 20000e- 1 1.0900e- & 00000 | 39472 | 3.1473 | 7.0000e- | 00000 1 3.1480
004 005 003 005 003 002 D05 002 ! 005 |
— — — — —— —
9.6000e- | 0.0107 | 3.0000e- | 4.0400e- | 2.0000e- | 4.0500e- | 1.0700e- | 20000e- | 1.0500e- | 00000 | 34473 | 3.4473 | 7.0000e- | 0.0000 | 3.1430
004 0035 003 005 003 003 005 003 005
3.7 Architectural Coating - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
— — —
ROG NOx c0 S02 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PMID | Fugitive | Exhaust | PM25 | Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N2Q CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total FM25 | PMZ5 Total
Category tonsiyr MTiyr
Archit. Coating = 01813 | i i i 100000 | 00000 | 100000 | 00000 ¥ 00000 | 00000 | 0.0000 | 00000 | 00000 ! 00000
-------- ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; S ; ; ;
Off-Road | 43400e- | G.0400e | 1.0000e- | 1 2.4000e | 2.4000e- | | 24000e | 24000e- § 00000 1| 08511 1 08511 1 50000e | 00000 1 08524
y W3 | 003 | 005 Vo4 | oM , D4 | D4 H H yooos H
Total 01520 | 4.3400e- | 6.0400e- | 1.0000e- 2.4000e- | 2.4000e- 24000e- | 24000e- | 00000 | 08511 | 08511 | 5.0000e- | 0.0000 | 0.8524
003 003 005 004 004 004 004 005
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2023

ROG [ [=3) 502 | Fugite | Ehaust | PMID | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM25 [ Bio- COZ | NBio-CO2| Total COZ| CHé M0 ©OZe
FM10 PM10 Total FM25 | PMZ5 Total
Category fonsiyr MThyr
— ——eeee
Haing = 00000 | 0.0000 1 00000 | 00D0C @ 00000 ; 00000 ; 00000 ; 0.0000 ! 0ODODO i Q.ODO0 § 00000 @ OODOO ! 00000 @ 00000 ; 0.0000
] ] i i i i i i i | i i i
i i | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | DOODD | 0OOOD | 000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000
] ] ] ] ] 1 ] ] [ T . ] ] 1
1 1 | 10000e- | 13500 | 1.0000= 1 1.3500e- | 2.6000e- 1 1.0000e- ' 3.6000= § 00000 @ 10083 | 1.0003 | 20000 1 0.0000
H H 005 002 | 005 | o003 | OD4 | DOS | 004 \ H 1oomos
f—
1.0000e- | 1.3500e- | 1.0000e- | 1.3500e- | 3.6000e- | 1.0000e- | 3.6000e- § 00000 | 10033 | 10093 | 20000e- | 0.0000
005 003 005 003 [ 005 004 005

Mitigated Construction On-Site

— - — — s— — - — —
ROG NOx co S02 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugive | Exhaust | PM25 [ Bio- CO2 |NBio-CO2| Total GOZ | CH4 N20 GO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category tonsiyr MThyr
— —

Archit. Coating 3 01813 1 ! ! ! 100000 1 0.0000 | | 00000 | 00000 § 00000 ; 00000 | 00000 | 00000 1 00000 ! 0.0000
---------- ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; S ; ; ;
Off-Read 6.4000e- | 4.3400e- | 6.0400= | 10000 | | 2.4000e 1 24000e- | | 24000e | 24000=- § 00000 1 08511 | 08511 1 50000e 1 00000 | 08524
= 0M | 003 , 003 , 005 \004 , 0o4 ,o4 004 . \ ,oms \

— — —
Total 01520 | 4.3400e- | 6.0400= | 1.0000e- 2.4000e- | 2.4000e- 24000e- | 24000e- | 0.0000 | 08541 | 08511 | 5.0000e | 0.0000 | 0.8524
003 003 005 004 004 004 004 005
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2023

ROG NOx TO S02 | Fugitve | Eshaust | FMID | Fugiive | Exhaust | FM25 | Bio COZ |MBio. CO32| Toial CO2|  CHA NG | Ccoze |
PMID | PMID | Totl | FM25 | PM25 | Toml
Category tonsiyr MThyr
—

Fauing = 00000 | 00000 | OOD0D | 00000 | 00000 § 00000 | 00000 | Q.OOCD | 00000 | C.0DXO 000 | 00000 | 00000 | 0000 ;00000
__________ = | | | | H | | | | | | | v
Vendor "2 0DDDD | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 0000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 " 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000
5 ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
= !

Worker |~ = 4.0D00= | 28000= | 32700 | 10000= | 13500e | 100002 | 13500e | 3.0000= | 7.0D00e | 26000= & 00300 | 10083 | 10083 | 20000e | 0.0000 | 10088
= o4 004 003 05 003 005 003 004 005 004 ! 005 !

M —— e ——————————————————————— el
Total TEO00e. | ZO000e. | 327006 | 100002 | 13300 | 100002 | 133006 | 3.6000e. | 10000e | 26000 | 00000 | 10083 | 10033 | ZOO00= | D.0000 | 10038
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

2.0-122 RVA



City of Riverside Section 2.0
Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod 2016.3.2 Page 72 of 83 Date: 4/28/2021 12:11 PM
12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

— — —
ROG NOx co 502 Fugitve | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2E Bio- CO2 MBio- COZ| Total CO2 (  CH4 N2O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category bonsiyr MTiyr
Mitigated 05148 1 15220 1 48523 1 00172 | 1.5347 | OMG8 | 16015 | 04242 ! 16544361 16544361 00642 | 00000
1 1
---------- ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ;
Unmitigated 05148+ 18222 . 42522 . 0072 . 15847 o DOME2 . 18015 ¢ Q4242 : (18544280 00342 . 00000
i i i i i i i i [ i
. . . . . . . . . . .
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
548.75 610.50 1,642,400 1,842,400
BE81.28 795.42
0.00 i 0.00
1.431.03 1.405.02 1,133.58 I 4,157,039 I 4,157,030
4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Us= H-WorC-W | H-SorC-C | H-O or C-NW |H-W or C-W | H-5 or C-C | H-0 or C-NW Primary Divertad Pass-by
i 40.60
m
Apartments Mid Rise
EIEEEIEEEEEEEEEEEIEEEIRED
Parking Lot

4.4 Fleet Mix

&\A 2.0-123
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Land Use I LDA I LDT1 LDT2 MDYV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
Apartments Low Rise = 0.5486007 0.036250( 0.186808| 0.112544| 0.014284| 0.004506| 0.017604| 0.070134 0.001408| 0.001147| 0.004508| 0.000813| 0.000863)

0.036250| 0.128802| 0.112544) 0014204] 0004206 0.017604) 0.070134] 0001408] D.001147| 0.004508] 0.000018| 0.00089¢]

' D.54BG00= 0.036250! 0.186883) 0.112544! 0.014284) 0.004306! 0.017604! 0.070134! 0.001408! 0.001147) 0.004508! D.000813! 0.000883

Parking Lot

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG N co S02 Fugitve | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Big- CO2 | NBio- C02 | Total CO2 CH4 NZO CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsiyr MTiyr
(. ——— — ——— — —
Electricity 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1 TOO.1644 1 700.1844 1+ 00153 3.1700e- 1 TO1.4816
Mitigated ! oo: |
[~ S R R S S SN S S S S J 1 I
Electricity 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 00000 | 700.1644 | 7001844 1 00153 3.1700e- |
Unmitigated | | | H | | | | | i | H j oo
| | | ' | | | | [ T ' | ' | [
00182 o+ 01843 0 00882 1 1.0500e- 00133 0 00133 r0033 0 033 0.0000 1 180.Z375 1 1802275 1 3.6500e 1 3.4900e- 1 181.3578
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
' ' [ 1< I ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ¢ D02, DD3
: : o —— : : et e ' Fo—oo : I -
0082 o 04843 0 008RE . 1.0500e- o 00433 . 00433 v 00133 . 0033 v 1802275 + 3.8500e + 3.4000e-
Unmitigated i i poomoE i i i i i i poooE oo

2.0-124 RVA
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaurmGa]]  ROG | Nox Co 502 | Fugive | Eshaust | FMID | Fugitve | Exhaust | FMZ5 | Bio COZ |NBio COZ| Told COZ|  CFE NZD | COZe
s Use PMID PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Land Use KBTURT tonsfyr MTryr
— ]
Apartments Low 1 1.16808e &1 00538 | 00228 1 3.4000e | 1 4.3500e- | 4.3500e- 1 | 43500e- | 4.3500=- § C.0DD0 | 623336 | 623336 1 1.1900e- 1 1.1400e-
Rise HE = - H H Vo4 Voo ) oo \ooo: | 002 H H Vo003, 003
i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i
Aparments Mid 1 2306642 & 00120 1 01104 | 00470 1 7.0000= ! i 3.8300e- | 8.9300e 1 | 89300 | 5.0300= § 0.0DD0 @ 1278830 | 127.8800 | 2.4500e- | 2.3400e-
Rise 1008 W 004 003 003 003 003 i 003 003
) 7 0 ¥ 00000 | 000DD | 00000 | 0.0000 0.0000 1 0.0000 00000 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 00000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
|
S — S S — S S— R R
Total 00192 | 01643 | 0.0639 | 1.0400e- 0033 | 00133 00133 | 0.0133 | 00000 | 1902275 | 190.2275 | 3.6400e- | 3.4800e-
003 003 003
gated
o — —
| e (GES NOx 3] SO2 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM10 | Fugiive | Exhaust | PM25 [ Bio-COZ2 | NBio- COZ| Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PMi0 PM10 Total FM25 | PM2S Total
Land Use KETU#yr tonsiyr MTiyr
— —
Apartments Low 1 1.16808e 00538 | 00228 1 34000 | | 4.23500e- | 4.3500e- 1 1 | 43500s- % 0.0DD0 1 623336 | 623336 | 1.1900e- | 1.1400e- ' 627040
Fise | +008 | Voo 1oooa | o0 | | | oo H | 1 ooz oooa |
_________ 1 \ \ \ \ \ \ \ \ I \ \ \ '
Apartments Mid 1 2.30664 01104 | 00470 1 7.0000e 1 | 8.0300e | 5.0300e 1 | B0300e- 1 B.0300e- § 0.00D0 1 127.6030 1 127.6030 | 24500e- 1 2.3400e- 1
Rise 1 +008 H Voo Voo ) oo \ooo: | 002 H H Vooooz o0
1 i i i i i i i i 1 i i i 1
Paringlot : 0 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 © i 00000 | 00000 § 00000 @ 0.0000 | 00000 i 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
i 1 i 1
Total 01643 | 00639 | 1.0400e 0033 | 00133 00133 | 00133 | 00000 | 1902275 | 1902275 | 36400e | 3.4800e | 1513578 |
003 003 003

RVA 2.0-125
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

— —
JEiccinciy I Teta CO2| . CHe W20 COZe
Uz
Land Use Wiy MTiyr
—
Apartments Low 1 384520 4 2101673 1 4 7000 1 0.0000e 1 210.6028
Rize i / Voo oo
; ] i ] |
Apartments Mid 1 730080 & 4440460 | 07300 | 20100e | 4457003
Fise | ] |oooo3 | 003 |
: ] ] ] ]
Parkinglot | GOG20 & 32.0302 | 7.0000= | 16000= | 360885
' ] o4 | D4 |
—
Total TO01644 | 00153 | 3.1600e- | 7014916
003
Mitigated
TEeccn I Torm COZ| . G 20 CoZe
Use
Land Usa Whiyr MTiyr
Apartments Low 1 384530 & 2101673 | 47000 | 0.0000e | 210.6028
Fise | ] |03 | i
; ] \ \ .
Aparments Mid 1 730080 1 444.0480 1 07300= 1 20100 | 4457008
Rise H \ yooiE | ooe
; ] i ] ]
ParkinglLot 1 50020 ® 380202 | 7.0000= | 16000s | 360085
| ] | 004 | 004 |
Total TOO1644 | 00153 | 3.1600e- | 7014316

6.0 Area Detail

2.0-126 R\Mﬁ‘.
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

— — — —
ROG NO (¢ 502 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitwe | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 (MNBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsiyr MTiyr
- — — — ————————————————————————
Mitigated m 10230 1 00774 1 24710 1 4.4000e- 1 10017 1 00175 1 0M7FE 0 0017E 00000 1+ 609155 1 G0.9155 1 £0600e- 1 1.0400e- 1 S1.3504
u 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ' 1 1 1 vl
u ! ! o 1 ! ! ! 1 1 1 ! oo, e
u | | | ' | | | ' | | | | ' !
Fmm==mmm e o —————— - m———— ———— ——m———— e m e e e e e e - - - - - ]
Unmitigated = 10230 + 00774 1+ 24710 ' 44000 1 v 00TE 0 DMTE v DO1FE ¢+ 00176 = Q0000 609155 : B0.9155 » £0800e- + 1.0400=- ' S1.3504
u ! ! ! 1 ! ! ! 1 ! » ! ! ! 1 vl
m | | P ooe | | | I 1 u 1 | I < S 11 <

&\A. 2.0-127
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG MO [£3) S02 | Fugive | Exhaust | PMID | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM25 || Bio-COZ2 | MBio- COZ| TotalCOZ|  CH4 NZO COZe
FMiD FMiD Total FM25 | PM25 Total
SubCategory tonsiyr MTiyr

Architecural  m DO7TE5 | T T T T 00W0 00000 " 00000 ! 00000 % 00000 : O.0000 3 00000 3 00000 3 0.0000 & 0.0000

Coating & i i i i i i i i i | 1 1 1 1
___________ H | | ] | | | | | | R 1 1 1 ]
Consumer = 0.BBTE 1 T i T T 000 | 00000 | | 00000 | 00000 f 000D . O0OB00 | 00000 1 00000 1 00000 ! 0.0000

Products | | ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; H H H H
___________ = i i i i i i i i i e i i i ]
Hearth  m 57500e- | 00481 | 00200 | 3.1000e- | | 3.8700e- | 3.8700e- | | 39700e- | 20700 & 0ODD0 | 569125 | 569125 1 10200e- | 1.0400e- 1 572507

I | | oo | |oomos ] oos | ) ! ! Voo | oo |
----------- H i i ! i i i i i i aeeno ! ! !
Landscaping = 00742 1| OD282 | 24501 1 13000 1 | 00138 1 00138 1 | OO138 1 00136 b 00000 . 40030 1 40030 1 38700e 1 00000 1 40997

o 004 ! H ;
L — — — — — — — — . —
Total I 10238 | 00774 | 24710 | 4.4000e- 00175 | 0.0475 00175 | 0.0175 [ 0.0000 | 509155 | 60.9155 | 4.9600e- | 1.0400s- | 613504

004 003 003

2.0-128 RVA
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

- —
ROG NOx co SO2 | Fugtive | Eshaust | PMI0 | Fugitve | Eshaust | PM25 ] Bio- COZ |NBio- CO2| TotslCO2|  CH4 N2O | CO2e
BMID | PMID | Total | PM25 | PM25 | Total
SubCategory I tonsiyr MTiyr
‘Architecural m L0765 | T T T T 00000 D.0000 | T 00000 1 000D0 § COODO 1 O.0000 | 00000 | 00000 | 0.0000 1 0.0000
Comeg 5 : : : : : ; : : ; ; : : : !
___________ H ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! o ! ! ! L
Consumer 308075 | : i : 0000 | D.0000 | " 00000 | 00000 § 0DDG ; 0.0000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | D000
=
_____ - o ]
Hearm | m 57500e- | 00481 | 00208 | 3.1000e- 38700e- | 3.8700e- 29700 | 36700e § 00000 | 569125 | 66.8125 | 10800 | 10800 1 572507
= " ooa a0+ 103 003 ) [ ! 003 00z !
______ ) LI
o 00742 | 00262 | 24501 | 1.3D00e- 00138 1 0.0138 00136 | 00135 § 00000 + 40030 | 40030 | 38700e | 0.0000 | 40997
. ; ; o ; . ; ; . . : A !
10238 | 00774 | 24710 | 4.4000e 00175 | 0.0175 00175 | 00175 | 00000 | 605155 | 60.9155 | 29600s | 10800e | 612504 |
004 003 002

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod 2016.3.2 Page 79 of 82 Date: 47282021 1211 PM

12585 Cresbaew Apartmeants - Hiverside-South Coast County, Annual

Towml 0| CHA =] GO
iy Mgt
Mgaed | w VSRERG 1 OS07E 1 D0TIT 1 207 ME
H i | i
H ' . |
Uneehigated =i TEOELCE « 05072 | QDT | 07 MED
m L} 1 1

7.2 Water by Land Use
Wnnitigatssd

[FIE]

03487 | ETD00e | 841 7003 |
=
} B —
Parking Lot BT {00001 | 00000 ¢ G000 | 00300

F—
H H
Todal || BLERIZ | 0CHTZ I | MTIR
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City of Riverside Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments

CalEEMed Version: CalEEMod 2016.3.2 Page B0 of B3 Dale: 40282021 1211 PM
12585 Crestaew Apartrments - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

7.2 Water by Land Use

| [ | e MJ. o | oo
cocr Lss
Land Use Mgal M
.
Apartments Low 1488300/ {1 003806 1 0LI000 | 40300 © COMOZ9
Rz HEL i
1 i |
Aparments Wil | T0.GES) {r 1304430 ¢ O.388T 1 E7DDe - 1417053
Fisa | nosen §) Y
i i H
Fakirglet | O/0 @ Q0000 : Q0000 | QOO0 : OOO0G
| i
— - N
Todal TRAXI? | 85012 | @SR | 2003052

8.0 Waste Detail

B.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMad 201632 Page B1 of 83 Diabe: 42602021 12211 PM
12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast Couwnty, Annual

Tomi CO2| CHA K20 CoCe
MThr
Migamd = 221301 ¢ L3070 1 0.0000 | BAEDS
| H
|~ Unmigaied = 231331 1 13070 1 'Eﬁ'!"iq?i\ii'
Hi H H
8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated
Wasia || TomiCOZ| CH4 M20 [
Land e o I Wy
|
Apanvents Low + 548 & TOCAT 1 04130 1 o090 1 173800
Fisa H i i i
R H H 1 .
Fparmers M | TASZ @ 121200 1 OSMAD | 0000 ;| GTATE2
Fise ! H \ H 1
[“Pamingloe T 0 % omoo ; G000 | Go0o | QDo |
i H | | H
Total || 213 | 1360 | doom | Sdee
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Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments
CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod 2016.3.2 Page 62 of B3 Date: 42652021 1211 PM

12685 Crestview Apariments - Riversade-South Coast County, Annual

8.2 Waste by Land Use

— —
Wame | TealCOZ| CHY o | CoZe
De=posed
Land Lo Lones M
Aparimanis | o M 0K 1 Q4R : D 1F .0
Ane i 3 ] :
e 1 I B
ATOTmemTMiG | 7452 = 100208 | QEBAD | OO0 | dT4TEZ
A i 1 i !
| " Paminglee | 0 |} 00000 @ Q000D | 0DOOD : 00000
i ]
—’_ —
Tkl 32 13 13078 [T EFiris]

9.0 Operational Offroad

I Equipmem Type I Humbar I HowsDay I Days Yo I Horse Fower I Lo Faotor I Fuel Type I

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Firs Pumps and Emergency Generators

I Equipmani Typs I Hurrizar I HeursTay I Hioursear I [ — I Lase Facier I Fusi Typs I
Boilers

I Equipmen! Typs I Humizsr I Heat inpubTiay I sl Inputf sar I Boider Ratng I Fusl Typs I

User Defined Equipment

I Equipmen TypE I SeTber I

R\Mﬁ. 2.0-133
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod 2016.3.2 Page 83 of 83 Diate: 428/2021 12-11 PM
126865 Cresbomy Apartmenls Rrareade-South Coasi Cq;tlrll."!.l_ Anrsal

11.0 Vegetation
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City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMed Version: CalEEMod 2016.3.2

1.0 Project Characteristics

Responses to Comments

Page 1 of 78 Dale: 42872021 1210 PM
12585 Crestview Apartrments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

12685 Crestview Apartments
Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uaes I G I [T Lot Anreags I Finor Surface Area Fopuiaton
Parking Lot : 428,00 : Space 082 : 171,20000 0
------------------------------- e O S SN WS
Apatmects Law Rise : 75.00 : Drwrelling Uit 485 : 75,000 00 2%
------------------------------- R i S
Apatnacts Med Ridi H a2.00 H Dwling Lkt i 418 : 102,000.00 i 545
I 1 1l 1 i 1
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urbhae Wind Speed (mh] 14 Precipilalicn Freq [Days) 28
Clhnale Zofe 1o Dparational Year 2023
Wility Company  Fiversice Pubis Utltes
C02 Inbermity 1325.85 CHA Intefisily 0020 MDD Ity anoe
[k v (1B

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

RA

2.0-135




Section 2 City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 2 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM
12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

Project Charactenstics -

Land Use - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Construction Phase - See SWAPE comment about phase lengths.
Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Off-read Equipment - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Off-read Equipment - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Trips and VMT - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Grading - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Vehicle Tnps - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Vehicle Emission Factors - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Vehicle Emission Factors - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Vehicle Emission Factors - Consistent with DEIR's model.
Woodstoves - Consistent with DEIR’s model.

Energy Use - See SWAPE comment about energy use values.
Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Table Name I Column Name I Default Value MNew Value
tblConstructionPhase H FPhaseEndDate H Tierzoz2 1/8/2023
"""" xLTc'éEsLL;EéEn'aEE-'"""§"'"'"'EBBEQéEJ:SEé""""' : 512412022 T T iz
"""" ‘LTéén'sLL;E;J:'h';s'e'"""g"'"'"'E-?‘;;;érTJcS;n;""""' : 512612021 T  inzee T
"""" Boonstuctorhase 8 PhaseEadome 7162021 T Nz
"""" rirc e o St o e &21/2022 T miznzz T
"""" xLTc'éEsLL;EcQEn'a's'e'""";"'"'"'E-B;;éér?&i;é""""' ' 6/8/2021 T ezt
A M L

2.0-136 R\Mﬁ‘.



City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2

Page 3 of 78

Responses to Comments

Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

tblConstructionPhase

thiFireplaces

. t-bl_Flrep aces

thiOffRocad Equipment
"""" #IOffRoadEquipment

tblOffRocad Equipment

PhaseStartDate

aseStariDate

62212022

£

PhaseStartDate

412812021

PhaseStarDat

2021

PhaseStariDate

5I25/2022

PhaseStartDat

52812021

MumberGas

83.75

MumberGas

137.70

MumberMoFireplace

7.50

MumberMoFireplace

168.20

um| o

aTs

NumberWood

AcresOfGrading

40.00

AcresOfGrading

20.00

MaterialExported

0.00

0.00

385

Population

215.00

Population

483.00

24.00

1.00

OffRoadEquipmentUnitdmount

3.00

OffRoadEquipmentUnit4mount

200

OfffcadEquipmentUnitdmount

3.00

u OfffoadEquipmentUnitdmount L

3.00

OfffcadEquipmentUnitdmount

4.00

UsageHours

8.00

1211002022

RVA

2.0-137



Section 2

City of Riverside

Responses to Comments

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod 2016.3.2

Page 4 of 78

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

tHOfRoadEquipment

LELEREITTT IRE]

UsageHours

A AR

008

207

D.41

1.44

B.147.84

1,390.28

472

1743

o.ar7

20.28

5.1800e-003

0.08

0.04

5.1440e-003

2.0000=-005

4.0650e-003

002

£.8620e-003

4.9210e-003

2.8000=-005

7.3000e-005

2.3430e-003

! 0.7000e-005

2.0-138

RVA



City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2

Page 5 of 78

Responses to Comments

Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

thiVehicleEF = HHD

0.55

0.04

1.5400=-004

0.04

0.06

044

o.o1

7.1000=-005

7.3000=-005

2.3430e-003

0.83

4.3000=-005

0.0s

1.5400e-004

0.04

o.e1

0.03

0.0s

1.50

D.41

1.38

6.513.09

1.399.88

472

17.89

n.e1

20.28

RVA

2.0-139



Section 2 City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 6 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

thiVehicleEF HHD 4.3760=-003 ! 2.0780=-003

thiVehicleEF

0.04

5.1440e-003

3.0000=-005

4.1860e-003

0.02

8.8620e-003

4.0210e-003

3.6000e-005

1.4000=-004

2.6540e-003

0.51

£.2000e-005

0.04

1.5700=-004

0.04

0.08

0.01

7.0000e-005

1.4000e-004

2.8540e-003

0.59

£.2000e-005

thivehicleEF 0.08

tblVehicleEF

1.5700=-004

0.04 !

2.0-140 RVA



City of Riverside Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 7 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

tblVehicleEF = HHD

thlVehicleEF

amnnquundunn

5.543.45

1.399.88

472

16.66

.88

+
n 20.20
.
]

6.3140e-003

.08

0.04

5.1440e-003

3.0000e-005

H 6.0400e-003
:

0.0z

"
n
H £.8620e-003
3y

4.8210e-003

3.6000e-005

5.5000=-005

2.4340e-003

.58

3.6000e-005

tblVehicleEF 0.04 !

H
3
i

RVA. 2.0-141



Section 2 City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMed Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 8 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

tblVehicleEF H HHD " 1.8500e=-004 ! 4.7200e-004

-i——-——-—————-——-———————-——-————I

tblVehicleEl = D.04

D.05

D.01

7.1000e-D05

5.5000e-D05

2.4340e-003

D88

3.6000=-D05

n.os

1.8500=-004

0.04

3.3240=-003

tblVehicleEF

tblVehicle

4.1920=-002

0.51

tblVehiclel

thiVehiclel

D.og

235.32

54.50

thiVehiclel D.04

D.08

thiVehiclel 1.5540=-003

2.2370e-003

1.4310e-003

2.0570e-D03

D.04

D.0g

tblVehicleEF D.03 H

2.0-142 RVA



City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2

Page 9 of 78

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

Responses to Comments

Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

tblVehicleEF =

T tbivshicleER

tblVehicleEF

" ibivehicleEF

HiVehizleZF
---------- ®lVenizieZF

F

lVehicle
T ibivenicie

""""" blveniceEF

" iblVehiclesF

tblvVehicleEF

tblvVehicleEF

lVenicleZF
__________ BlveniclesF

F

" tlvenicie

LDA £.3520e-003 ! 8.0510e-003

Doz

0.0&

2.3580e-003

5.8100=-D04

0.04

n0.02

0.02

0.01

0.02

0.0&

3.7650e-D03

3.6350e-003

D8z

0.85

256.22

54.50

0.04

0.0&

1.5540e-003

2.2370e-003

1.4310e-003

2.0570e=-003

.02

oo

0.0&

9.4470=-003 H

RVA

2.0-143



Section 2 City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 10 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

biVehicleEF DA 0.03 ; 0.18
B V™ o
zset0e003 | 265002003
ss00e04 | ¢ 5.0500e 004
0.08
0.10
0.08
0.01
0.03
0.05
320802003 1.8560e-003
4a080e003 | ¢ ood
0.48
0.08
22053 25478
sas0 sasz
[ oo
- oie
Tssa0e03 | 1 13120003
22370003 | - 17800e-003
14310e00 | 1 120002003
z0570e002 | 1 18270e 003
0.04
0.10
0.03
2.0650=-003
thiVehicleEF 0.04 :

2.0-144 R\Mﬁﬁ



City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod 2016.3 2

Page 11 0of 78

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

Responses to Comments

Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

tbiVehicleEF =

LDA H 0.06 '

LDA 2.2950e-003

5.6100e-D0<4

D.04

D.10

D.o2

D.01

D.04

0.0&

9.2040=-003

0.01

1.18

273

285.40

68.37

D.11

0.7

2.2770=-003

3.3510e-003

2.0050=-003

3.0820=-003

D.18

0.30

D.12

D.0z

0.1

D.19 !

RVA

2.0-145



Section 2 City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod 2016.3.2 Page 12 of 78 Date: 428/2021 12:10 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

tbivehicleEl LDT1

2.0680=-003 ' 2.0210e-003

7.3100=-004

018

0.30

0.1z

0.03

0.1

0.21

0.01

0.01

143

240

320.83

68.37

0.11

0.18

2.2770=-003

3.3510e-003

2.0060=-003

3.0820=-003

0.38

0.37

0.24

0.0z

0.1

0.18

3.2270=-003 ! 3.1280e-003

2.0-146 RVA



City of Riverside Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 13 0of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

thiVehicleEl 7.2500=-004 ' 6.1500=-004

0.04

012

012

£.0380=-003

0.01

1.11

278

287.77

68.37

0.11

0.17

2.2770=-003

3.3510=-003

2.0080=-003

3.0820=-003

0.16

0.32

.10

ooz

.21

0.19

2.8010=-003

7.3200=-004 H 6.2200=-004

R\Mﬁ‘. 2.0-147



Section 2 City of Riverside
Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 14 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

thiVehicleEF = LDT1

0.21

4.7540=-003

5.7630e-003

0.68

1.27

330.23

76.02

0.08

0.10

1.6020=-003

2.3660e-003

1.4730=-003

2.1760=-003

0.08

010

0.05

0.01

0.08

o.o2

3.3070e-003

7.8100=-004

" thivehicieE 0.08 .

2.0-148 RVA



City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod 2016.3.2

Page 150f 78

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

Responses to Comments

Date: 4/28/2021 1210 PM

El/zhiclesF
__________ blvehiceEF
__________ wlehicesF

tblVehiciel

tblvehiciel

""""" oivenicleEF

tblVehicle

tblvVehiclel

tblVehicleEF

TEL T

0.10 '

0.05

0.0z

0.08

0.08

5.3800=-003

5.0020=-003

0.83

1.12

350.32

76.02

0.08

0.10

1.6020=-003

2.36680e-003

1.4730=-003

2.1780=-003

0.12

0.12

010

0.01

0.08

0.o7

3.8000=-003

7.7000=-004

0.12

012 H

RVA

2.0-149



Section 2 City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR
CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 16 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM
12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer
blVehicie=F 010 v 0.13
®lemidesF = oz T TTTRTTTTTTTTTTTTT ooz TR ooz T
biVahicleEF X o
—— A oz
__________ hiVehicleEF 45710=-003 B T S
5.83502-003 - Y
ibivehicieEF 062
ibivehicieEF 130
ibivehicieEF 321,80
78.02
0.06
0.10
1.6020=-003
2 3660e-003
1.4730e-003
iblVehicie=F 2 1760e-003
blVehicieSE 0.05
blVehicieSE 011
0.04
blVehicieSE 0.01
blVehicieSF 0.07
biVehicieSF 0.08
__________ biVehicleEF 321902003
7.8200e-004
ibivehicieEF 0.05
ibivehicieEF 011
ibivehicieEF 0.04 :

2.0-150 RVA



City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod. 2016.3.2

Page 17 of 78

Responses to Comments

Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

thiviehicleEF

o.oa

4.0050e-003

£.5070e-003

ooz

0.14

0.81

214

8.25

586.36

2033

o.oa

1.91

0.0z

9.6600=-004

0.01

0.01

7.0000=-004

9.2400=-004

2.5580e-003

0.01

7.2700=-004

3.6750=-003

0.10

ooz

1.8430e-003

H 1.2620e-003

RVA

2.0-151



Section 2 City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 18 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

thlVehicleEF H LHD1

0.23

©.2000=-005

5.8420e-003

3.3400=-004

3.6750=-003

010

paafsandssndunnm s ma

0.02

1.8430=-003

o.o2

0.31

0.25

4.8850e-003

£.7610e-003

n0.0z

0.14

0.82

204

8.25

TET T PR T T

506.36

20.33

o0.02

1.80

0.e0

0.6600e-004

0.01 H

2.0-152 RVA



City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod 2016.3.2

Page 190of 78

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

Responses to Comments

Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

tVehiclel

7.8000=-004

9.2400=-004

2.5580=-003

0.01

7.2700=-004

6.8550e-003

0.11

0.0z

3.4810=-003

0.07

032

0.22

9.2000e-005

5.8420=-003

3.3200=-D04

6.8550e-003

0.11

0.0z

3.4510e-003

002

0.32

0.24

4.8850e-003

8.5850=-003

0.0z

0.14 !

RVA

2.0-153



Section 2 City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod 2016.3.2 Page 20 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PFM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

tbivehicleEF

D.0g

1.88

D.oz

9.6600e-004

0.01

D.01

7.9000e-004

9.2400=-004

2.5500=-003

D.01

7.2700=-004

3.2380e-003

0.11

D.o2

1.6810=-003

0.o7

033

0.23

9.2000e-005

5.8420e-003

3.3400e-004

3.2380e-003 H

2.0-154 RVA



City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod 2016.3 2

Page 21 of 78

Responses to Comments

Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

tblVehicleEF

+
H
H
H
H
H
i
H
H

3.3070=-003 2.7700e-003

3gatDe00z | 2 3.2840e-003

searDe-00s | 7 7.1780e-003
ez T RE
I oas
- oas
[ N T R
se2z0 | gz
283 | TR gaz
X oiz
128 | TS 152
- oie

1.2850=-003
.01
.01

3.5700e-004

1.2200=-003

2.7020=-003
.01

3.2800=-004

1.3080=-003 . 1.1190e-003

RVA

2.0-155



Section 2 City of Riverside

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

Responses to Comments
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thlWeoodstoves

4.1400=-003 !

1.10

9.5090=-002

1.7850e-003

£.1090=-003

012

4.1400e-003

1.82

0.0z

1.20

14.70

14.70

6.50

B.65

3.75

375

8.10 !

1.2010e-002

2.0 Emissions Summary

RVA

2.0-183
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx o 502 | Fugitwe | Exhawst | PMI0 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM25 [ Bio- CO2 |MBio-CO2| TotalCOZ| CH4 N2D CoZe
FMI0 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Year Ibiday biday

202 m 54281 | B3E9B3 | 280542 § 02037 | 219782 | 26472 | 246254 | 103845 | 24354 1 128202
= | | H | | | | | H
___________ H i i i i i i i i i

22 m TTO180 | 349318 | 267702 | 00816 | 20555 | 12677 | 43533 | 08181 | 12111 1 20291
___________ = i i i i i i i i i

2023 = TEG33Z | 1B44T | 30560 1 BEI00e 1 05477 1 00O75 | D.B452 1 00453 | 00973 1 02425
H i i poooE i i i i i

— —
24354 12.8202

gated Construction

ROG WO co s02 Fugitive | Exhaust F'-'MII] Fugitve | Exhaust PM2.5 Eio— coz2 NEio— C02| Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 PM2.5 Total
Ibiday Ibiday
— — — — — — ——

54281 ! B3.3083 ! 28.0542 ! 02037 ! 21.9782 ! 26472 ! 246284 ! 10.2848 ! 24354 ! 128202 0.000D ! 21.210.48 ! 2121048 ! 22805 ! 0.0000 !

i i i i i i i i i ; i i i :
770130 ! 349318 ! 26.7702 ! 0.0816 ! 30555 ! 1.2877 ! 43533 ! 03131 ! 1211 ! 20 ! ! 1 12683 ! 0.0000 !

! ! 1 ! ! ! ! ! 1 ! 1 1 ! !

| | ] | | | | | [N S 1 ] ' | [
TO.8382 ' 18447 i 308568 ' 8.8100=- ' 05477 ' 00275 ' 08452 ' D.1453 ' 00973 ' 02425 0.000D : 853.8261 ' 358.8261 ' 000325 i 0.0000 ' BSE.3331

| 003 | 1

e e — — — — — )
Maximum I‘ TH90 | B2.8963 | 280342 | 02037 | 24.9792 | 26472 | 248264 | 10.3848 24354 12.8202 0.0000 | 24,210.48 | 21,2048 | 22835 0.0000 | 21.267.72
B4 B4 67

2.0-184 RVA
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ROG NOx co 502 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.oo oo 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

A

2.0-185
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2.2 Overall Operational

- -
ROG NOx co SO0 | Fugive | Eshaust | PMID | Fugitwe | Exhaust | PM25 J B CO2 | NBio- COD| TotalCO2|  CH4 W20 | CO2e
PMiD | PMI0 | Totsl | PM25 | PM25 | Towl
Category I Ib/day Ibiday
Arms W 62250 | 41573 | 212738 | 00281 | T 043 | 04253 | T 02263 | 04263 § 00000 | 5084124 01303 | 00820
ul I I I I I I I I I I 1 1 I
| ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' o ' '
Enegy = 0083 | 0eooD | 0.8 : "oz | oo | T ooms 3 oonz 11420857 1,149 00z | ot
H ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! A R !
B ' ' ! ' ' ' ' ' ! - : ! '
Mcbis  a 43367 | 5068 | 308316 | 04080 | 0E347 | D024 | OE41 | 25488 | 0007 | 26423 1wz 04052
- I 18
T — — S — M — I —
Total .6600 | 125641 | 524884 SSa4T | D984 | 109331 | 25436 | 05927 | 3.9414 | 00000 | 17.508.34 [T AL
17 17
gated Operational
e — ————— — —
ROG NOx co SOI | Figtue | Esnmust | EMID | Fugtwe | Exnaust | FMZS ] B0 COZ |NBio- COZ| TomICOZ|  CRA NZo | COZe
PMi] | PMI0 | Totsl | PM25 | PM25 | Totl
Ibiday Ibiday
— — — e —
2250 | 41573 | 21273 | 00261 | | D423 | 04263 | | 02263 | 04263 § 00000 | T 01203 | 0.0220
; ; : ; ; ; ; ; ; S ; ;
01053 | 08000 | 03830 | 67400 | T ooz | oo | T ooms § oonz : S 0020 | e
I I oo I I I I ' | I I
! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! o ! !
93367 | 85086 | 302318 | 01088 | 05347 | 00004 | 06341 | 25488 | 00037 1 28423 138231 11305231 04028 |
T 19
9.0698 | 12.59641 | 524884 | 01367 | 95347 | 0.5984 | 101331 | 25835 | 05927 | 3.414 | 00000 | 17.509.34 | 17.50934 | 05581 | 01131 | 17.556.99
17 17 20

2.0-186 RVA
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Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

ROG NOx co 502 Fugitive | Exhaust [ PM{0 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM2.5 | Bio- CO2 |NBio-CO2 (Total CO2| CH4 N20 COZe
PM10 P10 Total PM2.5 PM25 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.oo oo 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 oo 0.00 oo 0.00
Reduction
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
Phase Phase Mame Fhase Type Start Date End Date MNum Days § Mum Days FPhase Description
Number Week
1 Demolition 10/16/2021 111272021 5 20
te Preparstion  111/13/2021 11/28/2021 5 T
S B S
Grading 11272021 122452021 5! 20}
+Building Construction 12252021 111152022 5 230
1112/2022 129/2022 5 ol T
M | I I I b e e e
G :f\mhitec.'.ural Coating :Architec'.ural Coating ! 12M0/2022 ! 1/82023 ! g1 23:
A A A

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 35

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 50

Acres of Paving: 0.82

Residential Indoor: 479,925; Residential Outdoor: 159,975; Non-Residential Indoor: 0;

10,272 (Architectural Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

A

Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area:

2.0-187
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FPhase Name I Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

81

(Crushing 2Concrete/industrial Saws

¥ -—
EExcavators 158
z .
2Generator Seis
2Rubber Tired Dozers
[ ! - -
aCrawler Tractors

B

=Rubber Tired Doz=rs

_
1 a.00 1050 0.74

! - -
ETr.zmrs:Loaders-’Elad-shoes
[ ! - -

EC rawler Tractors

;qubl}er_'l_'ired Dozers . T ey 2470 0.40
e Losderaacions T s D 07
ECranes__ . . 1 """""3_.55423‘:- ___________ 0.28
;Crawlel_'}rac'.ors B B 3 T __8_.65 2 12: ___________ i _;3-
;=ork|'rﬁ§_ . . 3T am BQ; ___________ 0.20
;Genera_t;r Se . T s 34; ___________ 0.74
;Tramr;ioaderyéad-choes . o T Tam 4;?1- ___________ 0.37
E\Nek:ler;_ ) ) i """""5.6644ef ___________ 045
EDavers" . . T am 130l 0.42
iaaving_E_quiment_ - 2 T __3_6E413‘2L ___________ 0 _ié
;qoners" . . E 2.00 soi  0ag
Architectural Coating EAir Compressors H 1 H E.DE: 78 H T -3_.;8-

Trips and VMT

2.0-188 RVA
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Phase Mame Offroad Equipment | Worker Trip § Vendor Trip §Hauling Trip | Worker Trip Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Mumber Mumber Mumber Length Length Length Class ehicle Class | Vehicle Class
Crushing H 1 3.00 0.00 0.00 1470 6.90 20.001 LD_Mix HOT_Mix HHDT
e e I R O I E———— ——————— e | | R —
Jsite Preparation s 7 1470 8.00 20.001LD_Mix HHDT
e aaE I, [ —— I ——
Grading H [ 1470 5.80! 23.00{LD_Mix HHDT
- - " ! _— | R
B g Construction 4 a2 14.70 .80 HOT
e = | R —
Paving H 6 1470 6.00 20.001LD_Mix HOT_Mix HHDT
e e - = [ ———
Architectural Coating B 1 14.70! 8.00! 20.00!LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix  'HHDT
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
Water Exposed Area
3.2 Crushing - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG WO [=5) S02 | Fugiwe | Exhawst | PMID | Fugive | Exhaust | PMZ5 ] B COZ |NBw. COZ| Towml COZ]  CHA N2O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total FM25 | PM25 Total
Category Ibiday Ibiday
OftRoad = SO13C | 200007 | 195260 | DOSB | 1 : ) . T

— m— — — m— . —
Total 3049 462097 | 145262 00685 09393 0.9393 0.9583 0.9593 T.787345 | 7.7T87945 | 0.2504 T.794.455
3 3 2

RVA 2.0-189
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3.2 Crushing - 2021

- s—
ROG NOx co 502 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PMID | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM25 || Bio-CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 | CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category Ib'day Ibiday
Hauling 00000 | 00000 i 00000 | 000CO | 0.0000 | 00000 i 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 000D | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 |
H H H H H H H H H | | | |
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 R T | ] ] ]
00000 | 00000 | 00000 i 00000 ! 0.0000 | 00000 00000 i 00000 ! 00000 i 000D ' 00000 | 00000 | 00000 |
_________ i i i i i i i i i R ] ] ]
00142 | 81000= | 0.1102 | 32000e- | 0.0335 | 20000= | 00337 | 5.2600e- | 1.6000= | 2.0800= 318425 | 318425 | 76000 |
a 003 | oos 004 | oo 004 003 004
Total U142 | 8.0000e | D.9103 | 3.2000= | 0.0335 | Z0000= | 0.0337 | B.8900e. | 1.8000= | 8.0800e- 318425 | 218425 | 7.5000e 319616
003 7] 004 002 004 003 004
Mitigated Construction On-Site
- - - — — — -
ROG NOx Co 502 | Fugitve | Exnaust | PMID | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM25 | Bio- COZ2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 | CH4 20 Clze
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category Ib'day Ibiday
OffRoad = 20142 | 462087 | 145262 | 00685 | | 02383 | 08565 | | D8535 1 0e5ed !
H i i i i i i i i i |
Tatal 30143 | 462097 | 145262 | 0.0685 05593 | 0859 0558 | 09m3

2.0-190 RVA
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3.2 Crushing - 2021

ROG NOx co S02 | Fugtwe | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugiive | Eshaust | PM25 | Bio GO2 |NBio- GOZ2| Total GOZ|  GH4 N20 | GOZe
PMID | PMID | Totl | PM25 | PM25 | Tl
Category Ibiday Ibiday
Fisuing T 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 ; 00000 | OODGD | 00000 j G.0000 T 00000 | 00000 ; 00000 |
__________ | | | | | 1 | | 1 I | 1 |
Vendor 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 § 00000 | 00000 1 00000 1 0.0000 " 00000 | 0DmD | 00000 |
_________________ |
Warker 91000 | 01102 | 32000e | 00335 | 20000e | 00337 18000= | £.08002 310428 | 310425 | 7.6000e
003 004 004 004 003 H 004
S — e ————— I E— E— S — —
Total 3.1000c. | 01103 | 32000e. | 00335 | Z0000e | 0.0337 TEOO0E. | 5.0800e T18423 | 318423 | 76000 TTI61E
003 004 004 004 003 004
3.3 Site Preparation - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx 7] SO2 | Fugitve | Esnaust | EMI0 | Fugive | Eshaust | PMZE | Bo GOZ |NBwo GOZ| Toml COZ] - GHE N2 | GOZe
PMID | PMID | Totl | PM25 | PM2E | Toml
Category Ibvday Ibiday
Fugtive Dust i i i i | DDO00 | 20770 | 103315 | ODOOD | 103315 | T Dooo0 | i T
---------- i i ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ;
OfiRoad  m 53428 | GO7a01 | 21853 | 00570 | | 2pda0 | zesen | [ Zas4z | 243 {503504 | 5523504 ] 17604 | 1 5.568.15
| | | 7 | 7 1
— — _— —
Total 53428 | 60.7861 26460 | 244240 | 103315 | 24343 | 127658 5.523.504 | 5.523.504 | 1.7864 5.568.165
T 1

RVA

—_— 2.0-191
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12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

ROG NOx co 502 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM10 | Fugiive | Exhaust | PM25 [ Bio-CO2 [NBio-CO2| TomlCO2| CH4 CO2e
PMi0 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Toal
Category Ib'day Ibiday
00000 | 00000 i 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 i 00000 | D.OO00 | 00000 | 00000 | 000 | 0.0000 1
i 1 i i i i 1 i R T | i i i
00000 i 00000 ¢ 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 : 00000 | 00000 | 00000 ;00000 | 0000 | 0.0000 !
] 1 | | | | 1 | [ T , | | |
00853 1 00488 | 08855 | 19200e- | 02012 | 11900e | 02024 i 00534 | 10000 | 00545 I 181.8582 | i i
1 T | ooz | ooa 1 1
— m—
0.0853 | 0.0486 . 02024 | 0.0534 | 1.0900e- | 0.0545
003 003 003
gated Construction On-Site
— — — ———————— — m—
ROG NOx co 502 | Fugitve | Exnaust | PMI10 | Fugiive | Exhaust | PM25 [ Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2| Total CO2 | CH4 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category Ib‘day Ibiday
— — —
Fugitive Dust i ] i 1217780 | 00000 | 217780 1 103315 | 00000 1 10.3315 ' 10000 | i
i H i i i i H i i , i i i
---------- 1 1 T T T T 1 T T EPPEETe T T T
Off-Road | 607881 1 71 005 I 26480 1 23460 | | 24343 | 24343 § 00D00 | 5235045523504 17864 |
| ' | | | | ' | | i 7 | v | |
Total 60.7861 | 218537 | 00570 | 217780 | 26460 | 244240 | 103315 | 24343 | 127658 | 0.0000 | 5523504 | 5523504 | 17854 5,568.165
7 7 1

2.0-192

RVA

S——
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

ROG [ 73] S02 | Fugtve | Danaust | PMI0 | Fugtve | Esnaust | PM2E ] Bio COZ |NBwo. CO2| Total COZ|  CHE M20 CO2e
PMID PM10 Total FM25 | PMZ5 Total
Category Ib/day Ibfday
Fading W ODD0 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00D | 00000 | 0.00O0 | 00000 | 00000 T 00000 | 00000 | 00000 |
= | | | H | | | | H H | | |
__________ H ] ] | 1 | | | | 1 I | | |
Vendor = 00000 | 0.0000 | 00000 | 00000 i 00000 | 00000 | 0.0OO0 | 00000 | COOOD | 0.0000 ¢ 0000 | 00000 | 00000
__________ = ] ] | 1 | | | | 1 R | | |
Worker = 0DB53 ' 00486 ' 06655 | 1.0200e 1 02012 1 1.1900e 1 02024 1 0.0534 1 1.0000e 1 00545 1 1916552 | 101.8552 1 45700 1
H i i | 003 003 003 ! ! ! 003
— — — — — —
Total 02042 | 11900 | 02024 | 0.0534 | 1.0900e- | 0.0545
003 3] 003
3.4 Grading - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
— - - — — e —— — a—
ROG [y =3 502 | Fugtve | Eshaust | PMID | Fugive | Eshaust | PMZ25 [ Bio- CO2 | MBio-CO2| Total COZ2 | CH4 W20 CO2e
PMID PM10 Total FM25 | PMZ5 Total
Category Ib/day Ibfday
- — — —
Fugtve Dust = i i i | 88333 | 00000 | B.2833 | 28263 | 000D | 26253 ' I 00000 | i I 0.0000
---------- : ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; cemeeedd ; ; ;
OfiRcad @ 23812 | 300534 | 1623320 | 00420 | HEC TR I 14822 1 14622 14250314 142503141 13748 | i 4,264 820
- N 4 4 3
— — — — — — — — —
Total 33813 | 399534 | 163820 | 00439 | E.B833 | 16111 | 104744 | 36253 | 14822 | 51074 4250314 | 4250314 | 13746 4284690
4 I 3

RVA

S——

2.0-193
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12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

3.4 Grading - 2021

- — - — — —
ROG NOx co S02 | Fugitwe | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugive | Exhaust | PM25 [ Bio-CO2 | NBio- CO2| Tokal CO2 | CH4 N2O COZe
PMID | PMI0 | Total | PM25 | Pwmes Total
Category Ib/day Ibiday
= 00067 | 430024 | 50256 | 01663 | B7712 | D1418 | 30130 | 1033 | 0137 | 11604 T 1680045 | 1680045 | 02111 |
- | ' | | ' | | ' | [ S |
_ = ; : ; ; : ; ; : ; . : ; ; ;
- 00000 | 00000 } 00000 | 00DD0 | 00000 § 00000 | 00000 | 00000 i 00000 | 00000 ¢ 00000 1 00000 | 00000 |
H i
" Worker W 0711 | 00405 | 0554 | 16000e | 01877 | 88000e | 0.1687 | O.0445 1 21000 | 00454 & 1587128 | 1567126 | 38100
H 003 004 004 H 003
— T — e ——_——_——— — sl — m—_— _—
Total 10676 | 439429 | 64804 | 01599 | 39068 | 01428 | 40817 | 10062 | 01366 | L2148 1696017 | 16,960.17 | 09149
40 40
Mitigated Construction On-Site
- - — — — s—
ROG NO= 5] SOZ | Fugitwe | Cxhaust | PMI0 | Fugitve | Exhaust | FM25 | o CO2 |NBw- COZ| Toml COZ|  CHA N2O Clze
PMID | PMI0 | Total | PM25 | Pwmes Total
Category Ibiday Ibiday
- - — — —
Fugiive Dust = i ! i | BE333 1 DO0OO | B.AG33 | 26255 1 00000 | 26253 i
---------- : i : ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ;
Offficad  m 23613 | 300534 | 163320 | 00430 | HETIE R TITEI | idmz | 1422 i
Total 33613 | 399534 | 163820 | 00439 | 88633 | 16111 | 104744 | 36253 | 14822 | 51074 | 00000 | 4250314 | 4250314 | 13746 4,284,680
4 4 3

2.0-194 RVA

S——



City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod 2016.3.2

Page 61 of 78

Responses to Comments
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3.4 Grading - 2021

Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

ROG NGx 73] S02 | Fugitve | Eshaust | PMID | Fugiive | Eshaust | PM2S | B GOZ |NBio CO2| Toil COZ|  CHA N20 COZe
PM10 PM1D Total FM25 | PM25 Total
Category Ibiday Ibiday
Hauling 00087 1 430024 1 58288 1 04583 1 37712 1 04418 § 38130 1 10357 i 01367 1 1624 11680045 1 16300461 08111 1
T 14
___________ ] ] | | | | | | | L | 1 |
Vendor 00000 | 0.0000 | 00000 | 00000 i 0.0000 | 00000 | 00000 | 0.0000 1 00000 | 00000 © 00000 T 00000 1 00000 !
__________ ] ] | | | | | | | R | i |
Warker 00711 1 00405 1 05546 1 18000= ' D.1677 | 0.0000= 1 0.1687 | O.0445 1 01000 1 D.D454 1 150.7128 1 150.7128 1 38100 |
[ [ ! oM ! 003
- - e —
Total TOGTE | 439423 | GABUA | 01599 | 3.9388 | 01428 | 40817 | 1.0782 | 01366 | 12748 16,960.17 | 16,960.17 | 09149
40 40
3.5 Building Construction - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
- — — s—
ROG NGx cO 502 | Fugitve | Exhawst | PM1D | Fugiive | Exhaust | PM25 | Bio- GO2 | NBio- CO2| Total COZ|  CH4 N2G COz2e
PM10 PM1D Total FM25 | PM25 Total
Category Ibiday Ibiday
— — - — — - — — —
OffRoad = 21137 | 330850 | 161952 | 0.0430 | | 14783 | 14783 | | 1 4,114.420 1 4,1144281 11200 | 14,142.452
H | | | | | | | | T T | [
Total 34137 | 339655 | 16.1352 | 0.0430 14763 | 14763 3114425 | 4114425 | 1.1209 3142.452
7 7 [

RVA

S——

2.0-195
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12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

3.5 Building Construction - 2021

- - —
ROG NOx cO S02 | Fugitue | Exnaust | PMIO0 | Fugive | Exhaust | PM25 | B CO2 |NSw-COZ2| Totsl COZ|  CHS N20 | COe
FMiD | PMi0 | Toml | PM2E | PMZE | Towl
Category In/day Ibfday
Fading = 000D | 00000 | 00000 | D00 | O0OO0 | 00000 | 00000 | O.ODDD | OODOD | 00000 T 00000 | D000 | DO0OD | T 000
H . ; ; . ; ; . ; ; ; ; ; i !
__________ : ' ! ' ' ' ' ' ' ' o ' ' ' .
Vendor | = 01237 1 40045 1 OATS1 | 00137 1 03304 | 63300e | 02437 T EE200e 1 01066 14432301 14482301 01038 | T 1450320
H ! ! ! ! ! oo | Vo | R R ! -
---------- : : : : : : : : : : : :
Worker | 'm 11521 | Ofesa | 840 | 00280 | 27182 | ODie0 | 2732 U oD | ovaed {27343 | 2507344 00817 | " 2566887
- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 7 1 7 1 1 i ]
- —
Totl T2738 | 0608 | 98381 x x x y 00237 | 08417 01633 2028707
5
Mitigated Construction On-Site
— _— - S M - —
ROG O co S0Z | Fugtue | Exnaust | FWI0 | Fugive | Eshaust | PWZZ | B0 COZ |NEw COZ| Toml COZ| GRS N0 | CoZe
PMID | PM10 | Total | PM2E | PMZE | Towl
Category In/day Ibfday
OfRoad = 3.1137 | 3asess | 161852 | 00420 | T 1&703 | 14783 | NET 00000 |4,118428 | 4.114428] 11208 | T3,142452
- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ' 7 1 7 1 1 1 ]
Total 31137 | 329650 | 18.1952 | 0.0430 TaT63 | 14783 12175 T0000 | 4114429 | 4114428 | 11208 1142452
7 7 0

2.0-196 RVA

S——



City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2

3.5 Building Construction - 2021

Page 63 of 78

Responses to Comments

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

ROG NOx co 502 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PMID | Fugiive | Exhaust | PM25 [ Bio- COZ |NBio-COZ2| Total COZ| CH4 N20 COze
PM10 P10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category Ibiday Ibiday
p———— PR -
Hauling = 00000 | 0.000 : 00000 | 00000 1 00000 ; 00000 ; 00000 | ©.0000 1 0.0000 1 0.0000 100000 § 0.0000 ; D000 . 1 0.0000
___________ = i i i i i i i i i R i i i I
Vendor = 01237 1 40045 1 08751 1 00137 1 03384 1 5.3300e | 03487 | 00877 1 SE300e | 01088 114432301 14432301 01038 1 11,450,320
H | H | | | ralll | | | i | | | |
= 1 1 1 1 e 1 b i 4 1 4 1 1 1 6
----------- = : : T T T T T T T EET TR T T T T oo oo
Worker — ® 11521 | 06532 1 88840 | 00260 | 27182 | 00160 | 27322 | 07203 | ODOI47 | 0735 12587244 1 2597 44 1 D.0BIT | 12,588,887
- 1 1 7 7 | i}
f—_— — — — m— —
Total 12756 | 55609 | 98591 | 0.0397 | 3.0556 | 0.0253 | 30808 | 0.8161 | 0.0237 | 0.8417 4035575 | 4035575 | 0.1653 4.038.707
1 1 [
3.5 Building Construction - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx co 502 | Fugitwe | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugive | Exhaust | PM25 | Bio- COZ | NBio- CO2| Total COZ| CH4 N20 CaZe
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category Ib/day Ibiday
OftRoad = 27063 | 207837 | 17.68808 | 0.0430 | I 12743 | 12743 | 111882 1 11892 14110532 1 41105321 1.1153 | 14,138,413
H i i i i i i i i i o2 bz i [
Total 27963 | 297837 | 17.6638 | 0.0430 12743 | 12743 11882 | 1.4892 4,110.532 | 4110532 [ 1.1153 4,138.413
2 2 5
]

RVA

S——

2.0-197



Section 2 City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod 2016.3.2 Page 64 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

3.5 Building Construction - 2022

- - — — —
ROG NOw co S02 | Fugtve | Exnaust | FMI0 | Fugtve | Eshaust | PM25 | Bio CO2 | N8io- CO2| Totl COZ|  GHE N20 | CO2e
PMID | PMID | Totl | PM25 | PM2E | Toml
Category Ibiday Ibiday
Fading = 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 0.0000 0.0000 v T 0.0000
e = | | | | | | I S R T 1 ]
Vender = 01154 | 46273 1 08138 | 00128 1 03394 1 7.8400= | 02472 1 00677 01052 ; 1143635
: ; ; ; ; | 2400 | ; : ;
H | | | | v ooz | 1 | ]
R : : : : : : : N T W SO : S
Worker = 05205 | 8Zg | 0020 | 27162 | ODise i 27318 | 07203 [ H 12384181
: ! I
- — — - —
Total T1830 | S.2180 | 9.0005 | 00385 | 20335 | 00234 | 20790 | 0.8181 0.6399 3832547
8
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx co SOZ | Fugive | Emnaust | FMID | Fugive | Eshaust | FMZ5 ] B CO2 |MEwo COZ| Toml COZ]  CHE TR0 | Coze
PMID | PMID | Total | PM25 | PM25 | Toml
Category Ibiday Ibiday
[— e ————————— e e
OftRoad = 27063 | 207637 | 17.0008 | 00430 | T12e3 | 12143 | ESEE 1 12136413
= ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 18
Total 27963 | 297637 | 176638 | 0.0430 12143 | 12714 11892 2138813
5

2.0-198 &\A



City of Riverside Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 65 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

3.5 Building Construction - 2022

— — m—
ROG [ o 502 | Fugitwe | Exhauwst | FMI0 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM25 | Bio- CO2 |NBio-CO2| Total COZ| CH4 W20 ©0Ze
PMi0 PMiD Total FM25 | PMZ5 Total
Category Ibiday Ibiday
— — — - —
Hauing ®= 00DDD | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 i 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | DODOO | £.0000 100000 | 00000 | 00000 |
= | | | | H | | | | H | | |
___________ H ] ] | | 1 | | | | I | | |
Vendor = 01154 | 48273 | 08130 | 00138 | 03304 1 78400e | 03472 1 QOG77 | 7.5000e | Q1082 1435002 1 14350021 00981 |
= | | | | h e | | | y LA e |
= i i i i v 0oE i = T ' 5 i 3 i i
= ] ] i i i i i i I T H i i i
= | DEe0E | 8266 | 00250 | 27182 | 00188 | 27318 | 07203 | 00144 | 07347 124028051 2400805 | 00884 |
9
- ] ] ] ] ]
— — —
Total 11830 | 52180 | 91005 | 00386 | 3.0553 | 00234 | 30790 | 08181 | 00218 | 08399
3.6 Paving - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
- - — — ——— — a—
ROG [y co S02 | Fugitwe | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM25 | Bio- CO2 |MBio-COZ2| Total COZ | CH4 20 CO2e
PM10 PM1D Total FM25 | PMZ5 Total
Category Ibiday Ibiday
OfiRead = 11028 | 111240 | 145805 | 00223 | | 08678 | 05670 | | D525 | D.525 12207660 12207880 | 07140 | 12226510
H | | | | 1 | | | | (- T - B | 1
----------- ) ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! - ! ! !
Paving = 0.1074 ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! D.0000 ! ! 0.000D ! 0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
H | | | | h | | | | H | | | |
Total 12102 | 111249 | 145805 | 0.0228 0.5679 | 0.5679 05225 | 0.525 2,207 660 | 2207660 | 0.7140 2335510
3 3 4

&\A 2.0-199



Section 2 City of Riverside
Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod 2016.3.2 Page 66 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

3.6 Paving - 2022

ROG NOx co 502 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PMID | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM25 [ Bio-CO2 [NBio-CO2| TotalCO2| CH4 N2 CcO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category Ibiday Ibiday
— — — — - - — — —

Hauling 00000 1 0.0000 | 00000 | O ! 00000 | 00000 ; 0.00C0 | 0.0000 i 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 1 0.0000
__________ ] ] | | | | | | | I | | | I
Viendor 00000 ' 00000 ! 0O00DO 1 000D ! 0.0000 ! 00000 1 000DO ! 0.0000 ! Q0000 1 0.0000 | D000 | 00000 | 00000 | I 0.0000
_______________ , ]
Worker 00665 | 00265 1 05115 1 15400e- | 0.1877 1 06000= | 0.1686 | 0.0445 1 50000 1 0.0454 | 153.8780 | 1538760 | 3.4200e | 153.0624

003 004 004 | 003 |
———————————— - m— — P — ——_———— —
Total 0.0685 | 0.0365 | 05115 | 1.5400e- | 0.1677 | 9.6000e- | 01685 | 0.0445 | 6.5000=- | 0.0454 153.8769 | 153.8769 | 3.4200e- 153.9624
003 004 004 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx co S0Z | Fugitve | Emnast | FMID | Fugiive | Exhaust | PMZ5 ] B CO2 |NEwo GOZ| Toml COZ|  CHH N2Q CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category Ibiday Ibdday
- - — — — —
19028 1 111240 1 145808 | 00228 | I D3&7E | 05670 | I 05225 | 05Z5 k 00000 | 22078801 22078801 07140 |
L3
: : , , , , , , , ; , , ,
01074 i i i 100000 | 00000 | | 00000 | 00000 i I 0000 | i
|
— — — — — — — — —
Total 12102 | 111248 | 145805 | 0.0228 0.5679 | 0.5679 05225 | 0525 [ 00000 | 2207660 | 2207660 | 0.7140 2225510
3 3 4

2.0-200 RVA

S——



City of Riverside Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 67 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

3.6 Paving - 2022

ROG =S 53] 502 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM25 | Bio- COZ2 |MBio- COZ2| Total COZ |  GH4 W20 CoZe
P10 PM10 Total FM25 | PMZ5 Total
Categorny Ibvday Ibiday
Haing = 00000 | 00000 | 00000 { 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00OOD | 00000 | 0.000D | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | | 00000
H | | | | | | | | | | | | i 1
__________ H ] ] | | | | | | | I | | | I
Vendor = 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 0.0000 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | ' "0.0000
__________ H ] ] i i i i i i i o i i i ]
Worker @ 00685 1| 00285 1 05115 | 15400= | 0.877 | 0.8000= | 0.1828 | 0.0445 | 50000 | 00454 I 153.8789 | 153.8780 | 34200 | 11530624
- ! 003 004 004 ! e i
— — — —
Total 00665 | 0.0365 | 05115 | 1.5400e- | 01677 | 9.6000e- | 0.1685 | 00445 | B.5000e- | 0.0454 1538769 | 1538763 | 3.4200e- 153 9624
002 004 004 002
3.7 Architectural Coating - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
— — — —— — m—
ROG WO 53] 502 | Fugtwe | Exhaust | PMI10 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM25 | Bio- CO2 | MBio- COZ| Total COZ | GH4 MZO COZe
P10 PM1D Total FM25 | PMZ5 Total
Categony Ibvday Ibiday
— — —
Archit. Coating i i i i 100000 | 00000 | 100000 | 00000 ' 100000 | i
i i i i i i i i i . i i i
---------- : : : : : : : : : : : :
Off-Foad 18780 | 24181 | 20800= | T 01020 § 01080 | T 01080 | 01020 7528411 B840 1 00244 |
i) '
Total TEAONT | 18780 | 24181 | 3.9600e- 04090 | 0.1090 01090 | 01090 ITS641 | 3753641 | 0.0244 3758745
003

RVA 2.0-201

S——



Section 2 City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 66 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

12585 Crestview Apariments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2022
Inmiti IC ion OFf.Si

ROG MOx [+5) 502 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM25 [ Bio- CO2 [MBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 NZO co2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PMZ5 Total
Category Ibiday Ibiday
Hading = 00000 | 00000 { 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 000D | 000D0 | 0ODOD | 0.0000 | 00000 | 0000 | 00000 1 1 0.0000
= | | | | | | | | | | | | | |
__________ = i i i i i i i i i o i i i ]
Vendor = 0DDDO i 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | D0OO0 | 00OO0 | 000D | 00DD0 | 0ODDD | .0000 ;00000 | 00000 | 00000 ! ! 0.0000
__________ = ] ] i i i i i i i o i i i o
Worker  m 02173 1| 01191 | 16710 | 50400e | 05477 | 3.1400e | 05500 | 01453 | 25000e | 01482 | GO2E646 | 5026648 1 00112 1 | 502.0430
= i i i i i el i i i i i i i i
- I I I 002 I I 00z I I I Doz I 1 I I 1 1
— — — — — — —
Total 02173 | 01181 | 16710 | 5.0400e- | 0.5477 | 3.1400e- | 05509 | 0.1453 | 2.8900e- | 0.1482 502.6646 | 5026646 | 0.0112 5029439
003 003 003

Mitigated Construction On-Site

— — — m— — — — —
ROG NOx [++] 502 Fugitve | Exhaust PM10 Fugitve | Exhaust PM25 Bio- CO2 | MNBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ibiday Ibiday
— — — —
Archit. Coating 2 76.5280 ! ! ! ! | 00000 | 00000 ! | 000D ! 00000 ! | 00000 ! !
.......... AN S TS U U TN S S S U AP S S —
Off-Road = 0277 ! 1.8780 ! 24181 ! 3.0600e- ! ! 0.1080 ! 0.1080 ! ! 01020 ! 01020 0.0000 ! 3752641 ! 3762841 ! 00224 !
= . . oo, . . . . . . . . .
— — — — —
Total 768017 | 1.8780 24181 | 3.3600e- 0.1030 0.1030 0.1080 010940 00000 | 3752641 | 3752641 | 00284 aT5ET4
003

2.0-202 RVA

S——



City of Riverside Section 2.0
Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod. 2016.3.2 Page 69 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2022

ROG WO =53] 502 | Fugtve | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fupive | Exhaust | PM25 || Bio-COZ |MBio-COZ | Totl COZ| CH4 5 COZe
FM10 PM1D Total FM25 | PMZ5 Total
Categony Ibday |biiday
Haing = 00000 | 00000 | 00000 { 00000 | 00000 | 000D | 00000 { 0.00D0 | Q.O00D & 0.0D0D | 00000 i 00000 | 00000 | 1 0.0000
H | | | | | | H | H | | | i 1
__________ H i i i i i i i i i o i i i ]
Vendor = 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 i 0.0000 | Q0000 i 0.0DXD ' 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | I 00000
__________ H ] ] i i i i 1 i 1 . i i i ]
Worker = 02173 1 01181 1 16710 | 5.0400e- 1 05477 1 3.0400e | 05500 1 0.1453 | 2B000e 1 Q1482 | G02.654 | 5026846 1 00112 1 | 5020430
- 002 002 ! oo 1 ! '
— — - — - —
Total 02173 | 0181 | 16710 | 5.0400e- | 0.5477 | 3.1400e- | 0.5509 | 0.1453 | 28900e- | 01482 SO02.6646 | 5026646 | 0.0112 502 9439
003 003 003
3.7 Architectural Coating - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
— — ————————————————— — m—
ROG WO [=3) 502 | Fugtve | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fupive | Exhaust | PM25 | Bio-COZ2 | MBio-COZ | Total COZ | CH4 2O COZe
FM10 PMI0 Total PMZ5 | PMZ5 Total
Categony Ibday Iy
——————— S e e
Archit. Coating i i i i I 00000 1 00000 1 I 00000 | 0.0000 ' I 00000 | i
---------- ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! R ! ! !
Off-Road LTI 1 24148 | 2.8800e- | U004 T 008 | T 00e4 | 008 3752641 | 3752841 | 00225 |
003 '
Total TETB45 | 17373 | 24148 | 39600e- 0.0944 | 0.0944 00944 | 00844 3752641 | 3752641 | 0.0225 3758253
003

&\A 2.0-203



Section 2 City of Riverside
Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod 2016.3.2 Page 70 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2023

— —
ROG [ co 502 | Fugtve | Exhaust | PMID | Fugive | Exhaust | PM25 [ Bio- CO2 |MBio- CO2| Toal CO2| CH4 MN2O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category Ibiday Ibiday
Haulng = 00000 | 00000 | 00000 i 00000 | 00000 : 00000 & 00000 | 0.0000 ¢ 0ODOO | 0.000D i 00000 ¢ 0.0000 i 00000 1 0.0000
= I I | I I I I | I | I I I .
__________ = i i i i i i i i i 1 i i i ]
Vendor = 0000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 i 0.0000 | 00000 i 0.000D 00000 | 0.0000 i 00000 ¢ ' 0.0000
__________ = i i 1 i i i i 1 i . i i i ]
Worker  m 02037 1 01074 1 15421 1 48500e- 1 05477 1 3.0700e | 05508 1 0.1453 1 28200e 1 0.1481 | 4835600 | 4835620 1 0.0100 1 1 4838127
= | | H | | S | H | i | | | H
- 1 1 o 0aE pE 1 ooE I 1 1 1 1
— - — — — —
Total 02037 | 01074 | 15421 | 48500e- | 05477 | 3.0700e- | 0.5508 | 0.1453 | 2.8200e- | 0.1481 483 8127
003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
— — — — — — —
ROG NOw co S02 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PMID | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM25 [ Bio- CO2 | MBio- CO2| Total CO2 | CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category Ib'day Ibiday
— — — — — —
Archit. Coating = 765200 | i ! i 100000 | 00000 ! 1 00000 | 0.0000 ' 100000 | i
_ = | | H | | | | H | | | | |
= 0255 | 17273 | 24148 | 38800e- | D024 T 008 | HETET LT 3752641 | B84 1 00225 |
- | | o | | | ' | | | | |
— - — — — —
Total TE.7845 | 17373 | 24148 | 3.9600e- 00944 | 0.0944 00844 | 00944 [ 00000 | 3752641 | 3752641 | 0.0225 375.8253
003

2.0-204 RVA

S——



City of Riverside Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod 2016.3 .2 Page 71 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2023

ROG [ o0 S02 | Fugitwe | Exhamust | PMI0 | Fugitve | Exnaust | FMZE | B COZ |MBwo. COZ2| Total CO2|  CHA W20 CO2e
PMI0 PMI0 Total FM25 | PMZS5 Total
Category Ibiday Ibdday

0ODDD § 00DO0 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00OOO | 000D | 00000 | 000D | 00000 i 00000 | 00000 ! 1 0.0000
1 ] ] ] ] ] ] ] I T | ] ] ] o
00000 i 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 0.0000 00000 | 00000 | 0.0000 | ' 00000
i i N T T , i i ]
02037 | 01074 | 15421 | 48500e- | 0.5477 | 30700 | 05508 | 0.1453 | 28200 | 01421 14335620 | 483.5620 | 0.0100 T 4238127

H | o3 003 |3 ! ! ! !
— — — —
02037 | 01074 | 15421 | 48500e- | 0.5477 | 20700 | 0.5508 | 0.1453 | 28200e- | 01481 4835620 | 483.5620 | 0.0100 4838127

003 003 003

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

R\Mﬁ‘. 2.0-205



Section 2

City of Riverside

Responses to Comments

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod 2016.3.2

Page 720f 78

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

—
PM10

—
PM25

—
Total CO2

ROG MOx co 502 Fugitve | Exhaust Fugitive | Exhaust Bio- CO2 | NBio- CIO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
FM10 PM10 Total PMZ2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ibfday Ibiday
— — —
Mitigated ! 0.1080 ! 0.5347 ! 0.0992 ! 8341 ! 25486 26423 ! 11,308.23 ! 11,308.23 ! D.4058 !
1 1 1 1 1 O B T R 1
---------- ! —— R ! S R !
Unmitigated 33387 0.1088 .+ 05347 o 00994 . DE341 . 25486 26423 = +11,300.22 + 11,308.23 . 04033
; : : ; : : P e :
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
" 540.75 810.50 2
L] ualk
5 5
artm -----é B21.28 70542
Parking Lot M 0.00 0.00
Total | 143102 1,405.22 113358 || 4,157,030 1 4,157,020
4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use HWor C-W [ H-SorC-C | H-O or C-NW JH-W or C-W | H-5or C-C | H-0 or C-NW Fass-by
Apartments Low Rise 11.50 5.80 \ 8.70
11.50 520 | 870 3 4020 | 1e2n | 4080 = es = 1t = 3T
e S S,
1880 ! 840 ! 600

4.4 Fleet Mix

2.0-206

RVA

S——



City of Riverside Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 73 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

Land Use I LDA I LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Apartments Low Rise

0.548600; 0.03G250| 0.18688&| 0.112544| 0.014284| 0.004306( 0.017604| 0.070134( 0.001408| 0.001147( 0.004508| 0.000818( 0.000883
3y

[_!-5;@6-[!35 0.036250| 0.186808 0.112544| 0.014284| 0004206 0.017604| 0.070124) 0.001400| 0.001147| 0.004508| 0.000012| 0.000202
3

Parking Lot

D.545000 0.036250! 0.186808! 0.112544! 0.014284! 0.004806! 0.0176041 0.0701341 0.001400! D.001147! D.004508! 0.000018! 0.000828

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

— — —
ROG MO co 502 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitve | Exhaust PM25 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 COZ2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib'day Ibiday
NaturalGas 1 57400 1 100728 IJ.EIT?B 0.0220 + 00211 1 1,186813
Mitigated | | | | T
---------- R [ N [ U p——
NaturalGas v 5.7400e- v 00728 00728 00220 + 00211 1155813
Unmitigated ' oo ! ! ! ! ! [

RVA 2.0-207



Section 2 City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMed Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page T4 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 1210 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

— — —
JHsuica)]  ROG MOx o0 502 | Fugtwe | Exhaust | PMID | Fugive | Exhaust | PM25 || Bio-CO2 | NBio- COZ| Total COZ| CH4 N2O COZe
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Land Use KETUyr Ibiday dday
Apartments Low 1 320024 & 00345 1 02040 1 (1255 1 18800 | T 0028 | 00238 | | 00238 1 00238 | 3T0.48E8 | 3764088 1 7.2200e- | 6.0000e- 1 S7B.73E1
Rise ] 1 i poomE 1 i i i i | i poomE oo
__________ ] i ] i i i i i i i R ] i i |
Aparments Mid 14 & 00708 | 06051 | 02575 | 38600 | T 00430 1 DO0480 1 T OO4ED | 0.0480 | TT24ET0 | T724E70 1 00148 | 00142 1
Fise ] 1 | I o3 | 1 | | | | i | | | |
__________ ] 1 ] 1 | 1 | | | | R ] | | ]
Parking Lot I 00000 { 00000 i 0ODOO i 00000 | 100000 | 00000 | | 00000 | 0.0000 | 00000 1 D000 | 00000 ¢ 00000 | 0.0000
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
— — — - — — — —
Total 01053 | 0.5000 | 0.3830 | 57400 00728 | 00728 0.0728 | 0.0728 1,148.585 | 1,148.985 | 0.0220 | 00211 |1,155813
003 8 g 7
gated
| (S (S NOx TO SOZ | Fugtve | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugiive | Eshaust | PM25 | Bio-COZ | NBio GOZ| Totd GOZ|  Gr N2G | COZe
s Use FM10 PM10 Total PM2Z5 | PM25 Total
Land Use KETLyr Ibiday Ibdcay
m— — — ——
Apartments Low 1+ 320004 & 00345 | 02040 | 01255 1 18800 | | 00238 | 00238 | | 00238 | 00238 | 3704088 | 376.4088 | 7.2000e- | 6.4000s-
Fise , ] 1 i I oooa | 1 i i i i , | |03 | 00
__________ ] H \ h \ H \ \ \ \ R \ \ \
Apartments Mid i 00708 1 06051 1 HEE T 00430 1 00430 1 | 00480 1 00480 | 7724E70 1 7724570 1 00143 1 00142
Rise ] i ; . i ; ; ; ; | ; ; ;
__________ 1 1 ] 1 i 1 i i i i R ] i i
Parking Lot + 00000 § 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | T 0000 ¢ 00000 | T 00000 ¢ 0.0000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000
1 ] i
Total 01053 | 0.9000 | 03830 | 57400 00728 | 00728 00728 | 0.0728 1148585 | 1,148.985 | 00220 | 00211 | 1155813
003 8 ] 7

6.0 Area Detail

2.0-208 RVA
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12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx co 502 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitwe | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category | Ibiday Ibiday

_ — — ————————

Mitigated 41573 1 212733 1 00281 | D423 1 04283 | 04283 1 04263 00000 1 5054124 50541241 01303 | D.0920 | 508480

H 1 1 I ]
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 | 1 H 1 |

et irtad e H——— e ——— - - e + —————— == = - — ]

Unmitigated : 41573 : 212738 + 00261 v 0423 + 04283 : : 04263 : 04263 0.0000 1 3 054124+ 5054124+ 01303 + D.0920 : 5,084.801

[ B 1 [

R\Mi‘. 2.0-209



Section 2 City of Riverside
Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 76 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

6.2 Area by SubCategory

— — —
ROG NOx [=+] 502 Fugitive | Exhaust PM1D Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [MBio- CO2| Total CO2| CH4 N20 COZe
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 PM25 Total
SubCategory I Ibiday Ibiday
- — — — —
Architectural m 04183 1 ! ! ! t 00000 1+ 00000 1 + 00000 1+ 0.000D ' 1 0.0000 1 1 1 0.0000
Costng & : : : : : : : : : : : : : :
___________ m | | | | | | | | | . ] ' ' [
Consurmer = 47532 1 ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ' 0.000D ' I 00000 1 1 I 0.0000
Products Hi 1 1
___________ - . [
Hearth :i 04601 38314 16728 0.0251 D.3179 0.2179 0378 03178 10,0000 i 50188231 5,018.6231 0.0282 0.0920 ! 5,048.847
5 5 ]
----------- i
Landscaping = 05032 0.2258 186009 1 1.0400e- D.1084 D.1034 D.1084 0.1084 ! 35.3006 1 353006 00341 ! 61531
o003
: :
Total I‘ 62233 41573 212738 0.0261 0.4253 0.4263 0.4263 0.4263 0.0000 | 50534124 | 5054124 | 01303 0.0920 | 5.084.801
1 1 ]

2.0-210 R\Mﬁ‘.



City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2

Page 77 of 78

Responses to Comments

Date: 4/28/2021 12:10 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

6.2 Area by SubCategory

— — —
ROG NOx co 502 | Fugitwe | Exhaust | PM10 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM25 || Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| TotalCO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 FM2.5 Total
SubCategory I Ibiday Ibiday
4 — — — —
Architectural m (.4103 | | i | i 0.0000 © 0.0000 00000 ¢ 0.0000 i 100000 1 i 1 0.0000
Coating &) i i i i i i i i i | i i i '
|l i i | i i i i i i ] i i i ]
Consumer = 47532 ! i i i 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 00000 ' 0.0000 ' 00000 ! i ' 0.0000
Products H | |
| . e ]
Hearn  m 04601 | 38314 | 16728 | 00251 03178 | 0.3179 03179 | 03178 b 00000 | 50186221 50188231 00962 | 0.0920 | 5.048.647
5 5 ]
S S b
Landscaping = 05832 | 02258 | 10.6002 1 10400 D.1084 1 D.1084 01084 1 0.1084 | 353006 1 35.3006 1 00341 1 36163
- i i ;o3 i i i i i | i i i |
- — —— — - — —
Total I‘ 62259 | 41573 | 212738 | 0.0261 0.4283 | 0.4283 0.4283 | 04263 [ 0.0000 |5054124|5054124 | 04303 | 00920 | 5,084.801
1 1 0
7.0 Water Detail
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
8.0 Waste Detail
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
9.0 Operational Offroad
I Equipment Type I Mumber I Hours/Day I Dayslfear Horse Power I Load Facior I Fusel Type I

10.0 Stationary Equipment

A

2.0-211



City of Riverside

Section 2
Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

Responses to Comments

Page T8 of 7B Diate: 4282021 1210 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

CalEEMed Version: CalEEMod 2016.3.2

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

I Equipment Type I Humiter I HournDay I HoursYear I Horse Fower I Load Facior I Fuel Type I
Baoiles
I Epuipeant Typa I Hlutiiteer I Haa InpubiD ay I Hiaal [ Apulfvear I Brarler Ralog I Fuusal Types I
User Defined Equipment
I Equpment Type I s mhar I

11.0 Vegetation

2.0-212 R\Mﬁ‘.
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 10f 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:03 PM

12585 Crestview Apariments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

12585 Crestview Apartments
Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses

Metric Lot Acreage I Floor Surface Area Population
! 171.200.00 1]

Parking Lot
Apartments Low

Apartments Mid Rise H 162.00 H Dwelling Unit 428 162.000.00 : 515
H H

DCrweelling Unit

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Spead (mis) 24 Precipitation Freq (Days) 28
Climate Zone 10 Operational Year 2023
Utility Company Riverside Public Ltilities

CO2 Intensity 1325.85 CH4 Intensity 0.028 N2O Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (I6/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

RVA 2.0-213



Section 2 City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 2 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:09 PM
12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

Project Charactenstics -

Land Use - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Construction Phase - See SWAPE comment about phase lengths.
Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Off-road Equipment -

Off-road Equipment - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Trips and VMT - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Grading - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Vehicle Tnps - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Vehicle Emission Factors - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Vehicle Emission Factors - Consistent with DEIR's medel.

Vehicle Emission Factors - Consistent with DEIR's model.
Woodstoves - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Energy Use - See SWAPE comment about energy use values.
Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Consistent with DEIR's model.

Table Name I Column Name I Default Value New Value
tblConstructionPhase H PhaseEndDate H TN9I2022 1082023
H : spaz022 | 1meee2
» M
H : 5/25/2021
-B- 4
: H TE2021
H i 1 p
H H Bi21/2022 12/9¢2022
2 R -
tolConstructionPhase . PhaseEndDate

G/B/2021 ! 112802021

2.0-214 R\Mﬁ‘s



City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod 2016.3 2

Page 3 of 78
12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

Responses to Comments

Date: 4/28/2021 12:09 PM

tblConstructionPhase =

tblOffRoadEquipment

tbIOffRoad Equipmen:

H
:
H
4
H
H
:
4
.

fRoadEquipment

tbIOffRoad Equipmen:

ffRoad Equip:

tIOffRoadEquipment

TEL T

tblIOfRoadEquipmen: OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00

PhaseStariDate = G/22/2022 ' 1212022

T2021

41282021

Bra2021

SI2512022

SI26/2021

B63.75

137.70

7.50

168.20

375

8.10

40.00

20.00

0.00

Materiallmported 0.00

LotAcreage 3.85

Population 215.00

483.00

£4.00

1.00

3.00

2.00

3.00

;;t nitAmount 4.00

UsageHours 8.00

RVA

2.0-215



Section 2 City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod 2016.3.2 Page 4 of 78 Date: 4282021 12:09 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

thOfRead Equipment UsageHours H 7.00 : 8.00
_________________________________________________________ U
thHOffRocad Equipment UsageHours H 7.00
__________________________________________________________ M
tblTripsAndVMT H HaulingTripLength H 20.00
_____________________________ N
thivVehicle H 088
____________________________ M
thivehicleEF : 0.03
M
thivehicleEF : 0.08
]
thiVehicleEF H 207
. 0.41
M
: 144
1
tbVehicle H 6,147.24
____________________________ 1
thivVehicleEF H 1,399.88
____________________________ M
thivehicieE . 472
z I,
. 17.43
=
thiVehicle H 0.e7
[ ] ————— e
: 2028
_____________________________ 1
thiVehicle H 5.1800=-003
[, 3 -
H 0.06
____________________________ 3 e
thivehicle H 0.04
————————— L] ——————————
H 5.1440=-003
_____________________________ L] S
thivehicle H 3.9000=-005
R ¥ _———————
H 4.9650=-002
_____________________________ N e
thivehicle H 0.02
[ 'l ————— e
: £.8620=-003
_____________________________ 3 e
thivVehicle H 4.9210=-003
' I,
'ehicleEl H 3.6000=-005
tbiVehicleEF H H 7.3000=-005
_____________________________ PPN 1
thiVehicleEF H HHD H 2.3420=-003 H 8.7000=-005

2.0-216

RVA



City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod 2016.3.2

Page 5 of 78

Responses to Comments

Date: 4/28/2021 12:09 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

tbiVehicleEF H HHD

4.3000=-005

0.04

1.5400-004

0.04

006

0.01

7.1000=-005

7.3000=-005

2.3430e-003

0.82

4.3000e-005

o.og

1.5400e-004

0.04

0.91

0oz

n0.02

1.50

0.41

1.38

6,513.00

1.380.88

17.88

.91

20.28

RVA

2.0-217



Section 2 City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod. 2016.3.2 Page 6 of 78 Date: 4282021 12:09 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

tblVehicleEF 4.3760=-003 ' 2.0780=-002

tbiVehicleE

0.04

5.1440e-003

3.0000e-005

4.1860=-003

0.2

8.8620e-003

4.0210=-003

3.6000e-005

1.4000=-004

2.6540=-003

0.51

8.2000e-005

0.04

1.5700=-004

0.04

0.08

0.01

7.0000e-005

1.4000=-004

2.6540e-003

0.50

8.2000e-005

o.o2

1.5700=-004 4.4800e-004

0.04 H

2.0-218 RVA



City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Yersion: CalEEMod.2016.3.2

Page 7 of 78

Responses to Comments

Date: 4/28/2021 12:09 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

biVehiciesr : HHD : 1.04 : 0.02
3 e
: : n.03 2000004
2 s N
: : n.0g 0.00
4 — s
: : 2.85 8.51
4 e
: : D41 0.15
i —
H : 148 433002003

N W
: 5.643.45 1.077.40

' T 128388
;

: 272

i

: 16.68

i

: XY

' 20.28

:

: 5.3140=-003 2.7000e-003

: n.08

H

: .04

+

: 5.1440e-003 0.02

-
' 3.0000=-005 0.00

-
H 5.0400e-003 2.5830e-002

N W
: D.02 0.03

i

! £.8620=-003 T Tersmeonz
N SR
: 4.0210-003 0.02

-
: 3.6000e-005 0.00

-
: 5.5000<-005 3.0000-008

— .
H 24340003 1.0300e-004

A SRR
: n.50 0.40

' 2.8000=-005 T T 2ooooeoos
- L
: 0.04 : 0.02

RVA

2.0-219
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Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod 2016.3.2 Page 8 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:09 PM
12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

tblVehicleEF = HHD 1.8500=-004 ' 4.7200=-004

7.1000=-005

H 5.5000=-005

2.4340=-003

K]

H 2.8000=-005

H 0.08

1.6500=-D04

1 0.04

2.3240e-003

4.1020=-003

0.51

i
: 0.98

235.32

H
1 54 50

0.04

0.08

1.6540=-003

H 2.2370e-003

1.4310=-003

2.0570=-003

0.04

0.09

0.2 !

LIL TTLNTRINY ]

2.0-220 RVA



City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod . 2016.3.2

Page 9 of 78

Responses to Comments

Date: 4/28/2021 12:09 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

thiVehicleEF

E

LDA

LDA

LDA

8.3520e-D03 !

0.03

.08

2.3560e-D03

5.6100=-D04

0.04

o.o0e

0.03

0.01

0.0z

0.08

3.7650e-D03

3.6350=-003

.82

0.85

256.23

5450

0.04

0.06

1.5540=-003

2.2370=-002

1.4310e-003

2.0570e-D03

0.09

o010

0.06

9.4470e-D03 !

6.8510e-003

RVA

2.0-221



Section 2 City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod 2016.3.2 Page 10of 78 Date: 428/2021 12:09 PM
12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

tblVehicleEF = LDA H 0.02 ' D.19

H 2.5670e-003

: 5.5000e-004

0.09

010

0.06

0.01

0.02

H 0.05

3.2080=-003

4.3060e-003

D42

0.0z

220.53

54.50

0.04

0.08

1.5540e-003

2.2370e-003

1.4310e-002

2.0570=-003

0.04

010

0.02

£.0650e-003

5
)-:

tblVehicleEF

0.04

TIL LT

2.0-222 RVA
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CalEEMod Versien: CalEEMod.2016.3.2

Page 110of 78

Responses to Comments

Date: 4/28/2021 12:09 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

BiVeniceEr (DA : 0.06 018
0 U
HiVehicieEF : 22080003 24260003
-l
: 5.6100-004 5.1100e-004
;
: 0.04
;
: o.10
;
: 0.03
H
: D01
: 0.04
H
: 0.06
1
: 8.2040=-003 5.7480e-003
T
' 0.01 0.07
= __________________________
: 118 123
N DO
: 273 2.28
! 2540 | werr
- .
: 68.37 85.20
-
: 0.1 0.10
- il
: 07 0.26
— .
: 2.2770=-003 1.9040e-003
S N
: 3.2510-003 2.5710e-003
' 2p0mececo: |1 175200002
-l
: 3.0820=-003 2.3840e-003
- T
: n.18 0.18
= __________________________
: 0.30 0.22
= __________________________
: D12 0.
;
iVenicieEF : n.02
HiVehicieEF : D18
;
: 0.18

RVA

2.0-223



Section 2 City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod 2016.3.2 Page 12 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:09 PM
12585 Crestview Apariments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

tbIVehicleEF = LDT1

2.9680e-003 ! 2.8210e-003

0.11

H 0.16

2.2770=-003

3.3510=-003

2.0060=-003

2.0820=-003

H 0.36

H 0.37

0.24

¥
1 0.0z
.

012

H
H
:
! 0.18
H

2.2270e-003 ! 3.1280=-002

2.0-224 RVA



City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod 2016.32

Page 13 of 78

Responses to Comments

Date: 4/28/2021 12:09 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

: 7.2500=-004 : 5.1500=-004
A m o m oo o o e e e o
: 0.38 0.30

N S
: 0.37 0.26
e
: 0.24

M [

: 0.04

. s
H 0.18 072

N N
: 0.18 034

: so3s0=00 | ¢ 5.6560e003
S S
: 0.01 0.07
e
: 111 1.18

. s
: 278 2.28

-
: 287.77

L] —————————

: 6837

: 0.11

H

: 0.17

+

: 2.2770=-003

i

: 3.3510e-003

H

: 2.0060=-003

H

: 3.0820=-003

: 0.18

H

: 0.33

i

: 0.10

i

: 0.02

+

: 0.21

H

: 0.18

: 2.80102-003

H

: 7.3200=-004 : 5.2200=-004

RVA

2.0-225



Section 2 City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod 2016.3.2 Page 14 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:09 PM
12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

thVehicleEF

PEEEL LI Ll L

.21

0.21

4.7540e-003

5.7630e-003

.62

1.27

330.23

76.02

0.08

0.10

1.6020e-003

2.3660e-003

1.4730=-003

2.1760=-003

0.08

0.10

0.05

0.01

0.06

0.08

2.3070e-003

7.8100=-004 8.5700=-004

0.06 !

2.0-226 RVA



City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod . 2016.3.2

Page 150of 78

Responses to Comments

Date: 4/28/2021 12:09 PM

12585 Crestview Apariments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

tbVehicleEF

thlVehicleEF

thlVehicleEF

thVehicleEF

thVehicleEF

tblVehicleEF

thlVehicleEF

thlVehicleEF

tblVehicleEF

thlVehicleEF

thlVehicleEF

thlVehicleEF

tbVehicleEF

thlVehicleEF

thlVehicleEF

thVehicleEF

thVehicleEF

tblVehicleEF

thlVehicleEF

thlVehicleEF

tbVehicleEF

thlVehicleEF

thlVehicleEF

thlVehicleEF

thVehicleEF

tblVehicleEF

thlVehicleEF

0.09

5.3890=-002

5.0030e-003

0.83

1.12

35032

76.02

0.06

0.10

1.8020=-003

2.3660e-003

1.4730=-003

2.1760=-003

012

0.12

0.10

0.01

0.08

0.o7

2.6000=-003

7.7000=-004

012

0.12

RVA

2.0-227



Section 2 City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR
CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod 2016.3.2 Page 16 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:09 PM
12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter
blVehicleEF H LDT2 . 0.10 : 0.13
H
! 457102003

5.8350e-003
062
130
32150 31888
7802 | saot
- oos
X 025

teozem0z | - 1388500003

23660003 | 1 18080e003

14730008 | - 124800003

217e0e 00z | - 18600e003
- oos
X oz
oos | TR oor
T oot T
[ 048
ooe | oz

32180003 | 3.0370e003

7e20penod | ¢ 85700e-004
vos | TR oos
0.11
0.04 . 0.07

2.0-228 RVA



City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod 2016.3.2

Page 17 of 78

Responses to Comments

Date: 4/28/2021 12:09 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

bIVehicie=F LoT2 : 0.0z v D.02
__________ bivehicle=F _"__“““—L_D_'I:E-“-“_““"!__"““_“"E.-IJ:.-'__“““"__" T VT R
blVehidleZF 3 otz : 0.08 T ha T
biVehide2F = tepi H 4.5950=-003 T asatoeonz
8.5070-003 4 4200003
0.02 Y T
tbiVehicleEF 0.14 I 1T
tbiVehicleEF 0.81 T A
tbiVehicleEF 2.14 T T aee T
biVehiceEF 825 9.38
__________ thiVehicieEF H 506.36 T Tetees T
tbiVehicleEF H LHD1 : 28.33 Y - R
tbiVehicleEF 0.09 Y. A
__________ tbivehiclegF 181 T e T
__________ tbivehiclegF 0.83 T T A
tbiVehicleEF H : cesolennd |- 10130002
__________ -];?Ge'rﬁ&;%i-""_""'!""_""""l__n-':?""'""""i 0.01 T o T
thlVahizleSF 1 : 001 T o T
thiVehicieEF ; 7.e000e004 | ¢ 21100004
thiVehicieEF : o.2400e004 | € 08900s004
thiVehicieEF : 25se0e003 | ¢ 25170003
thiVehicies 0.01 0.8330e-003
thlVehicleEF H 727002004 | 10400e004
__________ thlVehiseEF : 3.6750=-003 T T aemmeooz
thlVahizleSF ; 0.10 Y
__________ blvehicie=F : 0.02 T T me T
__________ thlVehiseEF : 1.8420-003 -

RVA

2.0-229



Section 2 City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 18 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:09 PM
12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter
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Section 2 City of Riverside
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 50 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:09 PM
12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG MOx 3] SO2 | Fugtve | Exhaust | PMID | Fugitve | Eshaust | FMZ5 ] Bio COZ |NBio- CO2| TotalCOZ|  CHE N2O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Year Ibiday Ibiday
| 843334 | 204822 | 02000 | 210702 | 26472 | 246264 | 103848 | 24354 | ' 0.0000
i i i i i i i i i i
i 340552 | 253148 | 00785 1 30555 1 12880 | 43535 1 08181 1 12113 1 i 0.0000
18483 1 36550 1 83100e- | 05477 1 0OB75 1 06452 1 01453 | 00973 0.0000
003
— ———————————— —— n— ——_—
Maximum TI.0155 | 843384 | 264822 | 02000 | 219792 | 26472 | 246264 | 103848 | 24354 | 128202 | 0.0000 | 20,817.49 | 2081749 | 23709 | 0.0000
81 81
gated Construction
— — — —
ROG NOx 3] S02 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM25 || Bio-CO2 | NBio-CO2| TotalCOZ|  CHé4 N2O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Year Ibiday Ibiday
2021 264322 | 02000 | 21.0702 | 28472 | 245264 | 10.3848 | 24354 ] I 0.0000
___________ : | | | | | | |
20122 253148 | 00785 | 30555 | 12680 | 43835 | Daiel | 12113 | | 00000 |
| | | | | | | | |
___________ i i i i i i i i L ]
2023 38550 | 83100e- | 05477 | DOGT5 | 0.6462 | 0.1453 | 00973 | T 0.0000 ! B0S.8938
Voo |
Maximum 264322 | 02000 | 219752 | 26472 | 245268 | 10.3848 | 24354 | 128202 | 00000 |20.817.49 | 2081749 23709 | 0.0000 | 20.876.76
81 81 95

2.0-262 RVA
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Page 51 of 78 Drate: 4282021 12:09 PM

12605 Crashiew Aparmants - Riversida-South Coast County, Winder
Faglivs | Eshanl | PME5 || Eio- COZ | REGoCU2) ToWICOE|  CAA | [T | [

CaAEEMed Version: CalEEMed 201632

] L. [=7] 80 | Fuglawe | Ezhmt | PMI0
PO PRHO Total PMZS | PMZS Taial
Paesent [T [T (LT ] [T [ [ [ [ ] [ Ton am [T [T [T
Rudustion

R\MA. 2.0-263



Section 2 City of Riverside
Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 52 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:09 PM
12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

2.2 Overall Operational

ROG MNOx co 30-2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitve Exhaust FMZ.S Bio- CO2 NEiD— C02| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PMiD | PMID | Totd | PM25 | PM25 | Tow
Category Ibiday Ib/day
Area | m T 21573 | 212738 | 0021 | T D43 | 04%3 | T 04263 | 0423 § ODDOD | 5054124 500 124; 01303 | 00820 |
H [ 1 '
___________ Hi i i ] i i i i i i I i i i |
Enegy = 04053 | 08000 | 03830 | 57400 | T 00728 1 00728 T 00728 1 00728 ‘1145085 ) 11430851 00220 | 00211 |
H 03 [ 3 !
u ! !
o m 41573 270040 | 04013 | 05338 | 00205 | 06331 | 25482 | 00938 | 26420 1055268 | 10,630 85 | 0.3cz T 10,486.00
. [T 12 ' e
S S S— I S S S — I — —
Total 55165 | 139950 | 483617 55336 | 00985 | 101321 | 25482 | 00928 | 31411 | 00000 | 16.6e907| 16.68987 ] 05182 | 0.1131 | 16.036.62
1 1 27

Mitigated Operational

ROG HO® O SOZ | Fugtve | Exnaust | EMID | Fugive | Eanaust | PMZE ] Bo COZ |MBo CUZ| TotmlCOZ| G 20 ToZe
PMiD | PMID | Totd | PM25 | PM25 | Tow
Category Ibiday Ib/day
— — — —
Area T 41573 | 21273 | T T 04253 | 04282 | T 04253 | 04288 T 00020 | 5084801
0
----------- ; ; 3 ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ;
Energy 1053 | 0000 | 03230 | 57400e- | ToomE | ooz | T oo7zE | o072 I
| | [ | | | | | | |
___________ ' ' ! ' ' ' ' ' ' ' :
[ R T T Z7o0en | 0401z | o83 | 0DMs | Q&1 | 25482 | 000 | 26420 ! i
H ! ! !
Total 55185 | 135950 | 495617 | 01332 | 95336 | 05885 | 101321 | 25882 | 05828 | 24411

04131 ] 16,936.62
27

2.0-264 RVA



City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version. CalEEMoed 2016.3 2

Page 53 ol T4

Responses to Comments

Crale; 4QEL0CT 12:09 PR

12585 Crestiew Apartmants - Riversida-South Coast Courty, Winter

DG W o ETE] Fogire | Edhand | PMI0 | Fopitvw | Exhand | P15 | Br- 002 | MBeo-002 | Tolsl CO2 | CHA [ Cilde
PMM | PMID | Toml | PMI3 | PMRE | Teml
Ferant noa [ 3] L] [ ] [ [ ] 00 [ [ 100 [ [ ]
Reduntinn
3.0 Censtruction Detail
Conestruction Phise
PEase Plase Flame Phase Type it D Bl Dane Mo Day= § Hom Days Phass Dwanription
hlumiser Wmsk
1rzane 5 20|
5 T
e eccemem——————
i 5 01
I e e e e
I ) T ] zan|
i i i i
12ug0z 1 5 2
'l e ee e mccccmemm—————
TR : 5

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 15

Acras of Grading (Grading Phase): 50
Acras of Paving: 0,82

Residential Indoor: 409,925 Residentiol Dutdoor: 139,905 Non-Hesidential ldoor: O;

10,272 (Architectural Coating — sqft)

OfiRoad Equipmizm

RA

Mon-Hesidential Cutdoor: O; Striped Parking Area:

2.0-265
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CalEEMed Version: CalEEMod. 2016.3.2

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

Page S of T8

12685 Crashiew Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County. Winkar

Drater 422021 12:09 PM
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City of Riverside Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments
CalEEMcd Version: CalEEMod 20116.3.2 Page 55 of T8 Ciae: AZAR021 12405 PM
125605 Crestviaw Apartmanis - Rrvarside-South Coast County, Winter
Fhase Hame | 0froad Equipment | Worker Trip | wendor Tip [[Hautng Trp || Worker Tap ] Wencor Trp [ auling Trig | Werker veticle | wesdor Haing
Count Haumber Humber hamber Length Langth Length Clanm ‘wahiocie Clans | Vsmicie s
Crushing 1 300 000 0.0 1470 [T W00/ LD _Mix FOT M= HHDT
Site Prepacaiion, W ) e':hi I T~ T TR % A TR F1T
[ i At A
147D {-Ra] 00y LG ke HOT_e HHDT
e BoS mAGLD MW |HOT.M&  WHDT |
! 1470 aed  W00LD M (HOT Mz RHDT |
[——— 1 45.00 0.0 .02 e B0 20.00° LD_Mix HOT_Mw  HHOT |
2.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
Water Exposed Area
3.2 Crushing - 2021
Inmitigated Construction On Site
Fon [ 5] BOZ | Fugtws | Exhant | PWAD | Figew | Eshami | PMOS [ o COD |MBe GO Totd GO0 | GHA W | Gl
L™ e Pua Torsl [k s Tord
Catngoey by by
- — - - -
OFoad H 1008 ¢ 4E209 ¢ MAMND ) O8RS FEEEE FEEEE e R :l' -'d;ﬂ!' : T "d; E2H : [ T 'I:4=:
H 1 1 1 =
T TS | 462957 | WANI | OB TamT | iaE [T T T | 0 TR

R\Mﬁ‘. 2.0-267



Section 2 City of Riverside
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 56 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:09 PM
12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

3.2 Crushing - 2021

— — — m—
ROG NOx <0 SOZ | Fugitve | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugive | Exhaust | PM25 | Sio- CO2 | NBio-CO2|Toal COZ| CH4 NZO CaZe
PM10 PM1D Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category Ib'day Ibiday
— - —
Haing = 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 ; 00000 | £.0D0D | 00000 T 00000 | 00000 | 00000 ! T 0.0000
H | | | | | | | | | H | | H H
__________ H i i i i i i i i i o i i i ]
Vendor = 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 ! 00000 | 00000 § 00000 ! G.0DOD ! 00000 00000 1 00000 ! 00000 ! 1 "0.0000
H i 1
= H i
Worker = 00140 | 8.3300e | 00805 | 20000=- ' 00335 | 20000= ! 00337 ! 52000 | 1.8000= ! 9.0800= | 228556 | 286568 | 6.8000= H
H 003 [ 004 002 004 o H 004 i
— —————————————————— ———— e ——
Total 00140 | 8.3800e- | 00835 | 29000e- | 00335 | 20000e- | 00337 | 8.8900e- | 18000 | 9 0800e- 286558 | 28.6538 | 6.6000e
003 004 004 003 004 003 004
Mitigated Construction On-Site
— — — —
ROG NOx [£3] SOZ | Fugtve | Exhaust | PMID | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM25 | Sio- CO2 | NBw-CO2| Total COZ|  CH4 NZ0 COz2e
PM10 PM1D Total FM25 | PMZ5 Total
Category Ib'day Ibiday
—— — — —
Of-Road = 30142 1| 46207 | 145282 | 00885 | 102563 1 08563 | 108563 | 08 § 00000 i
H i i i i i i i i i i
Total 30148 | 462097 | 145262 | 0.0885 09593 | 05593 05583 | 0833 [ 0.0000

2.0-268 RVA
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City of Riverside Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 57 of T8 Date: 4/28/2021 12:09 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

3.2 Crushing - 2021

ROG NOx co S02 | Fugitve | Emhaust | PMID | Fugiive | Eshaust | FMZ5 ] 8o COZ | NS CO2| Tol COZ|  CHE M2O cO2e
PMI0 PM10 Total PM25 | PMZ5 Total
Category Ib'day Ibiday
Hading = 00000 100000 { 00000 | 00000 i 00000 ; DOOOC 1 00000 & 0.0000 | C.0000 1 00000 100000 ¢ 00000 1 00000 1 1 00000
H | | | | | | | | | H | | | h
__________ H i i i i i i i i i L i i i Vo]
Vendor = 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00DOD | 000D | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 100000
H i 1
H H i
Worker = 00140 1 8.3800e 1 00825 | 28000e- 1 0.0835 | 20000e | 0.0337 | 88000 | 1.6000e 1 20800= | 223556 | 286556 | 6.6000s |
H 02 004 004 [ilie] 004 [ ! 004 |
— ————————————————— ————_—— e —_—
Total 0.0140 | 8.3800e- | 0.0835 | 29000e- | 0.0335 | 20000e- | 0.0337 | 8.8900e- | 1.8000e- | 9.0800e- 286558 | 28.6558 | 6.6000e-
003 004 004 003 004 003 004
3.3 Site Preparation - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
— - — —
ROG NOx 3] S02 | Fugtve | Exhaust | PMI10 | Fupitve | Exhaust | PM25 [ Bio- CO2 |NBio- COZ2| Total CO2| CH4 MN20 CO2e
PMI0 PM10 Total PM25 | PMZ5 Total
Category Ib'day Ibiday
Fugitve Dust 2 ] ] i 1217780 | 00000 | 217780 | 103315 | 0.0000 |
- : ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ;
! 60.7381 ! ! 0.0570 ! ! 28480 ! 2.8460 ! ! 24343 !
H H | H H
—
Total 53428 | 607861 | 218337 | 0.0570 | 217780 | 26460 | 244240 | 103315 | 24343

RVA 2.0-269



Section 2 City of Riverside
Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 58 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:09 PM
12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NG ) S0Z | Fugive | Exhaust | FMID | Fugitve | Exhaust | FM25 | Be CO2 |NBwo COZ| Toml COZ|  CHA N0 | coze |
PMID | PMID Totsl | PM25 | PMZ5 Total
Category Ibday Ibiday
Fadng = OOOOD | 00000 | 00000 | 00D | 00000 | 00000 | DOOOO | O.0DD0 | 0ODOD | 0.0000 T 00000 | 00000 | 00000 |
H 1 1 | 1 1 1 1 1 1 ; 1 1 1
__________ H ' ' ! ' ' ' ' ' ' o ' ' '
Vendor = 0DDDD | 0DD00 | 00000 | 000W0 | 00000 i 00000 | 00000 | 0.0000 | 00DOD | 0.0000 ;00000 | 00D | DOOOO |
H i
" Worker ™ 0DE38 | 0.0803 | 05372 | 17200e- | 02012 1 1.1000e- | 02024 1 00534 1 10000e | 0OOB45 & [ 171.0348 1 1710248 1 30700
H 003 003 003 H 003
e ————_————————————————————————————————————— - —
Total D0EsE | 00503 | 05312 | 17200e- | D212 | 11900 | 02024 | 0053 | 10500 | 00585 1719348 | 1719348 | 39700
003 003 003 003
— — — —
ROG WO O S0Z | Fugive | Exnaust | PMID | Fugitve | Exhaust | PMZ5  § Bi- COZ2 |NBio- COZ| Totl GOZ | GHA W20 | COZe
PMID | PMID Totsl | PM25 | PMZ5 Total
Category Ibday Ibiday
——— —— — —
Fugtive Dust = i i ! i 100000 | 217780 | 103315 | 00000 | 103315 ' 100000 | i
---------- : ; ; 3 ; ; ; ; ; ; S ; ; ;
Ofifcad  ® T I oosm | I 284600 | 20900 | | 24343 | 24343 § 000D (5703504 5523504 17804 |
= I I I I I VT T
—
Total 53428 | BO.7851 | 218537 | 00570 | 217780 | 26460 | 244240 | 103315 | 24343

2.0-270 RVA



City of Riverside Section 2.0
Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 59 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:09 PM
12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

— — — —
ROG NOx cOo S02 | Fugitve | Exhaust | PMID | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM25 [ Bio- COZ [NBio-COZ| Total COZ| CH4 N20 COZe
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category Ib'day Ibiday
00000 | 00000 1 00000 i 00000 | 00000 i DO0OO : 00000 | 00000 | 0Q.0000 ; O.0000 100000 1 00000 { 00000
i i i i i i i i R T 1 i i i
00000 ' 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 0.0000 ! 00000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 00000 ! Q000D 100000 | 00000 ! 00000 !
i
DDB3E | 00502 | 05372 | 17200 | 02012 | 11900e | 02024 | 00534 | 10000e | 00B45 & TAT1.E343 1 1718343 1 3.0700e
003 003 003 H 003
—————————————————————————————————— — m—
0.0838 | 0.0503 | 05372 | 1.7200e- | 02042 | 11900e- | 02024 | 0.0534 | 1.0900e- | 0.0545 171.9348 | 171.9348 | 3.9700e-
003 003 003 003

3.4 Grading - 2021
Un

igated Constru

m— m— —
ROG NOx [£3] 502 Fugitve | Exhaust PM1D Fugitive | Exhaust PM2E io- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib'day Ibiday
— — —
Fugitive Dust = ! ! ! ! B.Eg3a ! 0.0000 ! B.8saz ! 3.6253 ! 0.0000 ! 36283 ! ! 0.0000 ! !
-------- : : : 3 : : : : : S : : :
Off-Road 33812 ! ! 16.3820 ! 00420 ! ! 18111 ! 1811 ! ! 14822 t 4822 1 4,250.314 ! 4250314 ! 1.3748 !
= ! ! 4 H—
— — —
Total 33813 399524 | 163320 00439 88533 18111 104744 | 36233 14822 51074 4250314 | 4230314 | 13748 4,284 680
4 4 3

RVA

—_— 2.0-271



Section 2 City of Riverside
Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 60 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:09 PM
12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx c0 S0Z | Fugitve T FMID | Fugive | Esnaust | PMZS ] B COZ |NBo COZ| TomlCOZ|  CHE MZO caze
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PMZ5 Totl
Category Ibiday Ibiday
Hauing = 10444 | 443431 | GE156 | 00547 1 37712 | 01438 | 30048 1 10337 1 01374 ;14T 116423.00 1 16.423.00 1 00020 | 1164872
= ' ' ' ' I | I I I 4T, 4 I I T4
__________ = i i i i i i i i i L i i i L]
Vendor = 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 0.0000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | C.0000 | 00000 | 0.0000 | 00000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | I 0.0000
= 1 H
= 1 i
Worker = 00688 1 00418 1 04478 0.1677 | 0.8000= | 0.1687 | D.0445 | 2.1000e | 0.0454 T 143.2700 1 1432780 1 3.3100e 1 1433618
H 004 004 ! 003 |
s — f— — e —— m——— — s—
Total 11142 | 443850 | 72632 39388 | 01446 | 40835 | 1.0782 | 0383 | 12165 16,3567.18 | 16,567.18 | 0.9962 16.592.08
8 38 52
igated Construction Site
— — — —
ROG NOx 3} S0Z | Fugitve | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugive | Exhaust | PM25 || Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2| Total CO2 | CH4 MN2O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PMZ5 Totl
Category Ibiday Ibiday
— — —
Fugiive Dust = ] ] ] | BE533 | 00000 | 83833 | 38253 | 00000 | 36253 ] | 0.0000 | ]
__________ H : : | | | I | | | I | | |
OffRcad 8 33813 | 300534 | 163320 | 004% | HECEEEER T 14822 | 14822 § 00000 | 4250214 42503147 13748 |
H | [
Total 33613 | 095534 | 16320 | 0043 | B.0533 | 16111 | 104748 | 36253 | 14822 13746

2.0-272 RVA

S——
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3.4 Gradimg - 2021
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[ Nl co £ Fugte | Extaesi o Fugivs | Exausl F2 s B 02 | WBo- S0 | Toka SOT He =] (2™
PWIl | Pwi0 | Tom | Peza | Pams Tetal
[ Ihidyy [
Hadng = LM o s35e 0 @51 0 L1RF 1 RTTAD 0 QeM o akeB o LR 0 Q13 0 LT e H |lJi.'3.Ci1&;'..-in‘:- (] o 1BA4ETE
: : : : : : : : i R P
----':'F-".l'l-'l'-.-.: oo : T 0000 : g nanon : D anas : a na : 0 ooon 20030 : a mm : a : ...... : [1[==a] : o 0ana : 0 oo :-.:-w-r;’."
H i i i i H H i = H i i i
Ve m OOEE | C0ATR | O4&re | 14AEe | © T BE000e | OIEDT | OME | B000e | OO B | WA H 1
H I I m | e [ oM H i i i
| otal LREE-] &4 30 .'ﬁ [LB} -~ 11 LRE . ALE 14/42 213 L2 1S58 | 16,58/
u | W

3.5 Bullding Censtruction - 2021
Uhanitigated Construction On-Site

[L ) LT [==] =03 rl.%ll'u. E=‘.-I.E'| r;]ﬂl: Iw; E;.'!EH.: T'Tﬁ Bsa- CO2 | W~ 007 | Tolal ©OT =1 L] COcs
Cangers i by
DPwal g SN1D | SA00 | IBIME | DM | T | 1A R TN I AN ] 11208 T4z
! ! ! ! ! it Fl [
Toew ANT | D | JRRE | GRG0 e | oS T3 | L5 T L--g.ﬁ Tiam T
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12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

3.5 Building Construction - 2021

ROG NOx TO S02 | Fugive | Exhaust | PMID | Fugitve | Exhaust | FMZ5 ] Bio CO2 | NS CO2| TowlCOZ|  CHt NZO | COze
PMID | PMID | Totl | PM25 | PM25 | Toml
Category Ib'day Ibiday
Faung W 0000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 0OOOO | OOOCO | O.0DOD | 0O0OD | 00000 T 00000 | 0000 | 00000 | T
__________ = i i i i i i i i i L i i i |
Vindor = 01314 | 48823 | 10352 1 00122 1 03304 1 06100 1 03400 | Tem0e 1 01088 13037581 13037581 01154 | i
H 003 003 i 1 1
H !
Worker  ® 11306 | 0G7er | 72518 | 0023 | 27162 | 001e0 | 27322 | 07205 | 00147 | 07350 2321120] 00538 i
E 3 !
N — S S —— -
Towl T2620 | So11 | B2870 | 00365 | 30958 | 0026 | 30812 | 08181 | 00238 | 08420 ST14878| 01691
4
Mitigated Construction ite
- - - -
ROG NOx TO TOZ | Fugtve | Esnaust | EMI0 | Fugtve | Emnaus | PMZS ] B COZ |NEwo COZ| Toml COZ|  CHZ N0 | CoZe
PMID | PMID | Totl | PM25 | PM25 | Toml
Category Ib'day Ibiday
— — — — —
OftRoad | m 21137 | 338058 | 151082 | 00430 | T 1703 | 14703 | T T 00000 | 4112420 | 41124281 11208 | T4.142.452
H ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! [ A ! [
Total 31137 | 239659 | 181852 | 00430 12763 | 14763 13775 | 13775 | 00000 | £.114429 | 4114428 | 11209 1142452
7 7 0

2.0-274 RVA

S——
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3.5 Building Construction - 2021

— — — m—
ROG NOx <0 SOZ | Fugitve | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugive | Exhaust | PM25 | Sio- CO2 | NBio-CO2|Toal COZ| CH4 NZO CaZe
PM10 PM1D Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category Ib'day Ibiday
T 00000 | 00000 | 00000 i 00000 ; 00000 i 0.0000 | 00DOD | 00000 T 00000 | 00000 | 00000 ! T 0.0000
i i i i i i i I T 1 i i i ]
10252 | 00132 | 03304 | 08100 | 03400 | 00677 | 2.1000e ! 01082 12637EE 11203788 01154 | 11306344
003 [ 1 [
H i
72518 1 00233 1 27182 1 00160 @ 27322 1 07208 | OO14T @ 0731 122211201 2321.120] 00538 :
3 3 i
—————————————————————— m——
82810 | 00365 | 30556 | 00256 | 20812 | 08181 | 00233 | 08420 3.714878 | 3.714878 | 01691
4 4
3.5 Building Construction - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
— — — —
ROG NOx [£3] SOZ | Fugtve | Exhaust | PMID | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM25 | Sio- CO2 | NBw-CO2| Total COZ|  CH4 NZ0 COz2e
PM10 PM1D Total FM25 | PMZ5 Total
Category Ib'day Ibiday
— —
OffRoad = 27063 | 207637 | 17.8698 | 0.0430 1 | 12743 | 12743 1 EEEEREEEES 14, 110522 14,1105 1 141368413
H i i i i i i i i i Loz 2 i Vs
Total 27963 | 237637 | 17.6638 | 00430 12743 | 12743 Ti8s2 | 1182 4110532 | 4110532 11153 4,138.413
2 2 5

RVA

—_— 2.0-275



Section 2 City of Riverside
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12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

3.5 Building Construction - 2022

— — — m—
ROG NOx 3 SOZ | Fugitve | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugive | Exhaust | PM25 | Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2| Total COZ| CH4 N2O CaZe
PM10 PM1D Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category Ib'day Ibiday
-
100000 i 00000 i 00000 i 00000 | 00000 i 00000 i 000D0 | 0.0000 © 0.0000 i 1 0.0000
i i i i i i i i R T i V]
45810 1 08653 1 00131 1 03304 1 B1000e | 03475 1 00077 1 7.7400e | 01055 i 11,384.335
003 002 T
i
0.6106 00224 1 27162 1 00158 | 27318 1 07203 1 00144 12
i
e —————_—————————————————————
51316 | 76450 | 00355 | 3.0355 | 00237 | 30792 | 08181 | 0.0221 | 0.8401 3,621,954
2
Mitigated Construction On-Site
— — — —
[£3] SOZ | Fugtve | Exhaust | PMID | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM25 | Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2| Total COZ|  CH4 N2O COz2e
PM10 PM1D Total FM25 | PMZS5 Total
Category Ib'day Ibiday
— — e —
Off-Road 1 17.8808 | 00420 | 112743 1 12743 | 111882 1 11822 F 00000 1 411053214.1105321 11153 | 14138413
i i i i i i i i A - i V8
Total 27963 | 297637 | 17.6698 | 00430 12743 | 12743 11882 | 14892 ] 00000 | 4110532 | 4110532 | 11153 4,138.413
2 2 5

2.0-276 RVA

S——
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

— — — —
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM1D Fugitive | Exhaust PM25 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N2O COZ2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 PM2.5 Total
Category Ibiday Ibiday
0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! !
' ' ' ' '
| | | | S P |
00131 ' 03384 1 B1000e ! 03475 1 !
o003

0.0224 27182 D.0158 27318 0.7203 0.0144

0.0355 3.0555 0.0237 30792 0.8181 0.024 0.8401

3.6 Paving - 2022
Unmiti

ROG O O SOZ | Fugitve | Exnaust | FMID | Fugitve | Eshaust | FMZE | Bio COZ |NBw COZ| Toml COZ|  CHA e | Coze
PMID | PMID | Toml | PM25 | PM25 | Toml
Category Ibiday Ibiday
— — — —
T 111260 | 145805 | 00228 | T Dacre | 05ard | U 0825 | 0825 12207 060 | 22076601 07140 |
! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! [ B - R !
- 1 1 T T T T T T ——— - - - - ' T T T
: : : : I Doooo | ooooo | I Gmoon | o.oood i I ooooo | i
:
— — - _— — - —
Total 12102 | 111243 | 145805 | 00228 05679 | 05679 05225 | 05225 2.207 660 | 2.207.660 | 0.7140 2.225.510
3 3 3

RVA

—_— 2.0-277



Section 2 City of Riverside
Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 66 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:09 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

3.6 Paving - 2022

— — — —
ROG NOx co s02 Fugitve | Exhaust PM1D Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N2O COZ2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib'day Ibiday
= D.ﬁﬁ ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 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 i i i i [N T i i i i ]
H 00000 ' 00000 ' 0O0ODO0 ' 00000 ' 00000 ' 0OOOO ' 00000 ' 0.00D0 ! OOODD ' O.0DDD H 00000 ' 0.0000 ' D000 ! ! 0.0000
= 1 |
- . |
Worker = 0.DB55 0.0277 04123 1.2800e- 01877 1 D.8000e- 1 OD.1836 0.0445 1 2.0000e- 00454 1 138.0508 1 138.0508 1 2.0800e 1
H 003 004 004 ' 003 i
—— — —— — — e —— m—
Total 0.0635 0.0377 04123 | 13800e- | 01677 | 9.6000e- | 0.1686 0.0445 | 8.9000e- 0.0454 138.0308 | 138.0308 | 2.9300e- 138.1233
003 004 004 [Uix]
Mitigated Construction ite
— m— — —
ROG NOx [#3] 502 Fugitve | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib'day Ibiday
—— — ——
Off-Road = 11028 1 111240 1 14 0o0zzm 1 I D.5878 1 1 1 1 [ 1 0.7140 1 '
= | | | | | | | | i | '
- 1 1 1 1 1 1 ' 1 ' 3 1 '
---------- = 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 EEREREEL 1 r----—-
Paving = 0.107 ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1
— — — — — —
Total 12102 111249 | 14.5805 00228 0.5679 0.5679 0.5225 0.5225 0.0000 | 2207660 | 2207660 | 07140 2225510
3 3 4

2.0-278 RVA

S——
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3.6 Paving - 2022

— — — m—
ROG NOx 3 SOZ | Fugitve | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugive | Exhaust | PM25 | Sio- CO2 | NBio-CO2| TotalCOZ| CH4 3] COZe
PMID PM1D Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category Ib'day Ibiday
Hading = 00000 T 00000 | 00000 | 00000 i 00000 ; 00000 i 00000 : 0.0000 i 000D | D.0000 T 00000 | 00000 § 00000 | T 0.0000
H | | | | | | | | | H | | i H
__________ H i i i i i i i i i 1 i i i S
Usndor g 00000 | 00000 | 000D | 00000 | 00000 i 00000 | 00000 i 00000 § 00DOD | 00000 100000 1 00000 | 00000 | 10,0000
H i 1
= H i
Worker = 00855 | 00377 | 04123 | 12800e | 0.1677 | 08000= | 01636 | 0.0445 | 50000 | 0.0454 1320503 | 1380508 | 20800= HEECRELE
H 003 004 04 H 003 i
s — — —{— — — e —— —
Total 00655 | 00377 | 04123 | 13800e- | 01677 | S6000e- | 01685 | 00445 | 8.5000e- | 00454 1380508 | 1380508 | 29800 1381253
003 004 004 003
3.7 Architectural Coating - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
— — — —
ROG NOx [£3] SOZ | Fugitve | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugive | Exhaust | PM25 [ Bio- CO2 | NBw-CO2| Total COZ |  CH4 NZ0 Co2e
PMID PM1D Total FM25 | PMZ5 Total
Category Ib'day Ibiday
———————————————— —
Archit. Coatng = ] ] ] ] | 00000 | 00000 | 100000 | 0.0000 00000 | i
---------- : ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; 1 ; 1
OffRoad = | 16780 | 24181 | 3.9600e- | 101020 | 01080 | | 01080 | 01020 3752641 | 00244 |
H 003
m— — — — m—
Total TEAMHT | 18780 | 24181 | 3.9600e- 01090 | 01090 04050 | 01090 3752641 | 3752641 | 00244 3758745
003

RVA

—_— 2.0-279



Section 2 City of Riverside
Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 68 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:09 PM
12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2022

— — — —
ROG N co S02 | Fugitwe | Exhaust | PMID | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM25 | Bio- COZ |NBio-COZ| Toml COZ| CH4 MO | COZe
PMID | PMID | Total | PM25 | PM25 Total
Category Ibiday Ibiday
= 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | OOOOD | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 0000 | 00000 |
H 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
H : : : : : : : : [ T : :
= 00000 | 00DDD | 00O | 0000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 0DODD | 00000 | 0.0000 00000 | 00000 |
H
T Worker | ® 02138 | 01231 | 13487 | 45200e | 05477 | 3.1400e 01453 | 28000 | 01482 & 450.0861 1 0.7300e-
H 003 003 003 003
e —————————_—————————————— ————
Total 02138 | 01231 | 13467 | 45200= | D577 | 2.14D0= | 05508 | 01453 | 2E900= | 0.1482 450.9661 | 4509681 | 57300
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
— — — —
ROG N O SOZ | Fugitve | Exnaust | PMID | Fugitve | Exhaust | PMZE | B CUZ | Moo COZ| Towl GOZ| | CH4 W20 | ClZe
PMID | PMID | Total | PM25 | PM25 Total
Category Ibiday Ibiday
— — —
Archit. Coating = 76.5290 | i i i 100000 | 00000 | 1 0.0000 | 0.0000 100000 | i 1 0.0000
F ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ;
H UIETED | 24781 | 32000 1 0i0ed | Od0e0 | T omen ;01080 752641 | 750041 | D244 | i
— — T — — —
Tatal TEST | 18780 | 24181 | 3.9600e- 04030 | 01090 01090 | 0.1090 | 0.0000 | 375.2641 | 3752641 | 0.0244 3758748
003

2.0-280 RVA

S——
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 69 of T8 Date: 4/28/2021 12:09 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2022

ROG NOx co S02 | Fugive | Exhaust | PMID | Fugitve | Exhaust | FMZE ] Bio CO2 |NBo CO2| TowslCOZ|  CHt N20 COZe
PM1D PM1D Total FM25 | PMZ5 Total
Category Ibday Ibiday
Haling = 00000 100000 | 000D i 00000 | 00000 ; 00000 : 00000 : 0.0000 i 000D © 0.0000 00000 1 00000 ! 1 0.0000
__________ H i i i i i i i i i . i i T
Vendor = 00000 | 00000 i 00000 | 00000 | 00000 i 00000 § 00000 i 00000 | C.ODOD i 0.0000 00000 | 00000 1 1 0.0000
H 1
H i
Worker = 02132 | 0123 13467 1 45200e- | 05477 | 31400 01453 | 2E000e | 01482 4500681 | 07300 1
H 003 003 (i) 003 i
e —————_—————————————————— —_— m—
Total 02133 | 01231 | 13467 | 45200e- | 0.5477 | 3.1400e- | 05509 | 0.1433 | 2.8900e- | 0.1482 £50.9661 | 9.7300e- 451.2052
003 003 003 003
3.7 Architectural Coating - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-
— — — —
ROG NOx <0 S0Z | Fugitve | Exhaust | PMID | Fugitve | Exhaust | PM25 | Bio- CO2 | NBwo-CO2| Total COZ |  CH4 NZO COz2e
PM1D PM1D Total FM25 | PMZ5 Total
Category Ibday Ibiday
— m—
Archit. Coating = ' ' ' ' 100000 1 00000 ! 100000 1 0.0000 ' 100000 1 ' 1 0.0000
---------- : ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ;
OfiRoad @ 02856 | 17272 | 24148 | 2.0800e- | 0084t | 008 | T 00044 T 00844 HES 127528411 00225 | i
H 02 :
— s m— m—
Total TET845 | 17373 | 24148 | 3.9600e- 0.0944 | 0.0944 0.0944 | 0.0844 3752641 | 3752641 | 0.0225 375.8253
003

RVA

—_— 2.0-281



Section 2 City of Riverside
Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 70 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:09 PM
12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2023

ROG NG ) 502 | Fugive | Exhaust | FMID | Fugitve | Exnaust | FM25 | B CO2 [NBwo COZ| Tol COZ|  CHA Moo | coze |
FMID | PMIO | Towl | FM25 | PM25 | Toml
Category Ibday Ibiday
Wadng = 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | UOCI0 | 00000 | 0000 | 00000 | 0.0000 | 00D | 00000 T 0000 | 00000 | 00000 | T 0000
H : : : : | : : : : | : : | !
__________ H ! ! ! ! ‘ ! ! ! ! o ! ! ! .
Véndor "' 0DDD0 | 00000 | 00000 | 0000 | 00000 | 00000 § 00000 | 0.0000 | 0DOGD | 0.0000 0000 | 00000 | 00000 | " 0.0000
: ‘ !
H ‘ !
= 02012 | 04110 | 12411 | 43500e | 05477 | 30700 01453 | 28200 | 01481 2338510 | 2338519 | B7400e ;
H 003 003 ] ' 003 i
— S — B S S — S S —
Total TZ012 | 01110 | 12411 | 23500 | 05477 | 30700 | 03308 | D0.1433 | Z8200e | 01481 TIIE515 | 4338519 | 57400
103 003 003 003
— — — -
Co S0Z | Fugtve | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugitve | Exnaust | FMZE ] Bo COZ |NBwo COZ| TomICOZ|  CHE | 20 | COZe
FMID | PMIO | Towl | FM25 | PM25 | Toml
Category Ibday Ibiday
— —
"Archit. Caating i i i T 00000 | 00000 | T 00000 | 00000 T 00000 | i T 0.0000
.......... S S S A S S s ——
OFf-Road T2dag | 3oe00e | T 008% | 0oem | T ooedr | ooes i amaed | 0035 | :
003 ‘
— — — — —
Total T6.7845 | 17313 | 24148 | 3.9600e 00345 | 00342 00544 | 00844 | 00000 | 3752641 | 3752641 | 0.0225 3758253
03

2.0-282 RVA

S——
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 710of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:09 PM
12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2023

— — — m—
ROG NOx 3 SOZ | Fugitve | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugive | Exhaust | PM25 | Bio- CO2 |NBio-CO2| Total COZ| CH4 N2O CO2e
PM10 PMID Total FM25 | PMZ5 Total
Category Ib'day Ibiday
— SIS ——————————————————.
Hauing @ 000D0 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 ; 00000 | 0.0000 i 00DOD i 0.0000 T 00000 1 00000 00000 ! T 0.0000
H | | | | | | | | | H | | H H
__________ H i i i i i i i i i ] i i i Lo
Vendor "= DDOD0 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 1 00000 | 0.0000 | 0ODGD 1 O.0000 100000 1 00000 1 00000 ¢ 10,0000
H i 1
H H i
Worker | m 02012 1 01110 | 12411 1 43500e | 05477 1 30700 1 05508 | 0.1453 1 28200e 1 01451 1 433E510 1 4338510 1 B.7400e | 434 0705
H 003 003 ] H 003 i
— m—— e —_———_————— — e e—— s
Total 02012 | 01110 | 12411 | 43500e- | 0.5477 | 30700 | 0.5508 | 0.1453 | 2.8200e- | O.1481 4338519 | 433.8519 | B.7400e 4340705
003 003 003 003

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

RVA 2.0-283



Section 2 City of Riverside
Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CaEEMod Version: CalEEMod 2016.3.2 Page T2 of T8 Drate: 4282021 12:09 PM

12665 Crashiew Aparmeants - Riversida-South Coast County, Winter

(5] | Hiw | [=5] | ] | Fugtew | Eshamml PR |F.r¢-| |Enh.|nk ) Bn-l:l:ﬂ|P«Bu-m|del:m| =2 | W30 | [
I rI0 Tokal s | P Tokal
e B Ty
‘Aagaed ] Woe ! U LS ! W B ! PR
T Urmigaise = T AEGE | QNS | wEm | ZHED
] ' | \
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Awiage Daily Trig Rala U ligyabadl Mg bend
Lo Lise Wenkday SMEIap Saprady oo VT Al WRIT
4G o 471.00 H 1 847 400 = B2 40D
asvm e 42 H2 58 i 231428 i 25148
om0 o00 .00 = =
143105 1,406 w2 NEEE | 2,157, e | | 4,157 05
4.3 Trip Type Information
[ Tnp % Tnp Furposs %
Lared Lz HW o T HSUGGI-GD‘{HW HW of W | H-Bor G- | HaDor C-NW Primany Diiveied Plass-by
H 1450 | 5.00 H = - F R | 1 4000 H ] H 11 H : |
LT ’ H
Tean

4.4 Fleet Mix

2.0-284 RVA
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Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 73 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:09 PM
12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

Land Use I LDA I LDT1 LDT2 MDW LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS uBuUS MCY SBUS MH
0.036250| 0.186802| 0.112544| 0.014284( 0.004206| 0.017604| 0.070134| 0.00140%| 0.001147| 0.004508| 0.000913| 0.000808|

Apartments Low Rise

0.036250] 0.186898| 0.112544] 0.014284] 0.004808] 0.017604] 0.070134] 0.001408] 0.001147) DOD4508] 0.000818)

0.036250! 0.188888! 0.112544! 0.014284! 0.004806! 0.017604! 0.070134! 0.001408! 0.001147! 0.004508! 0.000912! 0.000892|

Parking Lot

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

— — — S
ROG NOx co S02 | Fugitve | Eshaust | PMI0 | Fugiive | Exhaust | PM25 ] Bio- CO2 |MEio- CO2| Total CO2|  CHE N20 | COze
PMID | PMID | Toml | PM25 | PM25 | Tom
Category Ib'day Ibiday
NatralGas  ® 01053 | 00000 | 02830 | 67400 | T 00728 | D073 T 00728 | 00728 T1.148.885 ] 11436651 00220 | 00211 11
Wigses % : : - : : : : : A it e : :
---------- : | : : : : : : : : S : : : ;
NaturalGas = 01053 | 00000 & 02830 e 00728 00728 ¢ ' o2 = 711438851 11430851 00220 1 00211 °
Unmitigated = i | Voo | | | | | = [ I - | |

RVA 2.0-285



Section 2 City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 74 of 78 Date: 4/28/2021 12:09 PM

12585 Crestview Apartments - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

— — — —
NawraiGa]| ROG NOx co 502 | Fugive | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugive | Eshaust | PM25 | Bio-COZ | NBio- COZ2|Total COZ| CHé N2 coZe
s Use PMID | PMID | Totd | PM25 | PM25 Total
LandUse | kBTUAT Ibiday b/cay
Aparments Low | 320024 % 00345 1 02840 | 01265 | 18200= | T 002 1 0023 | T 00238 | 00236 | 3764888 | 376.4088 | 7.2200e- | 60000
Fise ; ] 1 1 oo 1 1 1 1 | ; 1 ;oo 0m
___________ ; ] : : : : : : : : i o : : :
Aparments Mid | 6506.14 & 00708 1 06051 1 HEET T o048 1 OodEe | T D048R | 00480 7724570 1 TT24870 1 0018 | 00142
Fise i i 003 i
“Parkinglot | 0 % 00000 | ODDDO | 00000 | 00000 00000 | 00000 Doo00 | oooo0 & 100000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000
e ————r——— — — sl— R R —
Total 01053 | 08000 | 0.3830 | 57800 00128 | 00728 Dorze | 00728 1148985 | 1148985 | 00220 | 00211 | 1153813
003 8 8 7
— — —
| (] EES NOx O S02 | Fugive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugitve | Eshaust | PMZ5 | Bie-COZ | NBio- CUZ| Totd COZ|  CHE 20 COZe
s Use PMID | PMID | Totd | PM25 | PM25 Total
LandUse | kBTUHr Ibiday Ibiday
— — — —
Apariments Low | 320024 % 0.0M5 | 02040 | 01255 | 18800 | | 0028 1 0023 1 | 00238 | 00236 | 3784088 | 376.4088 | 7.2200- | 60000
Fise H . i i \ooom | i i i i i H i }oo03 0o
___________ : ] 1 : \ 1 1 1 1 1 i o \ 1 1
AparimentsMid | 856614 & 00708 | 0.6051 1 HEE T T 00439 1 00489 1 T 00480 | 0.0480 | TTZ4ETO 1 7724870 1 0.0148 1 00142
Fise ; ] 1 1 oo 1 1 1 1 | ; 1 1 1
___________ ; ] : : : : : : : : i o : : :
Pakinglot ; 0 % 00000 | 0D0DD0 | 0.0DOO | 00000 ! T 0000 | 00000 | T 00000 | C.0000 T 00000 | 00000 1 00000 | 00000
; ] ; ; ; ; ;
Total 01053 | 08000 | 03830 | 57400 00728 | 00728 00728 | 00728 1146565 | 1148985 | 00220 | 00211 | 1155813 ]
003 8 8 7

6.0 Area Detail

2.0-286 RVA



City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Yersion: CalEEMod 2016.3.2 Paga 75 of 70

12585 Creslview Apariments - Riversde-Soulh Coast County, 'Winbe

Responses to Comments

Diate: 4202021 1209 PM

&.1 Mitigation Measures Area

I ROG 1= [5] ] Fagiiwn | Exhanl F“II:I Fagius | Exhand A3 B G2 | NS~ 02 | Totel CO2 (=) [ =-4] Olle
La = R rdia Tkl g rk [ Fi] Tomal
ey I = T
Wigae: = 0I5 | 4168 | 2o | OI0h T LAED | 0o | TGN | DAD 3 DOOW [ GLAI | GOGHDM] DONE | QK0 GLeLE |
= ' H . ' . . . ' [ . o
[ " st = mIm o 215T3 1 FiETaA QDN L 1 DAL G 04D ¢ 0 DA3E1 0 0431 = DO0ED C A[EM I3 A0 1 90D 0 0000 A De o |
= H H H H H H H H H | 1 H 1]

RA
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Section 2 City of Riverside
Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CalEEMod Version. CalEERMod 2016.3.2 Fage /6ol 13 Usale 4L2BR0T 12:09 P

12585 Crestview Apartrents - Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

6.2 Area by SubCategery

F—
— — - I
Bl [ [ 02 Fﬁlﬂ e PR Fmﬂt Esngirt [T Bar GO |MBar GO | Toial D07 o [ oo
# Fidsd Tiaad 1] P& Tiad
SatiCatupory bay b'day
e 4102 T T TO0N | SR 008 | (1]
'_'I:Ill"ﬂ : i ] ] : i i i i i : i
e - i i % i - -
Cormemar = 4 T 020ED @ | TR 2 00oe 00
Frodsts  m H
H H H i H i 1 1
[l W 04E7 | JENE | I ETS | OoEsl 1 T Dawe | 0oWE | 1 cans | eanw DONMD | SOEAI | SOWME | QR 0 o= D B
H H H H H H H H H H H H [
H | | 1 1 - B | |
- --- - - - 1 — - + - - - vt
latcaaprg @ ONED | O | TRODGE | 108 | D4 | D BT HEE— R o4 151
u i o i
Tt 425 ERETE] HITiE I:I.I-I'.ﬁl CAZET EAZET LAxs1 BA2ET DA | ZAM.1H :-ul-ill.'l.}l A 008 | F0d B
1 1 [1
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City of Riverside Section 2.0
Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments

CalEEMod YVersion: CalEEMed 20162 2 Page 7T of TR Dlata: 42E2021 1209 PM

12585 Crestview Apanments - Hiverside-South Coast Courty, Winler

£.2 Area by SubCategory

— — —
p"l"ﬁd’ B CO2 | MR- OO | Total 002 CH M2 [==+
Sty sz
Arcrewctral ! D000 ! u:uToc | ' ' D000
e ! ! ! ! ! ;
Conmmmer T T : + " pae
Pty H ' H H H H
" lmarh E oan Smx E P i =om m-'.i nioeeT i nmm | .:‘_:31_:_-5;.'-
i 1 1 1] 1 ¥
" L. R TR R T TR |
Tetal I DAty | B0000 | ADSE 34| BOSd17E]| 04300 | O0SG0 | 5 BALH
1 1 I

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Opaerational Offroad

I Equpmart Ty I Sumtar I Feurelsy I Coaryid T mar I Hers = ower I Losd Fesicr I Fusl Typs I

10.0 Stationary Equipment
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City of Riverside

Responses to Comments

CaEEMed Varsion: CalEEMed 2016.32

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

Page T8of 78 Date: 262021 12:09 PM

12535 Crashiew Aparmants - Rivarside-Scouth Coast Counby, Winier

Fire P! .
I Eguazmen: Typs I [T I HourusDiay I Hours!Year I Horus Fomsn I Load Fackr I Fusl Typs I
Bollers

I Eqeiziivai, Typa I [T I Mt InguDany I sl LY ar I [ETEFT I Fuil Tyga I

Uizer D Eouii

I Eoupmart Typs I Humber I

11.0 Vegetation

2.0-290
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City of Riverside Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments

Attachment C

Start date and time @4/26/21 14:23:45

AERSCREEN 16216

Crestview Apartments

Crestview Apartments

----------------- DATA ENTRY VALTDATION ------=---===n=--

METRIC ENGLISH

#% AREADATA *% ——coomommmoo oo

Emission Rate: @.348E-82 g/s @.276E-81 1b/hr

Area Helght: 3.9 meters 9,84 feet

Area Source Length: 2608.80 meters 853.82 feet

Area Source Width: 147 .88 meters 482.28 feet
Vertical Dimension: 1.58 meters 4,92 feet

Model Mode: URBAN

Population: 326414

Dist to Ambienmt Adr: 1.8 meters 3. fest

** BUTLDING DATA *#*

R\Mﬁ. 2.0-291



Section 2 City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

Mo Building Downwash Parameters

** TERRAIN DATA **

No Terrain Elevations

Source Base Elevation: 2.8 meters 2.8 feet
Probe distance: 5888, meters 16484, feet
No flagpole receptors

Mo discrete receptors used

** FUMIGATION DATA **

No fumigation requested

*#* METEOROLOGY DATA *#
Min/Max Temperature: 250.8 / 318.8 K -9.7 /7 9B.3DegF

Minimum Wind Speed: 8.5 m/s

2.0-292 R‘Mﬁ‘.



City of Riverside Section 2.0
Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments

Anemometer Height: 18,882 meters

Dominant Surface Profile: Urban

Dominant Climate Type: Average Moisture

Surface friction velocity (u*): mot adjusted

DEBUG OPTION ON

AERSCREEN output file:

2@821.84.26_Crestview_Construction.out

*#*%# AFRSCREEN Run is Ready to Begin

Mo terrain uwsed, AERMAP will not be run

LR RS R SRR 2L R R R R R R RS R RS R R R R R S Rk 2 R 2 ]

SURFACE CHARACTERISTICS & MAKEMET

Obtaining surface characteristics...

R\Mﬁ. 2.0-293



Section 2

City of Riverside

Responses to Comments

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

Using AERMET seasonal surface characteristics for Urban with Average Moisture

Season

Winter

Spring

Summer

Autumn

Creating met files

Creating met files

Creating met files

Creating met files

Albedo Bo
@8.35 1.58
a.14 1.08
a.16 2.04
a.15 2.04

aerscreen_91_@1.

aerscreen_g2_el.

aerscreen_@3_01.

aerscreen_gd @l1.

sfc

sfc

sfc

sfc

o

1.280

1.8

1.8

1.880

& aerscreen_81 81.pfl

& aerscreen_@2_81.pfl

& aerscreen_83_81.pfl

& aerscreen_g4 8l.pfl

Buildings and/or terrain present or rectangular area source, skipping probe

FLOWSECTOR  started @4/26/21 14:24:33

bR E SR SR RS S22 2 R 2 a2 R SRR S RS R R R R R R R 2 2k

Running AERMOD

Processing Winter

Processing surface roughness sector 1

2.0-294
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City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

FrkErkdkEdkEkErkErk kb dkdkkdkk kb ek ek bk ek E

Processing wind flow sector 1
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Winter sector

*kkkExkE HARMING MESSAGES FxkEkEEEk

*EE MNONE ¥k

FrkErkdkEdkEkErkErk kb dkdkkdkk kb ek ek bk ek E

Processing wind flow sector 2
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Winter sector

*kkkExkE HARMING MESSAGES FxkEkEEEk

*EE MNONE ¥k

FrkErkdkEdkEkErkErk kb dkdkkdkk kb ek ek bk ek E

Processing wind flow sector 3
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Winter sector

*kkkExkE HARMING MESSAGES FxkEkEEEk

*%%x  MNONE 2%

RA

Responses to Comments

18

2.0-295
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City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

FrkFkkdkErkErddkidkkkdrk ks ke bk ke ke kR bk Rk ek bk kE

Processing wind flow sector 4

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Winter sector

FkFkErkE HARMING MESSAGES FrkFkEdk

*EE MNONE ¥E

FrkFkkdkErkErddkidkkkdrk ks ke bk ke ke kR bk Rk ek bk kE

Processing wind flow sector 5

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Winter sector

Fok k& k& HARMING MESSAGES FhkFEkEFE

*EE MNONE ¥E

FrkFkkdkErkErddkidkkkdrk ks ke bk ke ke kR bk Rk ek bk kE

Processing wind flow sector 6

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Winter sector

FkFkErkE HARMING MESSAGES FrkFkEdk

EE 2 MNONE ¥k

FrkFkkdkErkErddkidkkkdrk ks ke bk ke ke kR bk Rk ek bk kE

2.0-296
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City of Riverside Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments

Processing wind flow sector 7
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Winter sector 38
FkkkFrEE Hﬂ'RMIm MESSA.GES FkxkFkEFrE

*EE MOME ¥k

EE RS RS2 2R R S 2 A RS S R R R R R R R R R R R 2 2 kL 2

Running AERMOD

Processing Spring
Processing surface roughness sector 1

FkkEkkdkEdkkdrdrk ik dkirk bbbk Frk bk bk kb rkFE bk dkikE

Processing wind flow sector 1
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Spring sector @

*kkkEFkE WARMIMNG MESSAGES EXkkFEFEE

*%&  MNONE %k

FEEEFEFRFERFFFRFFER SRR SR SRR SRR R R SRR SR FRREF SRR ERRE£E

Processing wind flow sector 2

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Spring sector 5

R\Mﬁ‘. 2.0-297



Section 2

City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

EEFEFEEE HARNIMG MESSAGES FXEFETEE

*&¥  MOME ik

FrkEkkdkFdkErdrkerkdkidk ek ke bk bk ik kR k ek ke bk ek

Processing wind flow sector 3

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Spring sector

FkFkErkE HARNIMG MESSAGES FxkEkEEEk

*&x  MNOME ik

FrkEkkdkFdkErdrkerkdkidk ek ke bk bk ik kR k ek ke bk ek

Processing wind flow sector 4

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Spring sector

FkFkErkE HARNIMG MESSAGES FxkEkEEEk

*&x  MNOMNE ik

FrkEkkdkFdkErdrkerkdkidk ek ke bk bk ik kR k ek ke bk ek

Processing wind flow sector 5

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Spring sector

2.0-298
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15

28
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City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

FkFkFkEE WARMIMG MESSAGES FrkEkErk

*EF MOMNE k¥

FXEEEFR XK FXRFXEFEEFE R FXRFREFR TN AR FRRE RN FE TR T TR TR F

Processing wind flow sector 6
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Spring sector

* ok kkF Ak F WARMING MESSAGES FhkFkFkE

*EF MOMNE k¥

LR R 2R S R 22 R R 2R L S SR R R R R R R R R R 2 2SR L R 2 T 2

Processing wind flow sector 7
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Spring sector

FkFkFkEE WARMING MESSAGES FrkEkErk

*EF MOMNE k¥

FEFREFEFFRFEFFEFEE R FFRFRFFRFFR TR FEETFEEEF

Running AERMOD

Processing Summer

Processing surface roughness sector 1

RA

Responses to Comments

25

38
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City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

LRSS LRSS R 2 R E R E R R R 2R L R RS R 2R 2SR LR 2 B R 2

Processing wind flow sector 1

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Summer sector

EhRFEEFEEF WARNING MESSAGES FEEFEET LR

&% MONE F¥k

LRSS LRSS R 2 R E R E R R R 2R L R RS R 2R 2SR LR 2 B R 2

Processing wind flow sector 2

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Summer sector

kkkkEkkE WARNING MESSAGES EhkEkEkk

&k MONE Fkk

F¥xkFkkrkFdkErdbkirk bbbtk ki bk rksrkrkF bk FrrE kS

Processing wind flow sector 3

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Summer sector

FkFkFrkE WARNING MESSAGES FxkEkEEk

&% MONE F¥k

LRSS LRSS R 2 R E R E R R R 2R L R RS R 2R 2SR LR 2 B R 2

2.0-300
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City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

Processing wind flow sector 4
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Summer sector

*kFkFkEE WARNIMG MESSAGES FkkEEENE

*&x  NONE ik

FREFEEFREFFRFFEFEFF R E R FRREFFFFE LR FEEFE TR FE T T F TR FEF

Processing wind flow sector 5
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Summer sector

FkFkEEkE WARNIMNG MESSAGES FkkEkEEEk

*&¥  MONE ik

e E e E e L e e s e e L s e

Processing wind flow sector 6
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Summer sector

FkFkEEkE WARNTMNG MESSAGES FkkEkEEEk

EEE MONE FAEE

LR SR R L e R E s 2 LR R A R R R LR R S R R RS L L 2

Processing wind flow sector 7

RA

Responses to Comments

15

28

25
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City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Summer sector

FEXEEERE WARMING MESSAGES EXEFEFEE

*&%  MNONE Ekk

FEFFEFEREXEEFXEFLREERFEXEFXEFETFEREEXR SR EXETREFEEXF

Running AERMOD

Processing Autumn

Processing surface roughness sector 1

FRkFFFFERFFRFFEFERFIRFREFRF R FFERFER SR EFR TR FFRFE IR EFEFEF

Processing wind flow sector 1

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Autumn sector

FkkkFhkE WARMING MESSAGES FhkFkEkEk

*&%  MNONE ¥k

FFEFXEFEEFXRFEFFEFXEEEEFRERTFEFLEXREFRF X FEEFXBXEREEERFRE

Processing wind flow sector 2

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Autumn sector

2.0-302
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City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

FkFkErkE WARMING MESSAGES FhkEkErk

EE 2 MONE F¥kk

LR R 2R LS L RS R E R R R S R R SRR S R E R R RS 2 LT 2

Processing wind flow sector 3
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Autumn sector

FkFkErkE WARMIMNG MESSAGES FhkEkErk

*x¥  NONE Fkk

LR R 2R LS L RS R E R R R S R R SRR S R E R R RS 2 LT 2

Processing wind flow sector 4
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Autumn sector

FkFkErkE WARMING MESSAGES FhkEkErk

EE 2 MOMNE F¥k

LR R 2R LS L RS R E R R R S R R SRR S R E R R RS 2 LT 2

Processing wind flow sector 5
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Autumn sector

EEFEFEEE WARMNIMNG MESSAGES FEEFEF LR

RA

Responses to Comments

L]

15

28
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City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

*&¥x  MNOME ®kk

LR R E S 2 2 LR AR R S SR e 2 LR R R SR 2R E AR R R 2 S L 2

Processing wind flow sector 6

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Autumn sector

EEFEFEEE HARNIMG MESSAGES FEEFEEEE

*&¥  MOME ®kk

FXEFFEFEFXXRFXFLREXEFREFXEFRFEREFLREXEEERFEEFEEXLEFEREFRERS

Processing wind flow sector 7

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Autumn sector

*kFkkFkkE WARNIMG MESSAGES F¥kkFkErE

*&¥  MOME ®kk

FLOWSECTOR  ended 84/26/21 14:24:49

REFINE started @4/26/21 14:24:45%

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for REFIME stage 3 Winter sector @

*k FkF ko F WARNIMG MESSAGES FkkFkEEE

2.0-304
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City of Riverside Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments

kEF MOMNE ®kE

REFINE ended 84/26/21 14:24:51

LR SR EE 2 R 2L R AR S 2 R R R R R R R R E R R L R 2 L 2

AERSCREEN Finished Successfully
With no errors or warnings

Check log file for details

EEEEE AR S RS2 RS R R R R 2R R A RS E R R R R Rk Lt k2

Ending date and time 84/26/21 14:24:53
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2.0-306

Concentration

Ha u#*

REF TA HT
9.25886E+01

-1.38 B8.843 -9

318.8 2.8
9.27843E+01

-1.38 @.843 -9,

3le.a 2.8
2.29589E+21

-1.38 @.843 -9,

3l@.8 2.9
@.3118RE+a1

-1.38 @.843 -9,

31@.8 2.8
8.32435E+81

-1.38 @.843 -9.

318.8 2.8
8.33541E+81

-1.38 @.843 -9,

3le.a 2.8
*  @.33912E+81

-1.38 @.843 -9,

3l@.8 2.9
@.31455E+81

-1.38 @.843 -9,

31@.8 2.8
8.22614E+81

-1.38 @.843 -9.

318.8 2.8
8.18211E+81

-1.38 @.843 -9,

3le.a z2.8
2.15297E+81

-1.38 @.843 -9,

3l@.8 2.9
@.13478E+A1

-1.38 @.843 -9,

31@.8 2.8
@.12ea6E+81

-1.38 @.843 -9.

318.8 2.8
8.18782E+81

-1.38 @.843 -9,

3le.a z2.8
2.97623E+00

-1.38 @.843 -9,

3l@.8 2.9
@.88945E+0@

-1.38 @.843 -9,

W=

.oae

288

288

2aa

288

288

288

eaa

288

288

288

2aa

288

288

288

2aa

Distance Elevation
DT/DZ ZICNV ZIMCH

1.0
9.828 -999.

25.98
8.828 -999,

5@.08
8.828 -999,

75.8@
9.828 -9499,

laa.aa
9.828 -999.

125.088
8.828 -999,

131.08
8.828 -999,

158.8@
9.828 -999.

175.8@
9.828 -999.

208,89
8.828 -999,

225,989
8.828 -999,

258.80@
9.828 -9499,

275.89
9.828 -999.

Jae. 08
8.828 -999,

325.08
8.828 -999,

358.80@
9.828 -9499,

a.aa

21.

a.aa

21.

a.0e

21.

a.ae

21.

a.aa

21.

a.aa

21.

a.0e

21.

a.ae

21.

a.aa

21.

a.aa

21.

a.ae

21.

a.ae

21.

a.aa

21.

a.aa

21.

a.ae

21.

a.aa

21.

Diag Season/Month
M-0 LEN

a.a

25.8

25.8

25.8

a.e

6.

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

Zo sector Date

Z8 BOWEM ALBEDO REF WS HT
Winter B-368  188lleel

8 l.e88 1.58 @.35 a.58 1a.
Winter B-368  188lleel

.8 1.e88 1.58 8.35 a.58 1a.
Winter B-3680 18811881

.8 1.e88 1.58 8.35 a.58 1a.
Winter B-368  188lleel

.8 1.e88 1.58 8.35 a.58 1a.
Winter B-368  188lleel

.8 1.288 1.58 8.35 a.58 1a.
Winter B-368  188lleel

.8 1.e88 1.58 8.35 a.58 1a.
Winter B-3680 18811881

.8 1.e88 1.58 8.35 a.58 1a.
Winter B-368  188lleel

.8 1.e88 1.58 8.35 a.58 1a.
Winter B-368  188lleel

.8 1.288 1.58 8.35 a.58 1a.
Winter B-368  188lleel

.8 1.e88 1.58 8.35 a.58 1a.
Winter B-368  18elleal

.8 1.e88 1.58 8.35 a.58 1a.
Winter B-368  188lleel

.8 1.e88 1.58 8.35 a.58 1a.
Winter B-368  188lleel

.8 1.288 1.58 8.35 a.58 1a.
Winter B-368  188lleel

.8 1.e88 1.58 8.35 a.58 1a.
Winter B-368  18elleal

.8 1.e88 1.58 8.35 a.58 1a.
Winter B-360  128lleel

.8 1.e88 1.58 8.35 a.58 1a.

RA
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Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

RA

3le.a 2.8
9.81462E+80

-1.38 @.843 -9,

3le.a 2.9
2. 75844E+00

-1.38 @.843 -9,

3le.a 2.9
@.69458E+00

-1.38 @.843 -9,

3le.a 2.9
2. 64588E+20

-1.38 @.843 -9,

3le.a 2.9
2. 68168E+a0

-1.38 @.843 -9,

jle.a 2.8
9.56389E+80

-1.38 @.843 -9,

3la.a 2.9
9.52843E+80

-1.38 @.843 -9,

3la.@ 2.8
9.49732E+80

-1.38 8.843 -9,

3la.a 2.8
9.46938E+80

-1.38 @.843 -9,

3le.a 2.8
9.44371E+80

-1.38 @.843 -9,

3le.a 2.8
9.42068E+80

-1.38 @.843 -9,

3le.a 2.9
@.39963E+80

-1.38 @.843 -9,

3le.a 2.9
9. 38048E+a0

-1.38 @.843 -9,

3le.a 2.9
2. 36240E+00

-1.38 @.843 -9,

3le.a 2.9
3. 34589E+20

-1.38 @.843 -9,

jle.a 2.8
9.3387aE+a0

-1.38 @.843 -9,

3la.a 2.9
8.31669E+80

288

2aa

2aa

2aa

2aa

2aa

2aa

aaa

a8

2aa

288

2aa

2aa

2aa

2aa

2aa

375.88

2.828 -999.

488 . ag

@.92@ -999,

425. 89

@.92@ -999,

456,80

@.92@ -999,

475.80

@.92@ -999,

588 . aa

@.92@ -999,

525.8@

@.92@ -999,

55@. 88

8.828 -999.

575.88

8.828 -999.

080,88

2.828 -999.

625.08

2.828 -999.

658.80

@.92@ -999,

675.80

@.92@ -999,

Toe.ao

@.92@ -999,

725.80

@.92@ -999,

750.088

@.92@ -999,

775.08

a.8a

21.

21.

21.

21.

21.

21.

21.

21.

21.

21.

21.

21.

21.

21.

a.8a

Winter

.88 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

.68 1.

Winter

.680 1.

Winter

.68 1.

Winter

.88 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

58

58

58

58

58

58

58

58

5@

5@

58

58

58

58

58

58

Responses to Comments

8-368
@.35

a-36e
a.35

a-300
a.35

a8-368
a.35

a-368
a.35

a-308
a.35

a-308
a.35

8-368
@.35

8-368
@.35

8-368
@.35

8-368
@.35

a-360
a.35

a-360
a.35

8-360
a.35

a-368
a.35

a-308
a.35

a-308

laalleal

a.5a 1a.

lealleal

@.58 1a.

laalleal

@.58 1a.

laallsal

@.58 1a.

1aalls8el

@.58 1a.

laalleal

@.58 1a.

laalleal

@.58 1a.

laalleal

a.5a 1a.

laalleal

a.5a 1a.

laalleal

a.5a 1a.

laalleal

a.5a 1a.

l1aalleal

@.58 1a.

laalleal

@.58 1a.

laalleal

@.58 1a.

laallsal

@.58 1a.

laalleal

@.58 1a.

laalleal

2.0-307



Section

2

City of Riverside

Responses to Comments

2.0-308

-1.38 @.843 -9

3la.a

@.38373E+0a
-1.38 @.843 -9

3la.a

@.29164E+08
-1.38 @.843 -9

3la.a

9. 28826E+08
-1.38 @.843 -9

3la.a

@.26965E+08
-1.38 @.843 -9

3la.a

8.25971E+R8
-1.38 @.843 -9

3la.a

@.25830E+88
-1.38 @.843 -9

3la.a

2.24168E+88
-1.38 @.843 -9

3la.a

@.23338E+08
-1.38 @.843 -9

3la.a

@.22565E+08
-1.38 @.843 -9

3la.a

@.21836E+08
-1.38 @.843 -9

3la.a

2.21144F+88
-1.38 @.843 -9

3la.a

2. 28480E+08
-1.38 @8.843 -9

3la.a

@.19863E+0a
-1.38 @.843 -9

3la.a

8.19274E+08
-1.38 @.843 -9

3la.a

@.18715E+88
-1.38 @.843 -9

3la.a

8.18184E+08
-1.38 @.843 -9

jla.a

2.8

2.8

2.8

2.8

2.8

2.8

2.8

2.8

2.8

2.8

2.8

2.8

2.8

2.8

2.8

2.8

2.8

.aaa

.aaa

.aaa

.aaa

.aaa

.aaa

.aaa

.aaa

.aaa

.aaa

.aaa

.08

Loae

.0aa

.aaa

.aaa

.aaa

8.828 -9%9,

gaa.ee

8.828 -9%9,

825.08

8.828 -9%9,

858.08

8.828 -9%9,

875.08

8.828 -9%9,

908. 89

8.828 -9%9,

925.80

8.828 -9%9,

958. 89

8.828 -9%9,

975.088

8.828 -9%9,

128a.8a

8.828 -9%9,

1825.8@

8.828 -9%9,

1la5@.8a

8.828 -999.

1a75.8a

2.828 -999.

118a.8a

2.828 -999.

1125.84

8.828 -9%9,

1158. 8@

8.828 -9%9,

1175.88

8.828 -9%9,

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

.aee 1.

Winter

.aee 1.

Winter

.aee 1.

Winter

.aee 1.

Winter

.aee 1.

Winmter

.aee 1.

Winter

.aee 1.

Winter

.aee 1.

Winter

.aee 1.

Winter

.aee 1.

Winter

.aee 1.

Winter

080 1.

Winter

.eee 1.

Winter

.oae 1.

Winter

.aee 1.

Winter

.aee 1.

Winter

.aee 1.

58

58

58

58

58

58

58

58

58

58

58

5@

5@

58

58

58

58

8.35

a-36@
8.35

a-36@
8.35

a-36@
8.35

a-36@
8.35

8-368
a.35

8-308
a.35

8-368
a.35

a-36@
8.35

a-36@
8.35

a-36@
8.35

8-368
a.35

8-368
a.35

8-368
a.35

a-36@
8.35

a-36@
8.35

a-36@
8.35

a.58 18,

laalleal

a.58 18,

laalleal

a.58 18,

laalleal

a.58 18,

laalleal

a.58 18,

laglleal

a.58 18,

laglleal

a.58 18,

laglleal

a.58 18,

laalleal

a.58 18,

laalleal

a.58 18,

laalleal

a.58 18,

laalleal

a.58 1a.

laalleal

a.5a  1a.

laalleal

a.5a 1a.

laalleal

a.58 18,

laalleal

a.58 18,

laalleal

a.58 18,

RA



City of Riverside Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments
8.17679E+80 1200. 60 8.00 0.8 Winter 8-360 10011001
-1.39 0.943 -9.900 ©.820 -999. 21. 6.0 1.8 1.5 ©.35 ©.50 10.8

310.8 2.0

8.17199E+80 1225.00 9.00 0.8 Winter 8-360 18011001
-1.39 0.943 -9.900 ©.820 -999. 21. 6.0 1.8 1.58 .35 ©.50 10.8
31e.8 2.0

8.16741E+80 1250.60@ 8.00 0.8 Winter 8-360 10011001
-1.39 ©.843 -9.800 ©.820 -999. 21, 6.0 1.888 1.58 .35 @.50 10.8
310.8 2.0

8.163@1E+80 1275.88 0.00 0.8 Winter @-360 18011001
-1.39 0.943 -9.900 ©.820 -999. 21. 6.0 1.8 1.58 .35 ©.50 10.8
3le.s 2.0

@.15881E+80 1300.00 8.00 0.8 Winter 8-360 10011001
-1.39 0.943 -9.900 ©.820 -999. 21. 6.0 1.8 1.58 .35 ©.50 10.8
310.8 2.0

@.15479E+80 1325.60 8.00 0.8 Winter 8-360 10011001
-1.39 0.943 -9.900 ©.820 -999. 21. 6.01.088 1.58 .35 ©.50 10.8
310.8 2.0

@.15096E+80 1350.60 8.00 0.8 Winter 8-360 10011001
-1.39 0.943 -9.900 ©.820 -999. 21. 6.0 1.8 1.58 .35 ©.50 10.8
310.8 2.0

©.14728E+80 1375.60 8.00 0.8 Winter 8-360 10011001
-1.39 0.943 -9.900 ©.820 -999. 21. 6.01.088 1.58 .35 ©.50 10.8
310.8 2.0

8.14377E+80 1400. 00 9.00 9.8 Winter 8-360 10011001
-1.39 0.943 -9.900 ©.820 -999. 21. 6.0 1.8 1.58 .35 ©.50 10.8
3le.8 2.0

©.14835E+80 1425.60 8.00 0.8 Winter 8-360 10011001
-1.39 0.943 -9.900 ©.820 -999. 21. 6.0 1.0 1.5 .35 ©.50 10.8
310.8 2.0

@.13708E+80 1450. 680 9.00 0.8 Winter 8-360 18011001
-1.39 0.943 -9.900 ©.820 -999. 21. 6.0 1.8 1.58 .35 ©.50 10.8
3le.s 2.0

8.13394E+80 1475.60 8.00 0.8 Winter 8-360 10011001
-1.39 ©.843 -9.808 ©.820 -999. 21, 6.01.88 1.58 .35 @.50 10.8
310.8 2.0

©.13093E+00 1500. 88 @.00 0.8 Winter @-368 18811661
-1.39 0.943 -9.900 ©.820 -999. 21. 6.0 1.8 1.58 .35 ©.50 10.8
310.8 2.0

©.12803E+80 1525.6@ 8.00 0.8 Winter 8-360 10011001
-1.39 0.943 -9.900 ©.820 -999. 21. 6.0 1.8 1.58 .35 ©.50 10.8
310.8 2.0

8.12525E+80 1550. 6@ 8.00 5.8 Winter 8-360 10011001
-1.39 0.943 -9.900 ©.820 -999. 21. 6.0 1.8 1.58 .35 ©.50 10.8
310.8 2.0

8.12257E+80 1575.6@ 8.00 5.8 Winter 8-360 10011001
-1.39 0.943 -9.900 ©.820 -999. 21. 6.0 1.8 1.58 .35 ©.50 10.8
3l10.8 2.0

©.11999E+80 1600. 60 8.00 5.8 Winter 8-360 10011001
-1.39 ©0.943 -9.900 ©.820 -999. 21. 6.0 1.0 1.5 .35 ©.50 10.@

R\Mﬁ. 2.0-309



Section 2

City of Riverside

Responses to Comments

3le.a 2.8

-1.38 8.843 -9,

@.11758E+8a

jle.a 2.8

-1.38 8.843 -9.

@.11511E+8a

3la.a z2.8

-1.38 8.843 -9.

2.11279E+2e

jle.a 2.8

-1.38 8.843 -9,

@.11855E+8a

3le.a 2.8

-1.38 8.843 -9,

@.18839E+82

3le.a 2.8

-1.38 8.843 -9,

@.18538E+8a

jle.a 2.8

-1.38 @.843 -9,

@.18429E+8@

3le.a 2.8

-1.38 8.843 -9,

@.18234E+8a

jle.a 2.8

-1.38 8.843 -9.

@.18846E+0a

3le.a 2.8

-1.38 8.843 -9,

@.98631E-81

jle.a 2.8

-1.38 8.843 -9,

2.96864E-81

3le.a z2.8

-1.38 8.843 -9.

@.95153E-81

jle.a 2.8

-1.38 8.843 -9,

8.93492E-81

jle.a 2.8

-1.38 @.843 -9,

@.91873E-81

3le.a 2.8

-1.38 8.843 -9,

@.983a3E-81

jle.a 2.8

-1.38 @.843 -9,

@.88788E-81

3le.a 2.8

2.0-310

2.87328E-21

]

2ea

2ea

]

2ea

]

2ea

]

2ea

]

]

2ea

]

2ea

]

2ea

1625. 088

@.82e -999,

1658, 8

8.828 -999.

1675.8@

2.828 -999.

178a. e

@.82e -999,

1725.8@

2.826 -9499,

1758. 8

@.82e -999,

1775.88

9.828 -9599.

188,

@.82e -999,

1825.080

8.826 -999.

1858.8e

@.82e -999,

1875. 080

@.82e -999,

1508.8a

2.826 -999.

1925. 88

@.82e -999,

1958.88

2.828 -999.

15975. 88

@.82e -999,

20988, 8d

8.828 -999.

2025.8e

a.8a

21.

21.

21.

21.

21.

21.

21.

21.

21.

21.

21.

21.

21.

a.ae

Winter

.age 1.

Winter

.68 1.

Winter

.e80 1.

Winter

.age 1.

Winter

.e80 1.

Winter

.age 1.

Winter

.08 1.

Winter

.age 1.

Winter

.680 1.

Winter

.age 1.

Winter

.age 1.

Winter

.08 1.

Winter

.age 1.

Winter

.080 1.

Winter

.age 1.

Winter

.680 1.

Winter

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

58

58

58

58

5@

58

L]

58

58

58

58

58

58

5@

58

5@

a-308
a.35

8-368
@.35

8-368
a.35

a-308
a.35

8-360
@.35

a-308
a.35

8-360
@.35

a-308
a.35

8-368
@.35

8-368
a.35

a-308
a.35

8-360
@.35

a-308
a.35

8-360
@.35

a-308
a.35

8-368
@.35

B8-368

1aalleal

a.58 1a.

1aalleal

a.5a 1a.

1aalleal

a.5a 1a.

1aalleal

a.58 1a.

lealleal

a.58  1a.

1aalleal

a.58 1a.

1eelleal

a.58 18,

1aalleal

a.58 1a.

1aalleal

a.5a 1a.

1aalleal

a.58 1a.

1aalleal

a.58 1a.

lealleal

a.58  1a.

1aalleal

a.58 1a.

1eelleal

a.58  1a.

1aalleal

a.58 1a.

1aalleal

a.5a 1a.

1aalleal

RA



City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

RA

-1.38 8.843 -9.

jla.a

@.85864E-81
-1.38 8.843 -9,

3la.a

@.84467E-81
-1.38 8.843 -9.

318.a

@.83101E-81
-1.38 8.843 -9,

jle.a

@.81773E-01
-1.38 8.843 -9.

3l18.a

@.88432E-01
-1.38 8.843 -9,

jle.a

@.79226E-81
-1.38 8.843 -9,

3l@.a

9. 7Ee04E-a1
-1.38 8.843 -9.

3la.a

2.76814E-81
-1.38 @.843 -9,

3la.a

9.75650E-81
-1.38 @.843 -9,

jla.a

2. 74528E-81
-1.38 @.843 -9,

3la.a

9.73433E-81
-1.38 8.843 -9.

318.a

@.72364E-81
-1.38 8.843 -9,

jle.a

@.71328E-81
-1.38 8.843 -9.

3l18.a

@.78302E-81
-1.38 8.843 -9,

jle.a

@.569389E-81
-1.38 8.843 -9.

3l@.a

@.68348E-81
-1.38 8.843 -9,

3la.a

2.8

2.9

2.8

2.0

2.8

2.9

2.8

2.0

2.9

2.8

2.9

2.8

2.0

2.8

2.9

2.8

2.0

eaa

288

28

28

28

28

28

eaa

Baa

(a1

Baa

(a1

288

28

28

28

28

9.828 -999.

29568.0a

2.828 -999.

2875 .88

9.828 -999.

21ga.ea

2.828 -999.

2125 .88

9.828 -999.

21568.88

9.828 -999.

2175 .88

9.828 -999.

2298.0a

9.828 -999.

2225.088

9.828 -999.

22568, 8@

9.828 -959.

2275 .08

9.828 -999.

2386.8a

9.828 -959.

2325.08

2.828 -999.

2358. 88

9.828 -999.

2375.08

2.828 -999.

24P .82

9.828 -999.

2425.08

9.828 -999.

.0ea 1.

Winter

.eea 1.

Winter

.68 1.

Winter

.eea 1.

Winter

.68 1.

Winter

.eea 1.

Winter

.6ee 1.

Winter

.0ea 1.

Winter

.aea 1.

Winter

.68 1.

Winter

.aea 1.

Winter

.68 1.

Winter

.eea 1.

Winter

.68 1.

Winter

.eea 1.

Winter

.68 1.

Winter

.eea 1.

sa

58

]

58

]

58

58

sa

5@

]

5@

]

58

]

58

]

58

@.35

a-368
a.35

a-368
@.35

a-368
@.35

a-368
@.35

a-36@
@.35

a-368
@.35

a-36@
@.35

a-36@
a.35

a-3o8
@.35

a-36@
a.35

a-3o8
@.35

a-368
a.35

a-368
@.35

a-368
@.35

a-368
@.35

a-36@
@.35

Responses to Comments

a.5e 1.

laalleal

a.5a 18.

1aa1l18al

a.56 1.

l1@alleal

a.58 1.

1aallaal

a.5a 1.

1@alleal

a.56 18,

12al1laal

a.5a 18.

lgalleal

a.5e 1.

1aalleal

a.58 1.

lsalleal

a.58 1.

1aalleal

a.58 1.

lsalleal

a.58 1.

laalleal

a.5a 18.

1aa1l18al

a.56 1.

l1@alleal

a.58 1.

1aallaal

a.5a 1.

1@alleal

a.56 18,

2.0-311



Section 2 City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR
@.67395E-01 2450. 60 0.0 10.@ Winter 9-360 10911001
-1.39 ©.043 -9.900 ©.020 -999. 21. 6.0 1.000 1.50 ©.35 ©.50 10.0

3.0 2.0

0.66476E-01 2475.00 8.0 10.@ Winter 8-360 10911001
-1.30 ©.043 -9.900 ©.620 -999. 21. 6.0 1.060 1.58 ©.35 ©.580 10.0
3.0 2.0

@.65578E-01 2500. 00 8.0 10.@ Winter 8-360 10911001
-1.30 ©.843 -9.900 ©.620 -999. 21. 6.0 1.080 1.58 ©.35 9.50 10.0
3.0 2.0

0.64702E-01 2525.00 8.0 10.@ Winter 8-360 10911001
-1.30 ©.843 -9.900 ©.620 -999. 21. 6.0 1.080 1.58 ©.35 9.50 10.0
3.0 2.0

0.63844E-01 2550. 00 8.0 10.@ Winter 8-360 10911001
-1.30 ©.843 -9.900 ©.620 -999. 21. 6.0 1.080 1.58 ©.35 9.50 10.0
jle.8 2.8

©.63002E-01 257500 0.8 10.@ Winter 8-358 10011001
-1.30 ©.943 -9.900 ©.020 -999. 21. 6.0 1.8 1.58 ©.35 9.580 10.9
3.0 2.8

©.62180E-01 2600. 00 8.0 10.@ Winter 8-368 100811001
-1.30 ©.943 -9.900 ©.020 -999. 21. 6.0 1.8 1.58 ©.35 @.580 10.9
31e.8 2.8

0.61377E-01 2625. 60 8.0 10.8 Winter 9-368 100911001
-1.30 ©.043 -9.900 ©.020 -999. 21. 6.0 1.060 1.50 ©.35 ©.580 10.8
318.0 2.8

.6@8591E-01 2650. 00 0.0 10.@ Winter 9-360 10911001
-1.30 ©.043 -9.900 ©.620 -999. 21. 6.0 1.080 1.58 ©.35 ©.580 10.0
3.0 2.0

@.6@396E-01 2675.00 0.08 0.0 Winter 9-360 10911001
-1.30 ©.843 -9.900 ©.620 -999. 21. 6.0 1.060 1.58 ©.35 9.50 10.0
3.0 2.0

0.59632E-01 2700. 00 0.08 0.0 Winter 8-360 10911001
-1.30 ©.843 -9.900 ©.620 -999. 21. 6.0 1.060 1.58 ©.35 9.50 10.0
3.0 2.0

@.58884E-01 2725.00 0.08 0.0 Winter 8-360 10911001
-1.30 ©.843 -9.900 ©.620 -999. 21. 6.0 1.060 1.58 ©.35 9.50 10.0
3.0 2.0

@.58153E-01 2750. 00 0.08 0.0 Winter 8-360 10911001
-1.38 ©.843 -9.90@ ©.020 -999. 21. 6.8 1.8 1.58 ©.35 @.59 10.8
j1e.8 2.8

8.57437E-01 2775.00 @.08 0.8 Winter 8-358 10011001
-1.39 ©.943 -9.900 ©.020 -999. 21. 6.0 1.8 1.58 ©.35 9.580 10.9
3.8 2.8

.56736E-01 2800. 00 @.08 0.8 Winter @-368 10911001
-1.390 ©.943 -9.9080 ©.020 -999. 21. 6.8 1.8 1.58 ©.35 @.580 10.9
31e.8 2.8

©.56849E-01 2825. 00 0.08 0.8 Winter 9-368 100911001
-1.30 ©.043 -9.900 ©.020 -999. 21. 6.0 1.000 1.58 ©.35 ©.50 10.8
318.0 2.8

8.55377E-01 2850. 00 0.08 0.0 Winter 9-360 10911001
-1.30 ©.043 -9.900 ©.620 -999. 21. 6.0 1.080 1.58 ©.35 ©.580 10.0

2.0-312 R\Mﬁ‘.



City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

RA

3la.a 2.8
2.547159E-81

-1.38 @.843 -9,

jla.a z2.8
@.54875E-81

-1.38 @.843 -9,

jle.a 2.8
@.53443E-01

-1.38 @.843 -9,

jle.a 2.8
8.52824E-01

-1.38 @8.843 -9,

3la.a 2.8
2.52217E-81

-1.38 @.843 -9,

jla.a z2.8
@.51622E-81

-1.38 @.843 -9,

jle.a 2.8
8.51839E-01

-1.38 @.843 -9,

3le.a 2.9
2.58468E-81

-1.38 @8.843 -9,

3la.a 2.8
@.499a7E-81

-1.38 @.843 -9,

jla.a z2.8
@.49357E-81

-1.38 @.843 -9,

jle.a 2.8
2. 48817E-01

-1.38 @.843 -9,

3le.a 2.9
2.48288E-01

-1.38 @8.843 -9,

3la.a 2.8
2.47768E-81

-1.38 @.843 -9,

jle.a z2.8
@.47258E-81

-1.38 @.843 -9,

jle.a 2.8
2.46757E-81

-1.38 @.843 -9,

3le.a 2.9
2.46266E-81

-1.38 @8.843 -9,

3la.a 2.8
2.45783E-81

oae

aae

oaa

2ae

oae

aae

oaa

2ae

oae

aae

oaa

2ae

oae

aae

oaa

2ae

2875.80

2.828 -999.

2908. 6

8.82e -999.

2925, 80

@.828 -999,

2958, 88

2.828 -999.

2975.8e

2.828 -999.

joaa.aa

8.82e -999.

3825, 89

@.828 -999,

3058. 88

2.828 -999.

3975.89

2.828 -999.

Flee.aa

8.82e -999.

3125.8@

@.828 -999,

3158. 8

2.828 -999.

3175.80

2.828 -999.

j2ee.a

8.82e -999.

3225.00

@.828 -999,

3258.80

2.828 -999.

3275.680

a.0e

Winter

.0ee 1.

Winter

.0ee 1.

Winter

.aee 1.

Winter

.oae 1.

Winter

.0ee 1.

Winter

.0ee 1.

Winter

.aee 1.

Winter

.oae 1.

Winter

.0ee 1.

Winter

.0ee 1.

Winter

.aee 1.

Winter

.oae 1.

Winter

.0ee 1.

Winter

.0ee 1.

Winter

.aee 1.

Winter

.oae 1.

Winter

]

58

5@

5a

]

58

5@

5a

]

58

5@

5a

]

58

5@

5a

Responses to Comments

8-360
8.35

8-360
8.35

a-308
8.35

8-368
@.35

8-360
8.35

8-360
8.35

a-308
8.35

B8-368
@.35

8-360
8.35

8-368
8.35

a-308
8.35

B-368
@.35

8-360
8.35

8-368
8.35

a-308
8.35

B-368
@.35

8-360

lealleal

a.5a 1a.

lealleal

a.5a 1a.

laalleal

a.5a 18,

laalleal

a.5a 1a.

lealleal

a.5a 1a.

lealleal

a.5a 1a.

laalleal

a.5a 18,

laalleal

a.5a 1a.

lealleal

a.5a 1a.

lealleal

a.5a 1a.

laalleal

a.5a 18,

lealleal

a.5a 1a.

lealleal

a.5a 1a.

lealleal

a.5a 1a.

laalleal

a.5a 18,

lealleal

a.5a 1a.

lealleal

2.0-313



Section 2

City of Riverside

Responses to Comments

-1.38 @.843 -9

3la.a 2.8

-1.38 @.843 -9

2.45389E-a1

3le.a 2.8

-1.38 @.843 -9

@.44543E-81

3la.a 2.8

-1.38 @.843 -9

@.44386E-01

3la.a 2.8

-1.38 @.843 -9

8.43936E-a1

3la.a 2.8

-1.38 @.843 -9

2.43495E-a1

3la.a 2.8

-1.38 @.243 -9

2.43861E-a1

3le.a 2.8

-1.38 @.843 -9

@.42635E-81

3la.a 2.8

-1.38 @.843 -9

2.42215E-81

3le.a 2.8

-1.38 @.843 -9

2.41823E-a1

3la.a 2.8

-1.38 @.843 -9

2.41398E-81

3la.a 2.8

-1.38 @.243 -9

@.41088E-a1

3le.a 2.8

-1.38 @.843 -9

2. 48088E-81

3la.a 2.8

-1.38 @.843 -9

2.48222E-81

3la.a 2.8

-1.38 @.843 -9

@.39843E-81

3la.a 2.8

-1.38 @.843 -9

@.39478E-a1

3la.a 2.8

-1.38 @.843 -9

8.39183E-11

3la.a z2.8

2.0-314

e

e

.oaa

e

e

e

.oaa

.oaa

.oaa

e

e

.oaa

.oaa

.oaa

e

e

.oaa

a.828 -999.

3ijea.ead

a.828 -999.

3325.8@

8.828 -999.

335@.8e

2.828 -999,

3375.8@

a.828 -999.

3408 .89

a.828 -999.

3425.89

8.828 -999.

3458.09

2.828 -94%9.

3475.8a

2.828 -999.

3ihea.ed

a.828 -999.

3525.8@

a.828 -999.

3558.0e

8.828 -999.

3575.89

2.828 -94%9.

3608.8a

2.828 -999.

3625.80

a.828 -999.

3658.89

a.828 -999.

3675.0e

8.828 -999.

.gee 1.

Winter

.gee 1.

Winter

.088 1.

Winter

.e8e 1.

Winter

.gee 1.

Winter

.gee 1.

Winter

.68@ 1.

Winter

.08e 1.

Winter

.eee 1.

Winter

.gee 1.

Winter

.gee 1.

Winter

.68@ 1.

Winter

.08e 1.

Winter

.eee 1.

Winter

.gee 1.

Winter

.gee 1.

Winter

.68@ 1.

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

5@

5@

5@

5a

5@

5@

5@

1]

58

5@

5@

5@

1]

58

5@

5@

5@

a.35

a-308
a.35

8-368
@.35

8-368
@.35

a-308
a.35

a-308
a.35

a-368
@.35

8-368
@.35

8-368
@.35

a-308
a.35

a-308
a.35

B8-368
@.35

8-368
@.35

B-368
@.35

a-308
a.35

a-308
a.35

B8-368
@.35

a.58 1a.

1ealleal

a.58 1a.

lealleal

a.5a 18,

laelleal

a.58  1a.

1ealleal

a.58 1a.

1ealleal

a.58 1a.

1ealleal

a.3a 1a.

lealleal

a.5a 18,

1aalleal

a.58  1a.

1ealleal

a.58 1a.

1ealleal

a.58 1a.

lealleal

a.3a 1a.

laelleal

a.5a 18,

1aalleal

a.58  1a.

1ealleal

a.58 1a.

1ealleal

a.58 1a.

lealleal

a.5a 1a.

RA



City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

RA

9.38742E-01

-1.38 @8.843 -9,
jla.a 2.8

@.38387E-01

-1.38 @.843 -9,
3le.a 2.8

9.38837E-01

-1.38 @8.843 -9,
jla.a 2.8

@.37693E-81

-1.38 @.843 -9.
31@.8 2.8

@8.37354E-01

-1.38 @.843 -9,
jle.a z.8

@.37828E-01

-1.38 @8.843 -9,
jla.a 2.8

8.36692E-81

-1.38 @.843 -9,
3la.a 2.8

@.36363E-01

-1.38 @8.843 -9,
jla.a 2.8

9.36858E-a1

-1.38 @.843 -9.
3le.a 2.8

@.35736E-81

-1.38 @8.843 -9,
jla.a 2.8

@.35427E-81

-1.38 @.843 -9,
3le.a 2.8

8.35122E-81

-1.38 @8.843 -9,
jla.a 2.8

@.345822E-81

-1.38 @.843 -9,
31@.8 2.8

9.34527E-81

-1.38 @.843 -9,
jle.a z.8

@.34235E-81

-1.38 @.843 -9.
31@.8 2.8

9.33948E-81

-1.38 @.843 -9,
3la.a 2.8

@.33665E-81

-1.38 @8.843 -9,

378a. 88

988 o.e2@ -999,

3725.80

288 0.828 -999.

3750.08

988 o.e2@ -999,

3775.80

288 9.828 -999,

3gea. 08

988 o.e2@ -999,

3825.80

988 o.e2@ -999,

3850.08

288 @.828 -999.

3875.80

988 o.e2@ -999,

3980, 08

P88 @.828 -999.

3925.80

988 o.e2@ -999,

3958.80

o988 ©.828 -999.

3975.088

988 o.e2@ -999,

4088 . ag

288 9.828 -999,

4925.88

988 o.e2@ -999,

4850. 89

288 9.828 -999,

4975.88

988 o.e2@ -999,

4100. a2

988 o.e2@ -999,

Winter

.eee 1.

Winter

.68 1.

Winter

.eee 1.

Winter

.e8a 1.

Winter

.eee 1.

Winter

.eee 1.

Winter

.68 1.

Winter

.eee 1.

Winter

.680 1.

Winter

.eee 1.

Winter

.68 1.

Winter

.eee 1.

Winter

.e8e 1.

Winter

.eee 1.

Winter

.e8a 1.

Winter

.eee 1.

Winter

.eee 1.

5@

sa

5@

58

5@

5@

8

5@

58

5@

]

5@

58

5@

58

5@

5@

Responses to Comments

a-308
8.35

B8-368
@.35

a-308
8.35

8-368
@.35

a-308
8.35

8-368
a.35

a-368
8.35

B-368
a.35

a-368
B.35

B-368
a.35

B8-368
8.35

a-308
8.35

8-368
B.35

a-308
8.35

8-368
@.35

a-308
8.35

B8-368
a.35

laalleal

a.5a 1a.

laalleal

a.5a  1a.

laalleal

a.5a 1a.

l1aalleal

a.5a  1a.

laalleal

a.5a 1a.

1aalleal

a.5a 1a.

laalleal

a.5a 1a.

1aalleal

a.5a 1a.

laalleal

a.5a 1a.

1aallaal

a.5a 1a.

laalleal

a.5a  1a.

laalleal

a.5a 1a.

l1aalleal

a.5a 14,

laalleal

a.5a 1a.

1aalleal

a.5a  1a.

laalleal

a.5a 1a.

1aalleal

a.5a 1a.

2.0-315



Section 2

City of Riverside

3lg.a 2.9
@.33387E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9
3lg.a 2.9
9.33112E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9
ila.a 2.9
9.32841E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9
3lg.a 2.9
8.32574E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9
ila.a 2.9
9.32310E-81
-1.38 @.843 -9
3lg.a 2.9
2.32851E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9
ila.a 2.9
@.31794E-81
-1.38 @.843 -9
3lg.a 2.9
2.31542E-81
-1.38 @.843 -9
ila.a 2.9
9.31293E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9
3lg.a 2.9
@.31847E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9
ila.a 2.9
9.38824E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9
3lg.a 2.9
@.38565E-081
-1.38 @.843 -9
ila.a 2.9
9.38329E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9
3lg.a 2.9
9.38896E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9
ila.a 2.9
9.29866E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9
3lg.a 2.9
9.29548E-81
-1.38 @.843 -9
ila.a 2.9
9.29416E-01

2.0-316

Responses to Comments

4125.80

.008 @.828 -999.

4149.99

008 @.820 -999,

4175.80

.008 @.828 -999.

4208, 00

008 @.820 -999,

4225.80

.008 @.828 -999.

4250.00

008 @.820 -999,

4275.80

.008 @.828 -999.

4300.00

008 @.820 -999,

4325.00

.008 @.828 -999.

4358.00

008 @.820 -999,

4375.00

.008 @.828 -999.

4458 . 89

008 @.820 -999,

44735, 00

.008 @.828 -999.

4449,99

008 @.820 -999,

4475 .00

.008 @.828 -999.

4508, 809

008 @.820 -999,

4525.8@

2.8a

a.8a

28.

1a.

1a.

1a.

1a.

Winter

.ege 1.

Winter

.eee 1.

Winter

.ege 1.

Winter

.eee 1.

Winter

.ege 1.

Winter

.eee 1.

Winter

.ege 1.

Winter

.eee 1.

Winter

.ege 1.

Winter

.eee 1.

Winter

.ege 1.

Winter

.eee 1.

Winter

.ege 1.

Winter

.eee 1.

Winter

.ege 1.

Winter

.eee 1.

Winter

58

58

58

58

58

58

58

58

58

58

58

58

58

58

58

58

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

8-360
@.35

8-360
8.35

8-360
@.35

8-360
8.35

8-360
@.35

8-360
8.35

8-360
@.35

8-360
8.35

8-360
@.35

8-360
8.35

8-360
@.35

8-360
8.35

8-360
@.35

8-360
8.35

8-360
@.35

8-360
8.35

8-360

leglleal

a.5a 1a8.

1eellaal

a.58  18.

leglleal

a.5a 1a8.

1eellaal

a.58  18.

leglleal

a.5a 1a8.

1eellaal

a.58  18.

leglleal

a.5a 1a8.

1eellaal

a.58  18.

1eellaal

a.5a 1a8.

leglleal

a.58  18.

1eellaal

a.5a 1a8.

leglleal

a.58  18.

1eellaal

a.5a 1a8.

leglleal

a.58  18.

1eellaal

a.5a 1a8.

leglleal

a.58  18.

1eellaal

RVA



City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

-1.38 @8.843 -9

31@.8

@.29195E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9

31@.8

@.28977E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9

31@.8

@.28762E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9

31@.8

@.285459E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9

31@.8

@.28340E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9

31@.8

@.28133E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9

31@.8

@.27928E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9

31@.8

@.27726E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9

31@.8

@.27527E-081
-1.38 @8.843 -9

31@.8

@.27330E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9

31@.8

@.27135E-081
-1.38 @8.843 -9

31@.8

2.26843E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9

31@.8

@.26753E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9

31@.8

@.26566E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9

31@.8

@.26380E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9

31@.8

@.26198E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9

31@.8

RVA

2.0

2.@

2.0

2.@

2.0

2.@

2.0

2.@

2.@

2.0

2.@

2.0

2.@

2.0

2.@

2.0

2.@

.opa  9.e20 -999,

4558, 8@

.opa  9.e20 -999,

4575. 00

.0ba  9.820 -999,

4558, 88

.opa  9.e20 -999,

4625, 00

.0ba  9.820 -999,

4658, 00

.opa  9.e20 -999,

4575, 00

.0ba  9.820 -999,

4788, 00

.opa  9.e20 -999,

4725, 00

.0ba  9.820 -999,

4758 .00

.opa  9.e20 -999,

4775. 00

.0ba  9.820 -999,

4308, 00

.opa  9.e20 -999,

4825, 00

.0ba  9.820 -999,

4358, 00

.opa  9.e20 -999,

4875. 00

.0ba  9.820 -999,

4958, 6e

.opa  9.e20 -999,

4925, 00

.0ba  9.820 -999,

15.

.ege 1.

Winter

.ege 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

.ege 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

.ege 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

.ege 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

.ege 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

.ege 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

.ege 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

.ege 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

58

58

5@

58

5@

58

5@

58

5@

58

5@

58

5@

58

5@

58

5@

a-308
a.35

a-36e
8.35

a-308
a.35

a-36e
8.35

a-308
a.35

a-36e
8.35

a-308
a.35

a-36e
8.35

a-308
a.35

a-36e
8.35

a-308
a.35

a-36e
8.35

a-308
a.35

a-36e
8.35

a-308
a.35

a-36e
8.35

a.5a8 1a.

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

Responses to Comments

2.0-317



Section 2 City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

8.26817E-01 4950, 0@ 8.08 5.0 Winter 8-360 10011001

-1.39 ©.043 -9.000 ©.820 -999. 21, 6.0 1.0 1.58 ©.35 0.5 18.8

318.8 2.0
8.25838E-01 4975.00 8.6 0.0 Winter 8-368 10011001

-1.39 ©.043 -9.900 ©.820 -999. 21. 6.0 1.8 1.58 ©.35 0.5 18.e

318.8 2.0
8.25661E-01 5000 .80 6.00 0.0 Winter 8-360 10011001

-1.30 ©.043 -09.000 ©.820 -999. 21. 6.0 1.8 1.50 ©.35 9.5 18.e

318.8 2.0

2.0-318 R\Mﬁﬁ



City of

Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

Start date and time

84/26/21 14:25:84

AERSCREEN 16216

Crestview Apartments Operation

RA

Crestview Apartments Operation

METRIC
** AREADATA *#* ------oooooo- oo
Emission Rate: @.125E-82 g/s
Area Height: 3.88 meters
Area Source Length: 268.98 meters
Area Source Width: 147 .08 meters
Vertical Dimension: 1.58 meters
Model Mode: URBAN
Population: 326414

Dist to Ambient Air:

#+ BUILDING DATA **

DATA ENTRY VALIDATION

1.2 meters

ENGLISH

8.992E-82 1b/hr

9.84 feet

853.82 feet

482.28 feet

4.92 feet

. feet

Responses to Comments
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Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

No Building Downwash Parameters

#* TERRAIN DATA **

No Terrain Elevations

Source Base Elevation: 2.8 meters 2.8 feet
Probe distance: @0, meters 16484, feet
No flagpole receptors

Mo discrete receptors used

*#* FUMIGATION DATA *=*

No fumigation requested

#* METEOROLOGY DATA *#
Min/Max Temperature: 258.8 / 318.8 K -9.7/ 98.3Deg F

Minimum Wind Speed: 8.5 m/s

2.0-320 R\Mﬁ‘.



City of Riverside Section 2.0
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Responses to Comments

Anemometer Height: 18.08e8 meters

Dominant Surface Profile: Urban

Dominant Climate Type: Average Molsture
Surface friction wvelocity (u®): not adjusted

DEBUG OPTION ON

AERSCREEN output file:

2821.84.26_Crestview_Operation.out

**% AFRSCREEN Rum is Ready to Begin

No terrain used, AERMAP will not be run

B e T R et e e ey

SURFACE CHARACTERISTICS & MAKEMET

Obtaining surface characteristics...

R\Mﬁ‘. 2.0-321
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Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

Using AERMET seasonal surface characteristics for Urban with Average Moisture

Season Albedo Ba o

Winter 8.35 1.58 1.008
Spring 8.14 1.04 1.088
Summer .16 2.89 1.80@
Autumn B.18 2.00 1.008

Creating met files aerscreen_@l1 @1.sfc & aerscreen_@1_@1.pfl
Creating met files aerscreen_@2_@1.sfc & aerscreen_82_g8l.pfl
Creating met files aerscreen_@3 @1.sfc & aerscreen_@3_@l1.pfl
Creating met files aerscreen_@4_@1.sfc & aerscreen_84_g8l.pfl
Buildings and/or terrain present or rectangular area source, skipping probe

FLOWSECTOR  started @4/26/21 14:25:55

FRFEEXRFEFEXFEFEXREFEXRIREXEIFEEEIFERERTFEEES

Running AERMOD

Processing Winter

Processing surface roughness sector 1

2.0-322 RVA
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FhkEkkkkFdkikRdkidbk kbR ki rk Rk kbbb ke k bk ek ke bk kE

Processing wind flow sector 1
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Winter sector

*hkFEEXERS WARNING MESSAGES EERTREEE

#%k  NONE  #4E

FEFEFREEEXXIFEXRIFEERIFEFRIFEEXRFEEXR TR EXRFEERRTERE RS

Processing wind flow sector 2
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Winter sector

FokdkkFdkkE WARMNING MESSAGES FhkEkEdk

®EF MNOME k¥

B e E T L T T T e ST

Processing wind flow sector 3
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Winter sector

ok FEEFEFE WARNING MESSAGES FhEFEEEE

#%k  NONE  #4E

RVA

Responses to Comments

1a
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B L T T T

Processing wind flow sector 4

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Winter sector

FEEEEFES HWARNING MESSAGES FEkERFEE

*Ek MNOME TEE

FEEXEFEFXIFEFXIFEEXRFEEXRFEEXRFEEXRFERERFEREXTERE LR RS

Processing wind flow sector 5

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Winter sector

FEEFEFEE WARNING MESSAGES FHEEFEFE

k% NONE  #dk

FhkidkkdkidkEr bbbk dkirkdkrkdbk kbbb kbbb ik bk dhkikE

Processing wind flow sector 6

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Winter sector

FEEEEFES HWARNING MESSAGES FEkERFEE

k% NONE  #dk

FEEXEFEFXIFEFXIFEEXRFEEXRFEEXRFEEXRFERERFEREXTERE LR RS

2.0-324
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15
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Processing wind flow sector 7
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Winter sector
EEFEEXEKE mRNIm MESS.A.GES ExkEkERK

#%k  NONE  #4E

*kEkkkkEkkdkFhkdkkkk bk ik idk i bk kb ek d ke bk E

Running AERMOD

Processing Spring
Processing surface roughness sector 1

FEFEFREEEXXIFEXRIFEERIFEFRIFEEXRFEEXR TR EXRFEERRTERE RS

Processing wind flow sector 1
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Spring sector

ok FEEFEFE WARNING MESSAGES FhEFEEEE

®EF MNOME k¥

B e E T L T T T e ST

Processing wind flow sector 2

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Spring sector

RVA

3a

Responses to Comments
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*kkkhkE WARNING MESSAGES FhkEkEdkk

*Ek MNOME TEE

B L T T T

Processing wind flow sector 3

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Spring sector

FEEEEFES HWARNING MESSAGES FEkERFEE

k% NONE  #dk

FEEXEFEFXIFEFXIFEEXRFEEXRFEEXRFEEXRFERERFEREXTERE LR RS

Processing wind flow sector 4

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Spring sector

FEEFEFEE WARNING MESSAGES FHEEFEFE

*Ek MNOME TEE

FhkidkkdkidkEr bbbk dkirkdkrkdbk kbbb kbbb ik bk dhkikE

Processing wind flow sector 5

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Spring sector

2.0-326
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18

15

28
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*hkFEEXERS WARNING MESSAGES EERTREEE

®EF MNOME k¥

FhkEkkkkFdkikRdkidbk kbR ki rk Rk kbbb ke k bk ek ke bk kE

Processing wind flow sector 6
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Spring sector

FokdkkFdkkE WARMNING MESSAGES FhkEkEdk

#%k  NONE  #4E

FhkEkkkkFdkikRdkidbk kbR ki rk Rk kbbb ke k bk ek ke bk kE

Processing wind flow sector 7
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Spring sector

*hkFEEXERS WARNING MESSAGES EERTREEE

®EF MNOME k¥

*kEkkkkEkkdkFhkdkkkk bk ik idk i bk kb ek d ke bk E

Running AERMOD

Processing Summer

Processing surface roughness sector 1

RVA

25

38

Responses to Comments
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Responses to Comments

FhkEkkkkFdkikEdkikk kbbb ii bRk kb kbbb ek kb ek bk ik E

Processing wind flow sector 1

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Summer sector

*hkFEEXERS WARNING MESSAGES EERTREEE

®EF MNOME k¥

FEXEFREEEXRIFEXXIFEERIFEFRIFEREXRFEEXRFEEXRFEEXRTERE RS

Processing wind flow sector 2

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Summer sector

ok FEEFEFE WARNING MESSAGES FhEFEEEE

#%k  NONE  #4E

FhkEkkkkFdkikEdkikk kbbb ii bRk kb kbbb ek kb ek bk ik E

Processing wind flow sector 3

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Summer sector

*hkFEEXERS WARNING MESSAGES EERTREEE

#%k  NONE  #4E

FEXEFREEEXRIFEXXIFEERIFEFRIFEREXRFEEXRFEEXRFEEXRTERE RS

2.0-328

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

1a

RVA



City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

Processing wind flow sector 4
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Summer sector

*hkFEEXERS WARNING MESSAGES EERTREEE

#%k  NONE  #4E

FEFEFREEEXXIFEXRIFEERIFEFRIFEEXRFEEXR TR EXRFEERRTERE RS

Processing wind flow sector 5
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Summer sector

ok FEEFEFE WARNING MESSAGES FhEFEEEE

®EF MNOME k¥

FhkEkkkkFdkikRdkidbk kbR ki rk Rk kbbb ke k bk ek ke bk kE

Processing wind flow sector 6
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Summer sector

*hkFEEXERS WARNING MESSAGES EERTREEE

#%k  NONE  #4E

FEFEFREEEXXIFEXRIFEERIFEFRIFEEXRFEEXR TR EXRFEERRTERE RS

Processing wind flow sector 7

RVA

Responses to Comments

15

28

25
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AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Summer sector 3@

FEEFEFEE WARNING MESSAGES FHEEFEFE

*Ek MNOME TEE

FkEdkkdkikkEr bbbk dkErkEkbrkrk kbbb kb bbik®

Running AERMOD

Processing Autumn

Processing surface roughness sector 1

FhkidkkdkidkEr bbbk dkirkdkrkdbk kbbb kbbb ik bk dhkikE

Processing wind flow sector 1
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Autumn sector @

FEEEEFES HWARNING MESSAGES FEkERFEE

k% NONE  #dk

FEEXEFEFXIFEFXIFEEXRFEEXRFEEXRFEEXRFERERFEREXTERE LR RS

Processing wind flow sector 2

AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Autumn sector 5

2.0-330 RVA
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ok FEEFEFE WARNING MESSAGES FhEFEEEE

#%k  NONE  #4E

FEFEFREEEXXIFEXRIFEERIFEFRIFEEXRFEEXR TR EXRFEERRTERE RS

Processing wind flow sector 3
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Autumn sector

*hkFEEXERS WARNING MESSAGES EERTREEE

®EF MNOME k¥

FEFEFREEEXXIFEXRIFEERIFEFRIFEEXRFEEXR TR EXRFEERRTERE RS

Processing wind flow sector 4
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Autumn sector

ok FEEFEFE WARNING MESSAGES FhEFEEEE

#%k  NONE  #4E

B e E T L T T T e ST

Processing wind flow sector 5
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Autumn sector

*hkFEEXERS WARNING MESSAGES EERTREEE

RVA

Responses to Comments

1a

15

28
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*Ek MNOME TEE

FhkidkkdkidkEr bbbk dkirkdkrkdbk kbbb kbbb ik bk dhkikE

Processing wind flow sector 6
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Autumn sector 25

FEEEEFES HWARNING MESSAGES FEkERFEE

k% NONE  #dk

FEEXEFEFXIFEFXIFEEXRFEEXRFEEXRFEEXRFERERFEREXTERE LR RS

Processing wind flow sector 7
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for FLOWSECTOR stage 2 Autumn sector 3@

FEEFEFEE WARNING MESSAGES FHEEFEFE

*Ek mNE TEE
FLOWSECTOR  ended @4/26/21 14:26:12
REFINE started @4/26/21 14:26:12
AERMOD Finishes Successfully for REFINE stage 3 Winter sector @

FEEFEFEE WARNING MESSAGES FHEEFEFE

2.0-332 RVA
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EEk NONE  FEk

REFINE ended 84/26/21 14:26:14

RA

FkEEE kR Rk R Rk Rk Rk R Rk Rk kR Rk Rk Rk R Rk
AERSCREEN Finished Successfully

With no errors or warnings

Check log file for details

FRFEEXRFEFEEFEFERRERERRIREXEIFEEEIFESEIFEEX LS

Ending date and time 84/26/21 14:26:16

Responses to Comments
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Concentration Distance Elevation Diag Season/Month Zo sector Date
Ha u* W= DT/DZ ZICMV ZIMCH M-0 LEN I8 BOWEM ALBEDD REF WS HT

REF TA HT

9.92997E+B8 1.8 a.8a @.e Winter a-368 leallael
-1.32 9.843 -9.808 9.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1.0080 1.54 @.35 8.5a 14.8
318.8 2.8

9.10883E+A1 25.8@ a.8a 8.2 Winter 8-368 lealleel
-1.328 @.843 -9.288 ©.8208 -999. 21. 5.8 1.28@ 1.5¢ @.35 a.5a 1a.8
31a.8 2.8

2.18630E+81 58.8a a.8a @.e Winter a-368 leallael
-1.32 9.843 -9.808 9.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1.0080 1.54 @.35 8.5a 14.8
318.8 2.8

9.11173E+81 75.88 a.8a 8.2 Winter 8-368 lealleel
-1.328 @.843 -9.288 ©.8208 -999. 21. 5.8 1.28@ 1.5¢ @.35 a.5a 1a.8
31a.8 2.8

9.11652E+81 188,80 a.ae 5.8 Winter a-368 leallael
-1.32 9.843 -9.808 9.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1.0080 1.54 @.35 8.5a 14.8
318.8 2.8

9.12886E+81 125.88 a.ee 5.8 Winter 8-368 lealleel
-1.328 @.843 -9.288 ©.8208 -999. 21. 5.8 1.28@ 1.5¢ @.35 a.5a 1a.8
31a.8 2.8
* 9.12183E+81 131.80 a.ae 5.8 Winter a-368 leallael
-1.32 9.843 -9.808 9.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1.0080 1.54 @.35 8.5a 14.8
318.8 2.8

9.11380E+81 158. 80 8.88 25.9 Winter 8-368 lealleel
-1.32 9.843 -9.808 9.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1.0080 1.54 @.35 8.5a 14.8
31a.8 2.8

9.81248E+88 175.80 a.88 25.@ Winter a-368 leallael
-1.328 @.843 -9.288 ©.8208 -999. 21. 5.8 1.28@ 1.5¢ @.35 a.5a 1a.8
318.8 2.8

9.65422E+88 208,89 8.88 25.9 Winter 8-368 lealleel
-1.32 9.843 -9.808 9.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1.0080 1.54 @.35 8.5a 14.8
31a.8 2.8

9.54956E+88 225,89 a.8a @.e Winter a-368 leallael
-1.328 @.843 -9.288 ©.8208 -999. 21. 5.8 1.28@ 1.5¢ @.35 a.5a 1a.8
318.8 2.8

9.48420E+08 258,89 a.8a 8.2 Winter 8-368 lealleel
-1.32 9.843 -9.808 9.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1.0080 1.54 @.35 8.5a 14.8
31a.8 2.8

2.43132E+08 275.89 a.8a @.e Winter a-368 leallael
-1.328 @.843 -9.288 ©.8208 -999. 21. 5.8 1.28@ 1.5¢ @.35 a.5a 1a.8
318.8 2.8

©.38736E+08 300, 80 a.8a 8.2 Winter 8-368 lealleel
-1.32 9.843 -9.808 9.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1.0080 1.54 @.35 8.5a 14.8
31a.8 2.8

9. 35854E+08 325.809 a.8a @.e Winter a-368 leallael
-1.328 @.843 -9.288 ©.8208 -999. 21. 5.8 1.28@ 1.5¢ @.35 a.5a 1a.8
318.8 2.8

9.31954E+88 358,80 a.8a 8.2 Winter 8-368 lealleel
-1.32 9.843 -9.808 9.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1.0080 1.54 @.35 8.5a 14.8
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RVA

-1.38 @8.843 -9

31@.8

@.18912E+00
-1.38 @8.843 -9

31@.8

2.18477E+08
-1.38 @.843 -9

31@.8

2. 10868E+20
-1.38 @8.843 -9

31@.8

@.96874E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9

31@.8

@.93382E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9

31@.8

@.89943E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9

31@.8

@.86797E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9

31@.8

@.83843E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9

31@.8

2.81e64E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9

31@.8

@.78447E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9

31@.8

@.75961E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9

31@.8

@.73596E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9

31@.8

@.71368E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9

31@.8

2.69242E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9

31@.8

@.67234E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9

31@.8

@.65326E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9

31@.8

2.0

2.@

2.0

2.@

2.0

2.@

2.0

2.@

2.@

2.0

2.@

2.0

2.@

2.0

2.@

2.0

2.@

. oaa

. oaa

.0

. oaa

.0

. oaa

.0

. oaa

.0

. oaa

.0

. oaa

.0

. oaa

.0

. oaa

.0

9.828 -999.

Baa.pe

9.828 -999.

825.00

9.820 -999.

858,80

9.828 -999.

B875.00

9.820 -999.

988 . e

9.828 -999.

925. 00

9.820 -999.

958. 8

9.828 -999.

975. 00

9.820 -999.

18,8

9.828 -999.

1825. 0

9.820 -999.

158,08

9.828 -999.

1875. 0@

9.820 -999.

1188, 8

9.828 -999.

1125.0@

9.820 -999.

1158.8@

9.828 -999.

1175. 0@

9.820 -999.

.ege 1.

Winter

.ege 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

.ege 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

.ege 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

.ege 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

.ege 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

.ege 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

.ege 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

.ege 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

58

58

5@

58

5@

58

5@

58

5@

58

5@

58

5@

58

5@

58

5@

a-308
a.35

a-36e
8.35

a-308
a.35

a-36e
8.35

a-308
a.35

a-36e
8.35

a-308
a.35

a-36e
8.35

a-308
a.35

a-36e
8.35

a-308
a.35

a-36e
8.35

a-308
a.35

a-36e
8.35

a-308
a.35

a-36e
8.35

a.5a8 1a.

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

Responses to Comments
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@.63513E-01 1208.88 a.ea @.e Winter a-362  lealleal
-1.38 @.843 -9.008 @.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1.28@ 1.58@ @.35 @.58 1a.@

31@.8 2.8

@.61787E-01 1225.88 a.ea @.e Winter a-362  lealleal
-1.38 @.843 -9.808 @.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1.2880 1.5 8.35 a.58 1a.@
31@.8 2.8

@.68143E-01 1258. 88 a.ea @.e Winter a-362  lealleel
-1.38 @.843 -9.008 @.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1.28@ 1.58@ @.35 @.58 1a.@
31@.8 2.8

@.58561E-81 1275.88 a.ea @.e Winter a-362  lealleal
-1.38 @.843 -9.808 @.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1.2880 1.5 8.35 a.58 1a.@
31@.8 2.8

@.57a852E-0a1 1308, 08 a.ea @.e Winter a-362  lealleel
-1.38 @.843 -9.008 @.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1.28@ 1.58@ @.35 @.58 1a.@
31@.8 2.8

@.55610E-81 1325.8@ a.ea @.e Winter a-362  lealleal
-1.38 @.843 -9.808 @.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1.2880 1.5 8.35 a.58 1a.@
31@.8 2.8

@.54231E-01 1358.08 a.ea @.e Winter a-362  lealleel
-1.38 @.843 -9.008 @.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1.28@ 1.58@ @.35 @.58 1a.@
31@.8 2.8

@.52912E-81 1375.88 a.ea @.e Winter a-362  lealleal
-1.38 @.843 -9.808 @.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1.2880 1.5 8.35 a.58 1a.@
31@.8 2.8

@.51648E-01 140a. 08 a.ea @.e Winter a-362  lealleel
-1.38 @.843 -9.808 @.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1.2880 1.5 8.35 a.58 1a.@
31@.8 2.8

@.58422E-01 1425.88 a.ea @.e Winter a-362  lealleal
-1.38 @.843 -9.008 @.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1.28@ 1.58@ @.35 @.58 1a.@
31@.8 2.8

@.49247E-01 145@. 88 a.ea @.e Winter a-362  lealleel
-1.38 @.843 -9.808 @.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1.2880 1.5 8.35 a.58 1a.@
31@.8 2.8

@.48119E-81 1475. 88 a.ea @.e Winter a-362  lealleal
-1.38 @.843 -9.008 @.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1.28@ 1.58@ @.35 @.58 1a.@
31@.8 2.8

@.47836E-01 1508, 88 a.ea @.e Winter a-362  lealleel
-1.38 @.843 -9.808 @.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1.2880 1.5 8.35 a.58 1a.@
31@.8 2.8

@.45995E-81 1525.88 a.ea @.e Winter a-362  lealleal
-1.38 @.843 -9.008 @.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1.28@ 1.58@ @.35 @.58 1a.@
31@.8 2.8

@.44997E-01 1558. 88 a.e8 5.8 Winter a-362  lealleel
-1.38 @.843 -9.808 @.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1.2880 1.5 8.35 a.58 1a.@
31@.8 2.8

@.44835E-81 1575.88 a.ea 5.0 Winter a-362  lealleal
-1.38 @.843 -9.008 @.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1.28@ 1.58@ @.35 @.58 1a.@
31@.8 2.8

@.43187E-01 1508, 08 a.e8 5.8 Winter a-362  lealleel
-1.38 @.843 -9.808 @.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1.2880 1.5 8.35 a.58 1a.@
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31@.8 2.0
2.42213E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9
31@.8 2.0
2.41352E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9
31@.8 2.@
2.485159E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9
31@.8 2.0
@.39714E-081
-1.38 @.843 -9
31@.8 2.@
@.38938E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9
31@.8 2.0
@.38190E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9
31@.8 2.@
@.37466E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9
31@.8 2.0
@.36766E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9
31@.8 2.@
@.36885E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9
31@.8 2.0
@.35434E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9
31@.8 2.@
@.34795E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9
31@.8 2.0
@.34184E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9
31@.8 2.@
@.33587E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9
31@.8 2.0
@.33886E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9
31@.8 2.@
2.32442E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9
31@.8 2.0
@.31894E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9
31@.8 2.@
@.31363E-01
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9.828 -999.
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9.820 -999.
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9.828 -999.
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9.820 -999.

1575. 0@

9.828 -999.
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9.820 -999.
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.ege 1.
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.ege 1.
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.ega 1.
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.ege 1.
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.ega 1.

Winter

.ege 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

.ege 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

.ege 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

.ege 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

.ege 1.

Winter

.ega 1.

Winter

58

5@

58

5@

58

5@

58

5@

58

5@

58

5@

58

5@

58

5@

a-308
a.35

a-36e
8.35

a-308
a.35

a-36e
8.35

a-308
a.35

a-36e
8.35

a-308
a.35

a-36e
8.35

a-36e
a.35

a-308
8.35

a-36e
a.35

a-308
8.35

a-36e
a.35

a-308
8.35

a-36e
a.35

a-308
8.35

a-36e

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

laalleal

a.5a8 1a.

l@alleal

@.58 18,

laalleal

a.5a8 1a.

l@alleal

@.58 18,

laalleal

a.5a8 1a.

l@alleal

@.58 18,

laalleal

a.5a8 1a.

l@alleal

@.58 18,

laalleal

Responses to Comments

2.0-337



Section 2 City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3le.a 2.8

@.38847E-01 2858.09 a.ea 0.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.38345E-81 2875.88 a.0a 0.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3le.a 2.8

@.29854E-01 210,02 a.ea 0.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.29377E-81 2125.88 a.0a 0.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3le.a 2.8

@.28913E-01 2158. 08 a.ea 0.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.28452E-81 2175.88 a.0a 0.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3le.a 2.8

@.28023E-01 2208.02 a.ea 0.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.27596E-81 2225.88 a.0a 0.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.271808E-01 2258.09 a.ea 0.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3le.a 2.8

@.26774E-81 2275.88 a.0a 0.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.26381E-01 2300.02 a.e@a 5.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3le.a 2.8

@.25997E-81 2325.089 g.e@a 5.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.25622E-01 2358.09 a.e@a 5.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3le.a 2.8

@.25256E-81 2375.88 g.e@a 5.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.24859E-01 2408, 09 a.e@a 5.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3le.a 2.8

@.24551E-81 2425.88 g.e@a 5.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3l@.a 2.8

2.0-338 RVA



City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

2.24212E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9
31@.8 2.@
@.23882E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9
31@.8 2.0
@.23559E-81
-1.38 @.843 -9
31@.8 2.@
@.23245E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9
31@.8 2.0
@.22936E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9
31@.8 2.@
@.22634E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9
31@.8 2.0
@.22339E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9
31@.8 2.@
@.22850E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9
31@.8 2.0
@.2176BE-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9
31@.8 2.@
@.21698E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9
31@.8 2.0
@.21423E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9
31@.8 2.@
@.21154E-81
-1.38 @.843 -9
31@.8 2.0
2. 28892E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9
31@.8 2.@
@.28634E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9
31@.8 2.0
@.28382E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9
31@.8 2.@
@.28136E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9
31@.8 2.0
@.19894E-81
-1.38 @8.843 -9
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a-308
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a-308
8.35

a-36e
a.35

a-308
a.35

a-36e
8.35

a-308
a.35

a-36e
8.35

a-308
a.35

a-36e
8.35

a-308
a.35

a-36e
8.35

a-308
a.35

laalleal

@.58 18,

laalleal

a.5a8 1a.

l@alleal

@.58 18,

laalleal

a.5a8 1a.

l@alleal

@.58 18,

laalleal

a.5a8 1a.

l@alleal

@.58 18,

laalleal

a.5a8 1a.

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

Responses to Comments

2.0-339



Section 2 City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

3le.a 2.8

@.19658E-01 2875.09 a.ea 0.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3le.a 2.8

@.19427E-81 2908.02 a.0a 0.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.19199E-81 2925.09 a.ea 0.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3le.a 2.8

@.18977E-81 2958.89 a.0a 0.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.18759E-01 2975.09 a.ea 0.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3le.a 2.8

@.18545E-81 3908.02 a.0a 0.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.18336E-01 3825.09 a.ea 0.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3le.a 2.8

@.18131E-81 38se.ae g.e@a 5.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.17929E-81 3875.88 a.0a 0.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3le.a 2.8

@.17732E-01 310,02 a.e@a 5.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.17538E-81 3125.88 a.0a 0.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3le.a 2.8

2.17347E-01 3158.09 a.e@a 5.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.17151E-81 3175.88 a.0a 0.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3le.a 2.8

@.16978E-01 3200.02 a.ea 0.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.16798E-81 3225.88 a.0a 0.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3le.a 2.8

2.16621E-01 3258.09 a.e@a 5.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.16448E-81 3275.88 a.0a 0.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel

2.0-340 RVA



City of Riverside

Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

-1.38 @.843 -9

31@.8

@.16277E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9

31@.8

@.16118E-81
-1.38 @8.843 -9

31@.8

@.15946E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9

31@.8

@.15784E-81
-1.38 @8.843 -9

31@.8

@.15626E-81
-1.38 @.843 -9

31@.8

@.15478E-81
-1.38 @8.843 -9

31@.8

@.15317E-81
-1.38 @.843 -9

31@.8

@.15166E-81
-1.38 @8.843 -9

31@.8

@.15818E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9

31@.8

@.14872E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9

31@.8

2.147259E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9

31@.8

@.14589E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9

31@.8

@.14450E-01
-1.38 @.843 -9

31@.8

@.14314E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9

31@.8
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-1.38 @.843 -9

31@.8

@.14848E-01
-1.38 @8.843 -9

31@.8
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a-36e
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a-36e
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a.35

a-36e
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a-308
a.35

a-36e
8.35

a-308
a.35

a-36e
8.35

a-308
a.35

@.58 18,

laalleal

@.58 18,

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

laalleal

@.58 18,

l@alleal

a.5a8 1a.

Responses to Comments

2.0-341



Section 2 City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR
2.13918E-01 3708.02 a.ea 0.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2

3le.a 2.8

@.13791E-01 3725.09 a.ea 0.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.13665E-81 3758.89 a.0a 0.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3le.a 2.8

@.13541E-81 3775.08 a.ea 0.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.13419E-81 3308.02 a.0a 0.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3le.a 2.8

2.13388E-01 3825.09 a.ea 0.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.13182E-81 3849.9% @.0a 15.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3le.a 2.8

@.13865E-01 3875.09 a.ea 0.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.12951E-81 3908.02 @.0a 15.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3le.a 2.8

@.12838E-01 3925.09 a.ea 0.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.12727E-81 3958.89 a.0a 0.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3le.a 2.8

2.12618E-01 3975.09 a.ea 0.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.12518E-81 4200.00 a.0a 0.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3le.a 2.8

2.12484E-01 4225, 00 a.ea 0.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.12299E-81 4258.09 a.0a 0.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3le.a 2.8

2.12196E-01 4275.00 a.e@a 5.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.12894E-81 4186.00 a.0a 0.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
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-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.184388E-21 45508.800 a.0a 0.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3le.a 2.8

2.18418E-01 4575.80 a.ea 0.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.18333E-81 4600.00 a.0a 0.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3le.a 2.8

@.18256E-01 4625.00 a.ea 0.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.10181E-81 45508.00 a.0a 0.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3le.a 2.8

2.18187E-21 4675.00 a.ea 0.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.18833E-81 4708.00 a.0a 0.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3le.a 2.8

@.99687E-82 4725.00 a.0a 25.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3le.a 2.8

@.98898E-82 4758.00 g.e@a 5.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.98183E-02 4775.08 a.ea 0.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3le.a 2.8

@.97484E-82 4300.00 g.e@a 5.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.967%4E-82 4825.00 a.ea 0.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3le.a 2.8

@.96112E-82 43508.00 g.e@a 5.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3l@.a 2.8

@.95438E-02 4875.00 a.ea 0.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3le.a 2.8

@.94773E-82 4500.00 g.e@a 5.9 Winter 8-362 l1leelleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 0.820 -999. 21. 6.8 1l.08@ 1.58 @.35 a.58 8.2
3l@.a 2.8

2.94115E-82 4924 .99 a.0a 15.9 Winter 8-368  1edlleel
-1.38 8.843 -9.208 ©.020 -959. 21. 6.8 1.082 1.58 @.35 a.58 18.2
3le.a 2.8
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Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

Attachment I

SWAP E Techescal Congullation, Data Analysis and S0IL WATEE AIR PROTECTION ENTEEPEISE
Litigation Suppart for the Ervironmant 2456 29th Strest, Swite 201

Samta Momica, Califorsds 20405
Arm- Paml Rossnfuld, PR T
Mokil: (31d) TA5-2335

Offica: (310) 452-5355

Fax: (3100 452-5530

Email: prozenfeldimswape.com

Paul Rﬂ.'gf’ﬂﬁ’fd, Ph.D. Chemical Fate and Transport & Air Dispersion Modeling
Principal Emironmental Chemist Risk Assessment & Remediation Specialist
Education

Ph.D. Soil Chemistry, University of Washington, 1999, Dissertation on volatile organic compound filradon.
M_5. Environmental Science, U.C. Berkeley, 1995, Thesis on organic Waste eCODOMICS.

B.A. Environmental Smdies, T.C. Santa Barbara, 1991, Thesis on wastewater eatment.

Professional Fxperience

Dr. Fosenfeld has over 25 years’ experience conducting environmental imvestigations and risk assessments for
evalnating impacts to boman health, property, and ecological receptors. His expertse focuses on the fate and
transport of environmental contaminants, humnan health risk, exposure assessment, and ecological restoration. Dr.
Fosenfeld has evalnated and modeled emiszions from unconventional oil drilling operations, ol spills, landflls,
boilers and incinerators, process stacks, storage tanks, confined animal feeding operations, and many other indusial
and agriculmral sources. His project experience ranges from monitoring and modeling of pollution sources to
evalnating impacts of pollution on workers at indnstrial facilities and residents in surmounnding communities.

Dr. Fosenfeld has investigated and desizmed remediation programs and rsk assessments for contaminated sites
conmining lead, heavy metals, mold, bacteria, parmiculate mater, petrolewm bydrocarbons, chlorinated solvents,
pesticides, radicactive waste, dioxins and furans, semi- and volatile organic compounds, PCBs, PAHs, perchlorate,
ashestos, per- and poly-flnoroalkyl substances (PFOAPFOS), unnsual polymers, fuel oxygzenates (MTBE), among
other pollutants. Dr. Rosenfald also has experience evaluating sreenhouse gas emizsions Som varions projects and iz
an expert on the assessment of odors from industrial and agricultural sites, as well as the evaluaton of odor nnisance
mmpacts and technologies for abatement of odorous emissions. As a principal scientfist at SWAPE, Dr. Fosenfeld
directs air dispersion modeling and exposure assessments. He has served as an expert witness and testfied about
polluton sources cansing nuisance and'or personal injury at dozens of sites and has testified as an expent witmess on

maore than ten cases mvolving exposure to 8ir contaminants fom ndustrial sonrces.

Paul E. Rosenfeld, Ph.D. Pagel of @ Tune 2020

2.0-346 R\Mﬁ‘.



City of Riverside Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments

Professional Historv:

Sotl Water Air Protection Enterprise (SWAFPE); 2003 to present; Principal and Founding Parmesr
UCLA School of Public Health; 2007 to 2011; Lecmarer (Assistant Fesearcher)

UCLA School of Public Health; 2003 to 2006; Adjunct Professor

UCLA Environmental Science and Engineering Program; 2002-2004; Doctoral Intern Coordinator
UCLA Institute of the Environment, 2001-20{02; Fesearch Associate

Eomex H;O Science, 2001 to 2003; Senior Remediaton Scientist

Matonal Groundwater Association, 2002-2004; Lecturer

San Dhiego State University, 1999-2001; Adunct Professor

Anteon Corp., San Diego, 2000-2001; Remediation Project Manager

Ogden (now Amec), San Diego, 2000-2000; Femediation Project Manager

Bechtel, San Diego, California, 1999 — 2000; Rizk Assessor

Eing Counry, Seartle, 1906 — 1099; Scientist

James Fiver Corp., Washington, 1995-94; Scientist

Big Creek Lumber, Davenport, California, 19095; Scientist

Plumas Corp., California and USFS, Tahoe 1993-1905; Scientist

Peace Corps and World Wildlife Fund, St. Kins, West Indies, 1991-19093; Scientist

Publications:

Bemy, LL. Clay T., Byers, V., Rosenfeld P. E. (2019) Hospital, Health, snd Community Burden Afier il
ERefinery Fires, Richmond, California 2007 and 2012. Environmental Health. 18:48

Smons, LA Seo, Y. Rosenfeld, P, (2015) Modeling the Effect of Fefinery Emission On Fesidential Property
Value. Journal of Fleal Estate Fessarch 27(3):321-342

Chen, J. A, Zapata A_F_, Sutherland A. T, Molmen, D B, Chow, B. 5., Wu, L. E., Rosenfeld, P. E., Hesze, B. C.,
(2012) Sulfur Diexide and Volatile Organic Compound Exposure To A Community In Texas City Texas Evaluated
Using Aermod and Empirical Data.  dmerican Journal of Environmental Science, B(8), 622-632.

Rosenfeld, P.E. & Feng, L. (2011). The Rizks af Hazardous Waste. Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing.

Cheremisinoff, W P., & Rosenfeld, P.E. (2011). Handbook of Pollution Provention and Cleaner Production: Best
Practices in the Agrochemical Indusiry, Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing.

Gonzalez, J., Feng, L., Sutherland A, Waller, €., Sok, H., Hesse, E.. Rosenfeld, P. (2010). PCBs and
Dioxins Furans in Amic Dust Collected MNear Former PCE Production and Secondary Copper Facilities in Sauget, IL.
Procedin Emaronmental Sciences. 113-125.

Feng, L., Wu, C., Tam, L., Sutherland, A.J., Clark, I.J., Rosenfeld, F.E. {2010). Dioxin and Furan Blood Lipid and
Amic Dust Concenmations in Populations Living Mear Four Wood Treanment Facilities in the United States. Jouwrmal
of Environmental Health. T3(4), 34-44.

Cheremisinoff, W P., & Rosenfeld, P.E. (2010). Handbook of Pollution Prevention and Cleaner Production: Best
Practices in the Wood and Paper Industries. Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing,

Cheremisinoff, W P., & Rosenfeld, P.E. (2008). Handbook of Pollution Prevention and Cleaner Production: Best
Practices in the Perroleum Industry. Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing.

W, C., Tam, L., Clark, I, Rosenfeld, P. (200%). Dioxin and furan blood lipid concentrations in populations living
near four wood weatmment facilities in the United States. WIT Iransactions on Ecology and the Emvironment, 4
Pollution, 123 (17), 318-327.

Paul E. Rosenfeld, Ph.D. Page lof @ Tune 2020
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Tam L K. WuC.D., Clark J. ]. and Rosenfeld, PE. (2008). A Statistical Analysis Of Atmic Dust And Blood Lipid
Concentrations Of Tetrachloto-p-Dibenzodioxin (TCDD) Toxicity Equivalency Quotients (TEQ) Inm Two
Populations Mear Wood Treamment Facilities. Organohalogen Compounds, T0, 002252-002255.

Tam L. K., Wu C. D, Clark 7. J_ and Rosenfeld, P.E. (2008). Mathods For Collect Samples For Aszsessing Dioxins
And Other Environmental Contaminants In Artic Dust: A Beview. Organohalogen Compounds, 70, 000527-
0003530

Hensley AR A Scoft, I I I. Clark, Rosenfeld, P.E_ {2007). Attic Dust and Human Blood Samples Collacted near
3 Former Wood Trestment Facility. Exvirenmental Research. 105, 194-197.

Eosenfeld, PE., I I J. Clark, 4 B Hensley, M. Suffet. (2007). The Use of an Oder Wheel Classification for
Evalnation of Human Health Risk Crteria for Compost Facilities. Water Science & Technology 55(3), 345-357.

Eosenfeld, P. E., M. Suffet. (2007). The Anstonyy Of Odour Wheels For Odours Of Drinking Water, Wastewater,
Compaost And The Urban Environment Faser Science & Technology 55(5), 335-344.

Sullivan, P. J. Clark, I.TT, Agardy, F. I, Rosenfeld, P.E. (2007). Toxic Legacy. Swmthetic Toxins in the Food,
Water, and Afr in American Cities. Boston Massachnsatts: Elsevier Publizhing

Eosenfeld, P.E_, and Suffet LH. (2004). Control of Compeost Odor Using High Carbon Wood Ash. Warer Science
and Technology. 48(9),171-173.

Rosenfeld P. E., 7. Clark, [ H_ (Mel) Suffet (2004). The Vale of An Odor-Cuality-Wheel Classification Scheme
For The Urban Environment. Warer Emvirenment Federation's Technical Exhibiton and Cenference (WEFTEC)
2004, Mew Orleans, October 2-6, 2004

Eosenfeld, PE., and Suffet, LH. (2004). Understanding Odorants Associzted With Compost, Biomass Facilities,
and the Land Application of Biesolids. Warer Science and Technology. 49(%), 193-100_

Eo:enfeld, P.E_ and Suffet LH. (2004). Control of Compest Odor Using High Carbon Wood Ash, Warer Science
and Technology, 49 @), 171-178.

Eosenfeld, P. E., Grey, M. A., Sellew, P (2004). Measurement of Biosolids Odor and Odorant Emissions from
Windrows, Static Pile and Biofilter. Warer Environment Research. T6(4), 310-315.

Eo:enfeld, P.E., Grey, M and Swifet, M. (2002). Compost Demonstration Project, Sacramento California Using
High-Carbon Wood Ash to Coamol Odor at 3 Green Material: Composting Facility. Inregrated Waste AManagement
Board Public Affairs Office, Publications Clearinghouse (M5—§), Sacramento, CA Publication $442-02-008.

Rosenfeld, P.E., and C.L. Henry. (2001). Characterization of odor emissions from three different biosolids. Faser
Soul and Air Pollution. 127(1-4), 173-181.

Rosenfeld, PE., and Henry C. L, (2000). Wood ash control of edor emiszions from biosolids application. Jourmal
of Emvironmental Quality. 29, 1662-1668.

Rosenfeld, P.E., CL. Henry and D. Bennett. (2001). Wastewater dewatering polymer affect on biosolids odor
emizzions and microbial activity. Water Emdronmens Research. T3(4), 363-3467.

Rosenfeld, P.E., and C.L. Henry. (2001). Activated Carbon and Wood Ash Sorption of Wastewater, Compost, and
Biosolids Odorants. Farer Emironment Research, 73, 388-303.

Fosenfeld, P.E., and Henry C. L., (2001). High carbon wood ash effect on bioselids microbial activity and odor.
Water Emvironment Research. 131(1-4), 247-2462.

Paul E. Roszenfeld, Ph.I. Pagedof @ Tune 2020
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Chollack, T. and P. Rosenfeld. (1998). Compost Amendment Handbook For Landscaping. Prepared for and
diswibuted by the City of Fedmond, Washington State.

Rosenfeld, P. E. (1992). The Mount Lismmiga Crater Trail. Heritage Magazine of 5t EKirts, 3(2).

Rosenfeld, P. E. ({1993). High School Biogas Project to Prevent Deforestation On St Kitts. Biemass Users
Netwerk, T(1).

Rosenfeld, P. E. (1998). Characterizadon, Quantification, and Contmrol of Odor Emissions From Biosolids
Applicadon To Forest Soil. Doctoral Thesis. University of Washington College of Forest Fesources.

Rosenfeld, P. E. (1994). Potental Utlization of Small Diameter Trees on Sierra County Public Land. Masters
thesis reprinted by the Sierra County Economic Council. Sierra County, Califommia.

Rosenfeld, P. E. (1991). How to Build a Small Fural Anaerobic Digester & Uses Of Biogas In The First And Third
World. Bachelors Thesis. University of Californmia.

Presentations:

Rosenfeld, PE., Sutherland A; Hesze, F.; Zapata, A. (October 3-8, 2013). Air dispersion modeling of volatile
organic emissions from multiple namral gas wells in Decamr, TX. 449k Western Regional Meeting, dAmerican
Chemical Sociery. Lecmre conducted from Santa Clara, CA.

Sok, HL.; Waller, C.C.; Feng, L.; Gonzalez, J.; Sutherland A T.; Wisdom-Stack, T.; Sahai, F.K.; Hesse, B.C;
Rosenfeld, P.E. (Jume 20-23, 2010). Amazine: A Persistent Pesticide i TUrban Dronking  Water.
Urban Environmental Pollution. Lecture conducted from Boston, MA.

Feng, L.; Gonzalez, J.; Sok, HL ; Sutherland, A.J; Waller, C.C.; Wisdom-5tack, T.; Sahai, R.E.; La, M.; Hesse,
R.C.; Rosenfeld, P.E. ({Jume 20-23, 2010). DBringing Environmental Justce o  East 5t Louis,
Nlinois. Urban Emironmental Pollution. Lecre conducted from Boston, MA.

Rosenfeld, PE. (Aprl 19-23, 200%). Perfluoroctaneic Acid (PFOA) and Perflnoroactans Sulfonate (FFOS)
Contamination in Drinking Water From the Use of Aguecus Film Forming Foams (AFFF) at Airpons in the United
States. 2009 Ground Warer Summit and 2009 Ground Water Protection Council Spring Meeting, Lecture conducted
from Tuscon, AF.

Raosenfeld, PE. (Aprl 19-23, 200%). Cost to Filter Atrazine Contaminstion from Drinking Water in the United
States™ Contamination in Drinking Water From the Tze of Agueous Film Forming Foams (AFFF) at Airports in the
United Seates. 2009 Ground Water Summit and 2009 Ground Warer Protection Council Spring Meeting. Lechire
conducted from Tuscon, AZ.

Wu, C., Tam, L., Clark, I.. Rosenfeld, P. (20-22 July, 2009). Dioxin and furan blood lipid concentratons in
populations living near four wood treatmment facilities in the United 5tates. Brebbia, CA. and Popov, V., eds., Afr
FPollution XVII: Proceedings of the Seventeenth International Conference on Modeling, Monitoring and
Management af Air Pollurion. Lecre conducted from Tallinn, Estonia.

Rozenfeld, P. E. {(October 15-18, 2007). Moss Point Community Exposure Te Contaminants From A Feleasing
Facility. The 23 dnnual Internarional Conferences on Soils Sediment and Water. Platform lecture conducted from
University of Massachusetts, Amberst MA_

Rosenfeld, P. E. (Dctober 15-18, 2007). The Fepeated Trespass of Trtimn-Contaminated Water Into A
Surrounding Community Form Repeated Waste Spills From A Muclear Power Plant. The 23 dmmual International
Conferences on Soils Sediment and Warer. Platform lecure conducted from University of Massachusetts, Ambarst
MA.

Paul E. Fosenfeld, Ph.D. Pagedof @ Tune 2020
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Rosenfeld, P. E. (October 15-18, 2007). Somerville Community Exposure Te Contaminants From Wood Treatment
Facility Emissions. The 23 dnnual International Conferences on Soils Sedimenrt and Warer. Lecmare conducted
from University of Massachusetts, Amherst MA

Faosenfeld P. E. (March 2007). Producton, Chemical Properties, Toxicology, & Treatment Case Smdies of 1,2,3-
Trichloropropane (TCF). The Asseciation for Emvironmental Health and Sciences (AEHS) Annual Meeting. Lectire
conducted from San Diego, CA.

Rosenfeld F. E. (March 2007). Blood and Amic Sampling for Dioxin/Furan, PAH, and Metal Exposure in Florala,
Alabama. The AEHS dmual Weeting. Lecture conducted from San Diego, CA.

Hensley A R Scoit, A, Rosenfeld PE. Clark, I.TJ. (August 21 — 25, 200§). Dioxin Containing Attic Dust And
Human Blood Samples Collected Mear A Former Wood Treamnent Facility. The Jdark Intermational Symposium on
Hulogenared Fersistent Organic Pollutanis — DIOXIN2006. Lecmre conducted from Fadisson 5A5 Scandinavia
Hotel in Oslo Morway.

Hensley AF | Scott, A Fosenfeld P.E, Clark, .1 (November 4-8, 2008). Dioxin Containing Amic Dust And
Human Blood 5amples Collected MNear A Former Wood Treamment Facility. APHA [34 dnnual Meeting &
Exposition. Lecmure conducted from Boston Massachusetts.

Faul Eosenfeld Fh.D. (October 24-25, 2005). Fate, Transport and Persistence of FFOA and Felated Chemicals.
Mealey's CBPFOA. Science, Risk & Lirigarion Corference. Lecture conducted ffom The Rittenhouse Hotel,
Philadelphia, PA.

Faul Rozenfeld Ph.D. (September 19, 2005). Brominated Flame Eetardants in Gronndwater: Pathways to Human
Ingestion, Toxicology and Remediation PEMA Emerging Contaminant Conference. Lecmre conducted from Hilton
Hotel, Irvine California.

Faul Rosenfeld PhD. (September 19, 2005). Fate, Transport, Toxiciry, And Persistence of 1.2,3-TCP. PEMA
Emerging Conraminant Conference. Lecnre conducted from Hilton Hotel in Irvine, California.

Paul Rosenfeld Ph D (September 26-27_ 2005). Fate, Transport and Persistence of PDBEs. Mealey 't Groundwarer
Conference. Lecure conducted from Ritz Carlton Hotel, Marina Del Fay, California.

Faul Rosenfeld PhD. (June 7-8, 2005). Fate, Transport and Persistence of PFOA snd Related Chemicals.
International Sociery of Emiaronmental Forensics: Focus On Emerging Contaminagniz. Lecnwre conducted from
Sheraton Oceanfront Hotel, Virginia Beach, Virginia.

Faul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (July 21-22, 2005). Fate Transport, Persistence and Texicology of PFOA and Related
Perflnorochemicals. 2005 Narional Groundwarer Associaiion Ground Warer And Envirenmental Law Conference.
Lecture conducted from Wyndham Baltimore Inner Harbor, Baltimore Maryland.

Paul Rosenfeld FhD. (July 21-22, 2003). Brominated Flame Fetardants in Groundwater: Pathways to Human
Ingestion, Toxicolegy and Remediation. 2005 Narional Groundwater Asseciaton Ground Water and
Emaronmental Law Conference. Lecnre conducted from Wyndham Baltimore Inner Harbor, Baltimore Maryland.

FPaul Rosenfeld, PhDd. and James Clark PhD. and Rob Hesse F.G. (May 5-4, 2004). Ten-buryl Alcohol Liability
and Toxicology, A National Problem and Unguantified Lisbility. Narional Groundwarer 4ssociation. Environmental
Law Conference. Lectare conducted from Congress Plaza Hotel, Chicago Illinods.

Faul Rosenfeld, Ph D (March 2004). Perchlorate Toxicology. Meetng qf the dAmerican Groundwater Trusr
Lecture conducted from Phosnix Arizona.

Hagemann M F_, Panl Rosenfeld, Ph.D). and Bob Hesse (2004). Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River.
Myeting of ribal representarives. Lecmre conducted from Parker, AZ.
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FPaul Rosenfeld, PhD. (Aprl 7, 2004). A Mational Damage Assessment Model For PCE and Dry Cleaners.
Dryeleaner Symposium. California Ground Warer Azsocigrion. Lecture conducted from Radizon Hotel, Sacramento,
California

Eosenfeld, P. E., Grey, M., (Tune 2003) Two stage biofilter for biosolids compostng oder conmol. Seventh
International In Situ And On Site Bioremediation Symposium Battelle Congference Orlando, FL.

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. and James Clark Ph.D. (Febmary 20-21, 2003) Understanding Historical Use, Chemical
Properies, Toxicity and Fegulatory Guidance of 1.4 Dioxane. Nagdonal Groundwater dssociation. Souttwest Focus
Conference. Warer Supply and Emerging Contamingmrs.. Lecnre conducted from Hyan Fegency Phoenix Arizona.

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph D. (Febmary §-7, 2003). Underground Storage Tank Litizstion and Bemediation. California
CLUP4 Forum. Lecmare conducted Som Marmiott Hotel, Anabeim Califomia.

Faul Rosenfeld, PhD. (October 23, 2002) Underground Sworage Tank Lidgation and Femediation EPA
Underground Storage Tank Roundrable. Lecmare conducted from Sacramento California

Eosenfeld, PE. and Suffet, M. (October 7- 10, 2042). Understanding Odor from Compost, Wastewaser and
Indusmrial Processes. Sixth Anmual Sympesium On Gff Flavors in the dgquatic Emvironment Imternational Water
Azseciarion. Lecture conduceed from Barcelona Spain.

Eosenfeld, P.E. and Suffet M. (October 7- 10, 2002). Using High Carbon Wood Ash to Control Compost Odor.
Soxth Annual Sympozium On Off Flavors in the dguatic Emvironment. International Water Aszociation. Lectre
conducted from Barcelona Spain.

Eosenfeld, PE. and Grey, M. A, (September 22-24 2002). Bigcycle Composting For Coastal Sage Bestoration
Northwes: Biosolids Management Associgtion. Lectare conducted Som Vancouver Washington..

Eosenfeld, P.E. and Grey, M. A (Movember 11-14, 2002). Using High-Carben Wood Ash to Control Odor at a
Green Materials Composting Facility. Soil Science Sociefy Anmual Conference. Lecture conducted from
Indianapolis, Maryland.

Rosenfeld. PE. (Septembar 18 2000). Two stage biofilter for biosolids composting odor control Waser
Emaronment Federation. Lecture conducted from Anaheim California.

Eosenfeld. P.E. (October 14, 2000). Wood ash and biofilter control of compost oder. Bigfesr. Lecture conducted
from Ccean Shores, California.

Eosenfeld, PE. (2000). Bioremedistion Using Organic Seoil Amendments. Caljfornia Resource Recovery
Azzeciation. Lecture conducted from Sacramento California.

Eosenfeld, PE., CL. Henry, B. Hamison (1998). Oat and Grasz Seed Germination and Mirogen snd Sulfar
Emissions Following Biosolids Incorporation With High-Carbon Wood-Ach Warer Emdranment Federation I21th
Amnual Residual: and Biosolids Management Conference Proceedings. Lecture conducted Som Bellevue
‘Washington.

FRosenfeld, P.E., and C L. Henry. (1999). An evaluation of ash incorporation with biosolids for odor reduction. Sedl
Science Sociery af America. Lectare conducted from Salt Lake City Utah

Eozenfeld, P.E., CL. Henry, B Harmison (1993). Comparison of Microbial Activity and Odor Emissions from
Thres Differsnt Biosolids Applied to Forest Soil. Brown and Caldwell Lecture conducted from Searde Washingron.

Eosenfeld, P.E., CL. Heary. (1998). Characterization, Quantificaton, and Confrol of Odor Emissions from
Biosolids Application To Forest Soil. Bigfest. Lacture conducted from Lake Chelan, Washington

Paul E. Fosenfeld, Ph.Dh. Pagedof @ Tune 2020
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Rosenfeld, PE, CL. Henry, F. Harmson. (1998). Oat and Grass Seed Gemmination and Mitmogen and Sulfur
Emiszions Following Biosolids Incorporation With High-Carbon Wood-Ash. Water Environment Federadon 12th
Annual Residusls and Biosolids Management Conference Procesdings. Lecture conducted from Ballevue
Washington.

Rosenfeld, P.E., CL. Henry, B. B. Hamison, and B Dills. (1997). Comparison of Odor Emissions From Three
Different Biosolids Applied to Forest Soil. Sodl Science Seciety of America. Lecture conducted from Anabeim
California

Teaching Experience:

UCLA Deparment of Envirommental Health (Summer 2003 through 20010) Taught Environmental Health Science
100 1o smdents, including undergrad, medical doctors, public health professionals and nurses. Course focused on
the health effects of environmental contaminants.

Mational Gronnd Water Associztion, Successful Femediation Technologies. Custom Course in Sante Fe, New
Mexico. May 21, 20{2. Focoused on fate and ransport of fuel contaminants associated with underground storage
tanks.

Mational Ground Water Association; Successful Remediation Technologies Cowrse in Chicago Illineds. Aprl 1,
2002, Focused on fate and transport of contaminants associated with Superfund and RCFA sites.

California Integrated Waste Management Board, April and May, 2001. Alternative Landfill Caps Seminsr in San
Diego, Venmra, and 5an Francisco. Foousad on both prescriptive and innovative landfill cover design.

UCLA Department of Eovironamental Engineering, February 5, 2002, Seminar on Successfol Femediation
Technologies fornzing on Groundwater Femediston.

University Of Washington, Soil Science Program, Teaching Assistant for several courses inclnding: Soi Chemistry,
Organic Soil Amendments, and Seil Stabiliny.

U.C. Berkeley, Environmental Science Program Teaching Assistant for Environmental Science 10.

Academic Grants Awarded:

California Imtegrated Waste Management Board $41,000 zrant swarded to UCLA Instimte of the Enviromment.
Goal: To imvestigate effect of high carbon wood ash on volatile organic emissions from compost. 2001

Synagro Technologies, Corona California: 310,000 zrant swarded to San Diego State University.
Groal: movestizate effect of blosolids for restoration and remediation of degraded coastal sage sodls. 2000,

Eing County, Deparment of Fesearch and Technology, Washington State. $100,000 grant awarded to University of
Washington: Goal: To imvestdgate odor emissions from biosolids spplication and the effect of polymers and ash on
VO emissions, 1908,

Horthwest Biosolids Management Association, Washington State. 320,000 grant awarded to investizgate effect of
polymers and ash on VIOC emissions from biesolids. 1997,

James Fiver Corporation, Oregon: 310,000 grant was: awarded to investigate the success of genetically engineered
Poplar trees with resistance to round-up. 19946,

United State Forest Service, Tahoe Mational Forest: $15,000 grant was awarded to investigating fire ecology of the
Tahoe MNational Forest. 1095,

Eellogg Foundation, Washington D.C. $50{0 grant was awarded to construct 3 large anzerobic digester on 5t Eirs
in West Indies. 1993
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Deposition and/or Trial Testimony:

In the United States District Court For The Sounthern District of Illinods
Dmarte et al, Plaimnf, vs. United States Metals Refining Company et. al. Dgfendant.
Case Mo.: 3:10-cv-00302-5MY-GC5
Foosenfeld Deposition. 2-19-2020

In the Circuit Court of Jackson County, Missouri
Earen Coronwell, Plaimeffl vs. Marathon Petrolenm, LP, Dgfendant:
Case No.: 1T16-CV100046
Fupsenfeld Deposition. §-30-2019

In the United States District Court For The District of Mew Jersey
Dmarte et al, Plaimnf, vs. United States Metals Refining Company et. al. Dgfendant.
Case Mo.: 2:17-cv-01624-E5-5CM
Fupsenfeld Deposition. §-7-2018

In the United States District Court of Southern Dismict of Texas Galveston Division
MT Carla Maersk, Plaintffft, vs. Conti 168., Schiffahris-GMBH & Co. Bulker EG M5 “Conti Perdido™
Dagfendans.
Case Mo.: 3:15-CV-00106 conselidated with 3:15-CV-00237
Fupsenfeld Deposition. 5-8-2018

In The Superior Court of the State of California In And For The County Of Loz Angeles — Santa Monica
Carole-Taddeo-Bates et al., vs. Ifran Fhan et al., Defendants
Case Mo.: No. BCA15636
Fupsenfeld Deposition, 1-26-2019

In The Superior Court of the State of California In And For The County Of Loz Angeles — Santa Monica
The San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments et al. vs El Adobe Apts. Inc. et al, Defendants
Case No.: No. BC§46857
Fosenfeld Deposition, 10-6-2018; Trial 3-7-19

In United States District Conrt For The District of Colorado
Bells et al. Plaintiff vs. The 3M Company et al., Defendants
Case: Mo 1:16-cv-02331-BBT
Fupsenfeld Deposition, 3-15-2018 and 4-3-2018

In The District Court Of Regan County, Texas, 112% Judicial District
Phillip Bales et al., Plamtiff vs. Dow Agrosciences, LLC, et al, Defendants
Canse No 1923
Fupsenfeld Deposition, 11-17-2017

In The Superior Court of the State of California In And For The County Of Contra Costa
Simoms et al, Plaintiffs vs. Chevron Corporation, et al., Defendants
Canse Mo C12-01481
Fupsenfeld Deposition, 11-20-2017

In The Circuit Court Of The Twentieth Tudicial Circuit, St Clair County, Illinois
Martha Custer et al, Plaintiff vs. Cemo Flow Products, Inc., Defendants
Case No.: No. 0i9-L-2295
Fupsenfeld Deposition, 8-23-2017

Paul E. Fosenfeld, Ph.D. Page §of @ Tune 2020
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In United States District Court For The Southern Diswict of Mississippi
Guy Manuel vs. The BP Exploration et al., Defendants
Casze: Mo 1:19-cv-00315-BHW
Fosenfeld Deposition, 4-22-2020

In The Superior Court of the State of California, For The Counry of Los Angeles
Warm Gilbert and Penny Gilber, Flaintiff vs. BMW of North America LLC
Case MNo.: LC102019 (c'w BC5E2154)
Rosenfeld Deposition, 8-16-2017, Trail 8-28-2018

In the Morthem District Court of Mississippi, Greenville Division
Brenda J. Cooper, et al., Plaimiifit, vs. Mentor Inc., et al, Dgfendanrs
Case Number: 4:16-cv-52-DMB-TVM
Pozenfeld Deposition: Faly 2017

In The Superior Court of the State of Washington, County of Snohomish
Michael Davis and Talie Davis et al., Plaintiff vs. Cedar Grove Composting Inc_, Defendants
Case No.: No. 13-2-03987-5
Fosenfeld Deposition, Febmary 2017
Trial, March 2017

In The Superior Court of the State of California, County of Alameda
Charles Spain., Plaintiff vs. Thermo Fisher Scientific, et al., Defendants
Case Mo BG14711115
Rocenfeld Deposition, Septambar 2015

In The Iowa District Court In And For Poweshiek County
Pussell D Winburn, et al, Plaintiffs vs. Dong Hoksbergen, et al., Defendants
Case No.: LAT AGZ18T
Fosenfeld Deposition, Angust 2015

In The Iowa District Court For Wapello County
Jerry Dwowice, et al., Plaintffs vs. Valley View Sine LLC, et al, Defendants
Law Mo,: LALA105144 - Division A
Fosenfeld Deposition, Angust 2015

In The Iowa District Court For Wapello County
Doug Pauls, et al.,, et al., Plaingffs vs. Fichard Warren, et al., Defendants
Law Mo,: LALAT05144 - Division A
Fosenfeld Deposition, Angust 2015
In The Circuit Court of Ohio County, West Virginia
Fobert Andrews, et al. v. Antero, et al
Civil Action NO. 14-C-30000
Fosenfeld Deposition, June 2015

In The Third Tudicial District County of Dona Ana, Mew Mexico
Bemy Gonzalez, et al. Plamtiffs vs. Del Oro Dairy, Del Oro Beal Estate LLC, Jerry Seftles and Deward
DeRuyter, Defendants
Posenfeld Deposition: Faly 2015

In The Iowa District Court For Muscatine County
Laurie Freeman et al. Plaintiffs vs. Grain Processing Corporation, Defendant
Case No 4980
Fosenfeld Deposition: May 2015

Paul E. Fosenfeld, Ph.D. Page P of @ Tune 2020

2.0-354 R\Mﬁ.



City of Riverside Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments

Attachment E

SWAPE | [iscicn siporor e Emronment

2656 20" Street, Suite 201
Santa Maonica, CA 20405

Matt Hagemann, P.G, C_HE-
(948) E87-8013
I'I'IhHEEITIEI'iI'I ESWEE.CD m

Matthew F. Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg., QSD, QSP
Geologic and Hydrogeologic Characterization
Investigation and Remediation Strategies
Litigation Support and Testifying Expert
Industrial Stormwater Compliance
CEQAReview

Education:
M.5. Degree, Geology, California State University Los Angeles, Los Angeles, CA, 1984
B.A. Degree, Geology, Humboldt State University, Arcata, CA, 1982,

Professional Certifications:

California Professional Geologist
California Certified Hydrogeologist
Qualified SWFFF Developer and Practiioner

Matt has 30 years of experience in environmental policy, contaminant assessment and remediation,
stormwater compliance, and CEQA review. He spent mine years with the U.5. EPA in the RCEA and
Superfund programs and served as EPA's Sendor Sdence Policy Advisor in the Western Regional
Office where he identified emerging threats to groundwater from perchlorate and MTBE. While with
EPA, Matt also served as a Senior Hydrogeologist in the oversight of the assessment of seven major
military facilities undergoing base closure. He led numerous enforcement actions under provisions of
the Fesource Conservation and Fecovery Act (RCEA) and directed efforts to improve hydrogeclogic
characterization and water quality monitering. For the past 15 years, as a founding pariner with SWAPE,
Matt has developed extensive client relationships and has managed complex projects that include
consultation as an expert witness and a regulatory specialist, and a manager of projects ranging from
industrial stormwater compliance to CEQA review of impacts from hazardous waste, air quality and

greenhouse gas emissions.

Positions Matt has held include:

* Founding Pariner, Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise (SWAFPE) (2003 - present);
¢+ Geology Instructor, Golden West College, 2000 — 2104, 2017;
¢  Sendor Environmental Analyst, Komex H20 Scence, Inc. (2000 — 2003);
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Executive Director, Orange Coast Watch (2001 —2004);

Senior Sdence Policy Advisor and Hydrogeclogist, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (1939-
1998);

Hydrogeologist, National Park Service, Water Fesources Division (1998 — 2000);

Adjunct Faculty Member, San Frandsco State University, Department of Geoscences (1993 -
1998);

Instructor, College of Marin, Department of Sdence {1990 - 1935);

Geologist, U5, Forest Service (1986 — 1998); and

Geclogist, Dames & Moore (1982 — 19386).

Senior Regulatory and Litigation Support Analyst:
With SWAPE, Matt's respensibilities have included:

Lead amalyst and testifying expert in the review of owver 300 environmental impact reports

and negative declarations since 2003 under CEQA that identify significant issues with regard

to hazardous waste, water resources, water quality, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions,

and geologic hazards. Make recommendations for addifional mitigation measures to lead
agencies at the leocal and county level to indude addifional characterization of health risks

and implementation of protective measures to reduce worker exposure to hazards from

toxdns and Valley Fever.

Stormwater analysis, sampling and best management practice evaluation at maore than 150 industrial
facilities.

Expert witness on mumerous cases including, for example, perfluorooctancic add (FFOA)
contamination of groundwater, MTBE litigation, air toxins at hazards at a school, CERCLA
compliance in assessment and remediation, and industrial stormwater contamination

Technical assistance and liigation support for vapor intrusion concerms.

Lead amalyst and testifying expert in the review of environmental issues in license applications
for large solar power plants before the California Energy Commission.

Manager of a project to evaluate numerous formerly used military sites in the western U5,
Manager of a comprehensive evaluation of potential sources of perchlorate contamination in
Southern California drinking water wells.

Manager and designated expert for litigation support under provisions of Proposition 65 in the
review of releases of gasoline to sources drinking water at major refineries and hundreds of gas
stations throughout California.

With Komex H20 Science Inc., Matt's duties included the following:

Senior author of a report on the extent of perchlorate contamination that was used in testimeny
by the former U.5. EPA Administrator and General Counsel.

Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology
of MTBE use, research, and regulation.

Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronolegy
of perchlorate use, research, and regulation.

Senior researcher in a study that estimates nationwide costs for MTBE remediation and drinking
water freatment, results of which were published in newspapers nationwide and in testimony
against provisions of an energy bill that would Emit Bability for oil companies.

Eesearch to support liigation to restore drinking water supplies that have been contaminated by
MTBE in California and MNew York.
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¢  Expert witness tesimony in a case of oil producton-related contamination in Mississippi.
¢ Lead auther for a multi-volume remedial investigation report for an operating school in Los
Angeles that met strict regulatory requirements and rigorous deadlines.

¢+ Development of strategic appreaches for dleanup of contaminated sites in consultation with
clients and regulators.

Executive Director:

As Execufive Director with Orange Coast Watch, Matt led efforts to restore water quality at Orange
County beaches from multiple sources of contamination including urban runoff and the discharge of
wastewater. In reporting to a Board of Directors that included representatives from leading Orange
County universities and businesses, Matt prepared issue papers in the areas of freatment and disinfection
of wastewater and contrel of the discharge of grease to sewer systems. Matt actively participated in the
development of coundywide water quality permits for the contrel of urban runcff and permits for the
discharge of wastewater. Matt worked with other nonprofits to protect and restore water quality, including
Surfrider, Natural Fesources Defense Council and Orange County CeastReeper as well as with business
institutions including the Orange County Business Council.

Hydrogeology:
As a Senior Hydrogeologist with the US. Environmental Protection Agency, Matt led investigations to
characterize and cleanup closing military bases, including Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Hunters Point
Nawal Shipyard, Treasure Island INawval Statiom, Alameda Naval Statiom, Moffett Field, Mather Army
Airfield, and Sacramento Army Depot. Specific activities were as follows:
¢ Led efforts to model groundwater flow and contaminant franspeort, ensured adequacy of
menitoring networks, and assessed deanup alternatives for contaminated sediment, soil, and
groundwater.
¢ Inifiated a regional program for evaluation of groundwater sampling practices and laboratory
analysis at military bases.
¢ Idenfified emerging issues, wrote technical guidance, and assisted in policy and regulation
development through work on four national U.5. EPA workgroups, including the Superfund
Groundwater Technical Forum and the Federal Facilities Forum.

At the request of the State of Hawaii, Matt developed a methodology to determine the vulnerability of
groundwater to contamination on the islands of Maui and Oalu. He used analytical models and a GIS to
show zomes of vulnerability, and the results were adopted and published by the State of Hawail and
County of Maui.

As a hydrogeologist with the EPA Groundwater Protection Section, Matt worked with provisions of the
Safe Drinking Water Act and NEFPA to prevent drinking water contamination. Specific achivities included
the following:
¢ Feceived an EPA Bronze Medal for his contribution to the development of national guidance for
the protection of drinking water.
¢+ Managed the Sole Source Aquifer Program and protected the drinking water of two communities
through designation under the Safe Drinking Water Act. He prepared geclogic reports, conducted

3

RA

Responses to Comments

2.0-357



Section 2

City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

public hearings, and responded to public comments from residents who were very concerned
about the impact of designation

Eeviewed anumber of Environmental Impact Statements for planned major developments,
including large hazardous and solid waste disposal facilities, mine reclamation, and water
transfer.

Matt served as a hydrogeologist with the RCEA Hazardous Waste program. Duties were as follows:

Supervised the hydrogeclogic investigation of hazardous waste sites to determine compliance
with Subtitle C requirements.

Eeviewed and wrote "part B” permits for the disposal of hazardous waste.

Conducted RCEA Corrective Action investigations of waste sites and led inspections that formed
the basis for significant enforcement actions that were developed in close coordination with U5,
EPA legal counsel.

Wrote contract specifications and supervised contractor's investigations of waste sites.

With the National Park Service, Matt directed service-wide investigations of confaminant sources to

prevent degradation of water quality, including the following tasks:

Policy:

Applied pertinent laws and regulations indluding CERCLA, RCEA, NEPA, NEDA, and the
Clean Water Act to condrol malitary, mining, and landfill contaminants.

Conducted watershed-scale investigations of confaminants at parks, including Yellowstone and
Olympic National Park.

Identified high-levels of perchlorate in soil adjacent to a national park in New Mexico

and advised park superintendent on appropriate response actiions under CERCLA.

Served as a Park Service representative on the Interagency Perchlorate Steering Committee, a
natiomal workgroup.

Developed a program to conduct environmental compliance audits of all National Parks while
serving on a national workgroup.

Co-authored two papers on the potential for water contamination from the operation of personal
watercraft and snowmobiles, these papers serving as the basis for the development of nation-
wide policy on the use of these vehicles in National Parks.

Contributed to the Federal Mulli-Agency Source Water Agreement under the Clean Water
ActionFlan

Served senior management as the Senior Sdence Policy Advisor with the US. Environmental Protection

Agency, Region 9.
Activities ncluded the fellowing:

Advised the Fegional Administrator and senior management on emerging issues such as the
potential for the gasoline additive MTBE and ammoenium perchlorate to confaminate drnking
water supplies.

Shaped EPA's national response to these threats by serving on workgroups and by contributing
to guidance, including the Office of Research and Development publication, Oxygenates in
Water: Critical Information and Fesearch Needs.

Improved the technical fraining of EPA's scienfific and engineering staff.

Eamed an EPA Bronze Medal for representing the region’s 300 scientists and engineersin
negotiations with the Administrator and senior management to better integrate scentific
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principles into the policy-making process.
¢+ Established national protocol for the peer review of scienfific documents.

Geology:
‘With the U.5. Forest Service, Matt led investigations to determine hillslope stability of areas propesed for
timber harvest in the central Oregon Coast Range. Spedfic activities were as follows:
¢+ Mapped geology in the field, and used aerial photographic interpretation and mathematical
models to determine slope stability.
¢+  Coordinated his research with community members who were concerned with natural resource
protection
¢+ Characterized the geclogy of an aquifer that serves as the sole source of drinking water for the
city of Medford, Oregon.

As a consultant with Dames and Moore, Matt led geologic investigations of two contaminated sites (later
listed on the Superfund NFL) in the Portland, Oregon, area and a large hazardous waste site in eastern
Oregon. Duties included the fellowing:

* Supervised year-long effort for soil and groundwater sampling.

¢ Conducted aquifer tests.

+ Invesigated active faults beneath sites proposed for hazardous waste disposal.

Teaching:
From 1920 to 1998, Matt taught at least one course per semester at the community college and university
levels:
¢ At San Francisco State University, held an adjunct faculty position and taught courses in
environmental geclogy, cceanography (lab and lecture), hydrogeclogy, and groundwater
contamination
¢+ Served as a committee member for graduate and undergraduate students.
+ Taught courses in environmental geology and oceanography at the College of Marin

Matt is currently a part fime geclogy instructor at Golden West College in Huntington Beach, California
where he taught from 2010 to 2014 and in 2017

Invited Testimony, Reports, Papers and Presentations:
Hagemann, M.F., 2008. Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA. Presentation to the Public
Environmental Law Conference, Eugene, Cregon

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA. Invited presentationto U5
EPA Eegion 9, San Framcisco, California.

Hagemann, M.F., 2005. Use of Electronic Databases in Environmental Fegulation, Policy Making and
Public Parficipation. Brownfields 2005, Denver, Coloradao.

Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado Fiver and Impacts to Drinking Water
in Nevada and the Southwestern U.5. Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust, Las
Vegas, WV (served on conference organizing committee).

1
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Hagemann, MLF., 2002 Invited tesimony to a California Senate committee hearing on air toxins at
schools in Southern California, Los Anpgeles.

Brown, A, Famrow, |, Gray, A. and Hagemann, M., 2002 An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE
Eeleases from Underground Storage Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells.
Presentation to the Ground Water and Environmental Law Conference, Wational Groundwater
Assodation.

Hagemann, ML.F., 2002, Perchlorate Contamination of the Celerade Eiver and Impacts to Drinking Water
in Arizona and the Southwestern UL5. Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust,
FPhoenix, AZ (served on conference organizing committee).

Hagemann, MLF., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorade Eiver and Impacts to Drinking Water
in the Southwestern U.5. Invited presentation to a special committee meeting of the National Academy
of Sciences, Irvine, CTA.

Hagemann, MLF., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorade Fiver. Invited presentaionto a
tribal EPA meeting, Pechanga, CA.

Hagemann, MLF., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorade Fiver. Invited presentation toa
meeting of tribal repesentatives, Parker, AZ.

Hagemann, MLF., 2003. Impact of Perchlorate on the Colorado River and Associated Drinking Water
Supplies. Invited presentation to the Inter-Tribal Mesting, Torres Martinez Tribe.

Hagemann, MLF., 2003. The Emergence of Perchlorate as a Widespread Drinking Water Contaminant.
Invited presentation to the U.5. EPA Fegion 3.

Hagemann, MLF., 2003. A Deductive Approach to the Assessment of Perchlorate Confamination Invited
presentation to the California Assembly Natural Eesources Commitiee.

Hagemann, MLF., 2003. Perchlorate: A Cold War Legacy in Drinking Water. Presentation to a meeting of
the National Groundwater Association

Hagemann, MLF., 2002. From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater. Presentationtoa
meeting of the National Groundwater Assodation.

Hagemann, MLF., 2002, A Chronclogy of MTBE in Groundwater and an Estimate of Costs to Address
Impacts to Groundwater. Presentation to the anmual meeting of the Sodety of Environmental
Journalists.

Hagemann, MLF., 2002. An Estimate of the Cost to Address MTBE Contamination in Groundwater
(and Who Will Pay). Presentation to a meeting of the National Groundwater Assodation

Hagemann, MLF., 2002, An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE Feleases from Underground Storage
Tanks and the Fesulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells. Presentation to a meeting of the U.5. EPA and
State Underground Storage Tank Program managers.

&
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Hagemann, M.F., 2001. From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater. Unpublished
report.

Hagemann, M.F., 2001. Estimated Cleanup Cost for MTBE in Groundwater Used as Drinking Water.
Unpublished report.

Hagemann, M.F_, 2001. Estimated Costs to Address MTBE Eeleases from Leaking Underground Storage
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Selected as subject matter expert for the California Professional Geologist licensing examinations,
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Letter 5a — DeLano & DelLano
Commenter: Rachel Blackburn
Date: May 3, 2021

Response 5a.1:

The commenter provides a a general summary and the commenter’s interpretation of CEQA.
However, the commenter makes no specific comment on how these relate to either the Project’s
DEIR or analysis contained therein. This comment does not relate to the adequacy or content of
the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis in the DEIR, and
does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR. This comment is
noted for the record and revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 5a.2:

The commenter states the DEIR failed to apply the threshold for scenic vistas. The commenter
goes on to state that the DEIR analysis of aesthetics impacts avoids the Project’s impacts to views
of and from the Quail Run Open Space (QROS) Park.

The DEIR does in fact analyze potential impacts to scenic vistas (p. 5.1-23). The DEIR provides
the definition of scenic vistas as “a viewpoint that provides expansive views of a highly valued
landscape for the benefit of the general public” (p. 5.1-23). In addition, the DEIR notes the two
ways in which scenic vistas may be impacted by development: if the development blocks views
of a scenic vista and/or if the development alters a scenic vista (p. 5.1-23). As described in the
DEIR (p. 5.1-23 and 5.1-24):

The Project area, in general, is located near the base of Box Springs Mountains and is
elevated above Downtown Riverside. This general area provides a scenic vista of the
Downtown Riverside area and Mount Rubidoux and the Jurupa Hills as a backdrop to
the northwest, and to Mount San Antonio of the Angeles National Forest further in the
north (on clear days).

The building heights of the proposed structures are anticipated to result in partial
obstructions of the views from the project site itself and immediate surrounding are to Mt.
Rubidoux, Jurupa Hills, and Mt. San Antonio. However, due to the fact that the existing
hill already partially obstructs views of these areas and the proposed highest building
elevations are only up to 12 feet higher than the existing cut/hill, the proposed buildings
are not anticipated to substantially affect existing views from the Project site itself and
immediate surrounding area. Therefore, the proposed Project structures will not block
the view of a vista.

The Project site itself is not located up on a hilltop and does not constitute a scenic vista.
Therefore, the Project site is not a vista itself that would be altered (i.e., development
on a scenic hillside) by the proposed Project.

As identified in the GP 2025, there are no designated scenic vistas near the Project site. (p. 5.1-
25.) Thus, the QROS Park is not considered a scenic vista in the City. As outlined above, those
areas deemed to constitute scenic vistas in the DEIR included views of the Downtown Riverside
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area, Mount Rubidoux, and Jurupa Hills to the northwest, and to Mount San Antonio further
northwest, and views of the Box Springs Mountains. However, construction of the proposed
Project would also not significantly block and/or obscure views of the QROS Park, located west
of the Project site. The commenter states that “since the Project site is currently vacant, the view
of the Park is unobscured from several angles.” However, the commenter does not provide any
evidence of what angles provide unobscured public views of the QROS Park.

Nonetheless, views of the QROS Park are most accessible/available to the general public
(pedestrians using the sidewalk, and those riding bikes or in vehicles on the roadway) along
Central Avenue adjacent to QROS Park, south of the Project site. The reference street-level photo
1 below shows an unobscured view of QROS Park from Central Avenue at Lochmoor Drive (see
Response 5a.2 Reference Photos 1). As the proposed Project is located east of this location it
would not obstruct this view of the Park as well as the view from Central Avenue for the length of
its frontage adjacent to the Park. The view from Sycamore Canyon Boulevard across the vacant
site is shown in photo 2 (Response 5a.2 Reference Photo 2). As the QROS Park is primarily at a
lower elevation than the Project site, it is also largely not visible from Sycamore Canyon Boulevard
without the proposed Project and therefore the proposed Project would not block a view of the
QROS Park from the public right of way on Sycamore Canyon Boulevard. Views from Sycamore
Canyon Boulevard along the northern boundary of the Park are largely blocked by a slope/hillside.

The commenter indicates “The project is proposing a Grading Exception as allowed under
Chapter 17.32 of the RMC in order to construct retaining walls greater than 3 feet in height in an
area open to the public view and greater than 6 feet in an area open to the public view. DEIR at
5.6-17.” The Project is proposing a wall greater than 6 feet in an area not open to the public as
identified in the DEIR Project Description, Section 3.3.8 (page 3.0-21). The sentence on page
5.6-17 quoted above has an inadvertent omission of “not” and is corrected as part of the errata,
for consistency with the Project Description as follows:

The project is proposing a Grading Exception as allowed under Chapter 17.32 of the
RMC in order to construct retaining walls greater than 3 feet in height in an area open to
the public view and greater than 6 feet in an area not open to the public view.

Therefore, the DEIR does in fact apply the threshold for scenic vistas and would not have a
substantial adverse effect on views of the QROS Park. This comment does not affect the analysis
completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence
related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of
the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and revisions to the DEIR are not warranted.
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Response 5a.2 reference photo 1: street-level/sidewalk public view of QROS Park from
Central Avenue at Lochmoor Drive, facing north.

Response 5a.2 reference photo 2: street-level public view from Sycamore Canyon Boulevard
on the east of the Project site facing west over the Project site. QROS Park is not visible from
this public vantage point as the Park is at a lower elevation than the Project site.
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Response 5a.3:

The commenter states the DEIR fails to support its conclusion that the proposed Project would
not degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the proposed Project site
with substantial evidence. The commenter additionally states that compliance with the City’s
Design Guidelines and the Zoning Code does not provide evidence that the proposed Project
would not degrade the existing visual quality of public views of the QROS Park and that the
proposed Project would “inevitably destroy the visual open space that gives the community a view
of [QROS] Park” (Comment Letter 5a). The content of this comment relates to the following CEQA
threshold (which is Threshold C in the DEIR):

Threshold C: In non-urbanized areas, would the Project substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Fublic views are those that
are expenenced from a publicly-accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area,
would the Project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations goveming scenic quality?

To address the CEQA threshold, if a project is in a non-urbanized areas the analysis should
pertain to the first part of the threshold question and if the project is in an urbanized areas the
analysis should pertain to the second part of the threshold question. An “urbanized area” is
defined as “a central city or group of contiguous cities with a population of 50,000 or more,
together with adjacent densely populated areas having a population density of at least 1,000
people per square mile.” (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15387.) The City meets this criteria and is
identified as an urbanized area by the U.S. Bureau of the Census.
(https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/geography/quidance/geo-areas/urban-rural/2010-
urban-rural.html). Thus, the Project site is within an urbanized area for purpose of analysis, but
in order to best serve as an information document for the public, the analysis contained in the
DEIR for Threshold C, analyzed both portions of this CEQA threshold question due to the
presence of the QROS Park to the west of the Project site.

DEIR p. 5.1-26 (response to Threshold B) also acknowledges that the proposed Project site is
adjacent to the QROS Park; however, the DEIR’s statement that the proposed Project site is in
an urbanized area still holds true as the QROS Park is the only open space area/non-urbanized
area in the immediate vicinity of the proposed Project and the Project is within an “urbanized area”
as defined by CEQA. As DEIR p. 5.1-26 further states, the proposed Project site is adjacent to
the SR-60/1-215 freeway and has residential developments to the west, across from QROS Park,
and to the south of Central Avenue, with the QROS Park identified/serving as the only open-
space/non-urbanized area in immediate area. Therefore, the existing visual character of the
proposed Project area is more urbanized than open space. The proposed Project would thus not
conflict with this existing overall urbanized visual character of the area, nor would the proposed
Project “destroy” or significantly obstruct the visual open space that provides publicly accessible
views of the QROS Park (see Response 5a.2).

Nonetheless, the DEIR also analyzes whether the project would substantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality of the public views of the site and its surrounding. The DEIR indicates
(p. 5.1-26) that there will be a change in the visual characteristic of the Project site from a vacant
property that has been heavily disturbed from past grading and construction staging activities and
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has low visual quality. Further, as the proposed Project would comply with the City’s Design
Guidelines and Zoning Code, and includes an aesthetically pleasing design that fits into, and is
complimentary to, the existing combined partially open space/natural and partially urbanized
surrounding, as shown in Figures 3.0-7 and 3.0-8 and Figures 5.1-2 through 5.1-13, it would not
degrade the existing visual character of the area.

The Project does not include any alterations or impacts to the QROS Park and will not destroy
the visual open space that it currently provides. One of the Project objectives is to incorporate
design and landscaping elements that complement and are responsive to the Canyon Crest
community and edge conditions that buffer the Project’s effect on nearby natural environments,
including the City of Riverside’s Quail Run Open Space and the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness
Park. (pp. 1.0-3 — 1.0-4.) In terms of complementing and responding to the visual character of
the site adjacent to the QROS Park, the Project will not disturb natural features of the Project site
that complement the QROS Park. Specifically, there is a rock outcropping located along the
western edge of the property, which is partially located within the Project property line and largely
located in the adjacent property, the City’s Quail Run Open Space Park. Within the Project
property line this area will not be graded or disturbed but left in place and preserved. (p. 5.1-26.)
The Project will utilize the more flat and disturbed portions of the site for the apartment buildings,
amenities and infrastructure. The western boundary is largely undisturbed with a large knoll near
the northwesterly corner and a deep, vegetated ravine near the southwestern corner. These areas
with the greatest extent of topographic relief and lack of disturbance will not be graded or impacted
by the proposed development but will be preserved and left in place. (pp. 5.8-13, 5.8-15.)

As outlined in Response 5a.2, the Project will not obstruct public views of the adjacent QROS
Park. This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR,
does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and
does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record
and revisions to the DEIR are not warranted.

Response 5a.4:

The commenter states that while the proposed Project site has an average natural slope of 25.9%,
the proposed Project is not included in the Residential Conservation Zone applicable to all
properties with an average natural slope of 15% or more, per Section IV of Measure R. The
commenter then states the DEIR must address environmental impacts caused by the proposed
Project’s alleged conflict with Measure R.

As the commenter correctly notes, in 1979, Riverside voters approved Measure R (or Proposition
R): “Taxpayer’s Initiative to Reduce Costly Urban Sprawl by Preserving Riverside’s Citrus and
Agricultural lands, Its Unique Hills, Arroyos and Victoria Avenue.” The two main features of
Measure R relate to: 1) preservation of agriculture through application of the RA-5 - Residential
Agricultural Zone to specific areas of the City; and 2) protection of hillside areas through
application of the RC - Residential Conservation Zone to areas of the City based on slopes over
15 percent. The two areas of the City which were zoned RA-5 are: 1) the Arlington Heights
Greenbelt, in the south and central portion of the City; and 2) an area commonly known as Rancho
La Sierra lying on a bluff above the Santa Ana River and bordered by Tyler Street on the east and
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Arlington Avenue on the west. (Riverside General Plan, OS-13.) The Project site is not located
within either of the two specified areas and thus the first feature of Measure R does not apply.

In 1987, Riverside voters passed Measure C, a bolstering amendment to Proposition R, entitled
“Citizens’ Rights Initiative to Reduce Costly Urban Sprawl, to Reduce Traffic Congestion, to
Minimize Utility Rate Increases and to Facilitate Preservation of Riverside’s Citrus and Agricultural
Lands, its Scenic Hills, Ridgelines, Arroyos and Wildlife Areas”. (Riverside General Plan, 0S-14.)
Measure C had a variety of functions, among them: (a) Amending Measure R so as to delete the
authority of the City's council to amend or repeal Measure R; (b) amending Measure R so as to
further promote and encourage agriculture by protecting agricultural lands from premature
development; and (c) requiring the City to develop a general plan for those areas within the City's
sphere of influence that had not already been encompassed by the City's extant general plan.

Measure C required the City to initiate a planning process leading to the development and
adoption of a plan for the ultimate development of the City’s Sphere of Influence (Measure C,
Section 7.) The plan was to expand the provisions of Measure R to the Sphere of Influence Area,
including Measure R’s application of the RC Zone to all property having an average natural slope
of 15 percent or more, and limiting development to one single family dwelling per two acres for
lots having an average natural slope of 15 to 30 percent. (Measure R, Section 4; Riverside
Municipal Code § 19.100.050(A)(3).)

The Project site was formerly located within the City’s Northern Sphere of Influence (Riverside
General Plan, Figure LU-1). Pursuant to the City’s General Plan, the Project site was not identified
as within an area noted as major hills and canyons or an arroyo. (Riverside General Plan, Figure
LU-3.) Please refer to FEIR Appendix L which includes Planning Commission Memorandum for
Case Numbers P14-0246 (ANX), P14-1059 (GPA), and P14-0901 (Pre-Zoning), dated May 21,
2015, and City of Riverside City Council Memorandum for Annexation 118. As stated in both
documents, at the time of its annexation from Riverside County to the City, the proposed Project
site held a County General Plan land use designation of CR — Commercial Retail, and
subsequently a City land use designation of C — Commercial. Further, the County zoning at the
time of the site’s annexation was C-P-S — Scenic Highway Commercial and the subsequent City
zoning was CG — Commercial General. Thus, even though the City’s General Plan designated
much of the surrounding property as HR - Hillside Residential land use designation with a RC -
Residential Conservation Zoning designation, the proposed Project site was not designated by
the County or City of Riverside as residential, and the parcel was not included in the City’s
Residential Conservation (RC) Zone as part of the annexation into the City. The land use
designation and zoning for the site, at the time it was annexed into the City, was not challenged
and the statute of limitations for a challenge has since expired. As the Project site is not, and has
never been zoned RC, there is no conflict between the site’s proposed zoning and Measure R/
the RC Zone.

Further, although the DEIR indicates “per the City records, the Project site has an average natural
slope (ANS) of 25.9 percent,” that information was from City data that is automatically calculated
based on topographic contours from 1998, and therefore, represents a prior site condition to what
exists today. Also, the Project site conditions existing today would be what existed at the time of
the annexation in 2015, as the disturbance to the site for the realignment of Sycamore Canyon
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Boulevard occurred in 2005-2006, prior to the annexation. An updated Average Natural Slope
(ANS) calculation for the Project parcel was prepared in July 2021 by the Civil Engineer in
accordance with the formula in the Riverside Municipal Code (RMC), Title 17 — Grading, Chapter
17.08 Definitions, to determine the Project site’s current ANS, which is 14.8 percent. This
calculation was made using topo of the site flown in October 2018 at 40 scale 1 foot accuracy.
The City Public Works Department reviewed and accepted the calculation as it was found
consistent with Public Works standards and with common engineering practice. Therefore, as the
Project site does not have an ANS over 15 percent, the RC - Residential Conservation Zone
would not be applicable.

The DEIR is revised to reflect the most accurate ANS calculation of 14.8 percent for the Project
site, as follows on pages 3.0-4, 4.0-1, 5.1-23, 5.1-24 of the DEIR: PerCityrecords;-the

The Project site has an average natural slope (ANS) of 14.8 25:9 percent.

It should be noted that even with this revision to the DEIR, no change to the significance
conclusions presented in the DEIR will result. Accordingly, this comment and the subsequent
DEIR revisions do not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, do not
provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and do not
reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and
revisions to the DEIR have been made as noted above.

Response 5a.5:

The commenter states the DEIR will impact a portion of the blue line stream. The commenter then
states the drainage feature is a California Department Fish and Wildlife streambed. Lastly, the
commenter claims the Project failed to explain how the application of Section 17.28.020 to the
Project impacts the affected blue line stream.

The commenter references language found in Page 2.0-9 of the DEIR under Table 2.0-1: NOP
and Scoping Meeting Comments. The language cited refers to a comment received from a public
individual, Jennifer Becker, where she states, “The project will destroy a portion of one of the few
remaining blue line streams in the City,” but is not a statement made in the DEIR analysis or by
regulatory agencies with expertise in this matter. The “blue-line stream” identified on the USGS
topographical map in the southwest corner of the site is also identified in the Habitat Assessment
and Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan Consistency Analysis
and the Project Delineation of State and Federal Jurisdictional Waters, as a CDFW jurisdictional
feature. Refer to Section 5.3 Biological Resources of the DEIR (p. 5.3-26):
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There are no on-site water features within the upland portion of the Project site. The majority of
the Project site does not support any discernible drainage courses, inundated areas, wetland
vegetation, or hydric soils that would be considered jurisdictional. However, the willow riparian
plant community and its associated drainage on the southwest corner of the Project site would
qualify as a jurisdictional feature under the regulatory authority of the Corps, Regional Board, and
the CDFW, and riparian/riverine habitat under the MSHCP. Based on design plans, no temporary
or permanent impacts are anticipated to occur to the willow riparian plant community or its
associated drainage on the southwest corner of the Project site. Therefore, development of the
Project site will not result in impacts to Corps, Regional Board, or CDFW jurisdiction and
regulatory approvals will not be required. As the Project will not result in impacts to
riparian/riverine areas, a DBESP will not be required for impacts to riparian/riverine habitat
(ELMT(a) p. 40) or wetlands.

Per Figure 5.3-4 under Section 5.3 Biological Resources of the DEIR, the existing drainage course
consists of 0.003 acres of US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)/Regional Board/CDFW
Jurisdictional Streambed and 0.16 acres of CDFW Associated Streambed. Section 17.28.020 —
Hillside/arroyo grading, discusses grading requirements where grading is proposed. To be
specific, Section 17.28.020 states, “Grading requirements. Where grading is proposed on any
parcel having an average natural slope of ten percent or greater, or which is zoned Residential
Conservation (RC), or which is located within or adjacent to the Mockingbird Canyon, Woodcrest,
Prenda, Alessandro, Tequesquite, or Springbrook Arroyos, or a blue line stream identified on
USGS Maps, or other significant arroyo, the grading must be confined per this chapter and limited
to the minimum grading necessary to provide for a house, driveway, garage and limited level
yard.”

Due to the average natural slope of the project site and the presence of the blue line stream, the
Project is required to comply with the Hillside/Arroyo Grading Ordinance, Section 17.28.020 of
the Riverside Municipal Code. The Project is proposing a Grading Exception as allowed under
Chapter 17.32 of the RMC in order to construct retaining walls greater than 3 feet in height in an
area open to the public view and greater than 6 feet in height in an area not open to the public
view. A Grading Exception is also being requested for slopes to exceed 20 feet in height where
an existing hill in the northern part of the site will be partially recontoured. (DEIR p. 5.6-17) Thus,
the Project will comply with the City’s Hillside Grading Ordinance, with the approval of the Grading
Exceptions. The EIR thus fully addresses the grading proposed by the Project and compliance
with City regulations put in place to, in part, “preserve prominent landforms within the community”
(RMC § 17.04.010.). Consistent with the City’s General Plan Policy LU-4.2 regarding enforcement
of the hillside grading provisions in the City’s Code (Title 17), the Project would utilize the more
flat and disturbed portions of the site created previously by undocumented grading operations.
Areas with the greatest extent of topographic relief and lack of disturbance on the site would not
be graded or impacted by the proposed development but will be preserved and leftin place. (DEIR
p. 5.8-16.) This includes the drainage course (blue line stream) in the southwest portion of the
site.

As stated above and in the DEIR (p. 5.3-26), the proposed Project has been designed to avoid
the blue line stream/ drainage feature and associated riparian habitat. Compliance with RMC
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Section 17.28.020 does not impact the blue line stream — it avoids it. The DEIR also contains
mitigation measures to ensure that the blue line stream is not impacted (see MM BIO-3, MM BIO-
7, MM BIO-10, MM BIO-11, MM BIO-14, and MM BIO-15.) Therefore, this comment does not
affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new
information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the
adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and revisions to the DEIR
are not warranted.

Response 5a.6:

The commenter states the DEIR improperly deferred analysis of impacts. The commenter then
states the DEIR does not discuss why or why not a Determination of Biologically Equivalent or
Superior Preservation was not drafted and does not include the Determination in the EIR if
necessary.

Section 5.3 Biological Resources of the DEIR p. 5.3-26 states

“Any alteration or loss of riparian/riverine habitat from development of a Project will require
the preparation of a Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation
(DBESP) analysis to ensure the replacement of any lost functions and values of habitats
in regard to the listed species.”

However, on the same page of the DEIR it also states,

“‘Based on the design plans, no temporary or permanent disturbance impacts are
anticipated to occur to the willow riparian plant community or its associated drainage
course/streambed on the southwest corner of the Project site. Therefore, a DBESP will
not be required for impacts to riparian/riverine habitat. (ELMT(a) p. 22)”.

The DEIR also provides a number of mitigation measures designed to protect the willow riparian
plant community and preclude any alteration or loss. (pp. 5.3-27 — 5.3-28.) For this reason, a
DBESP analysis was not required. Therefore, this comment does not affect the analysis
completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence
related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of
the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and revisions to the DEIR are not warranted.

Response 5a.7:

The commenter stated the DEIR failed to adequately analyze impacts to wildlife movement
corridors.

As outlined in the Habitat Assessment and MSHCP Consistency Analysis report pages 35-36:
Exhibat 7. MSHCPF Criteria Area and Targeted Conservation, shows the location of the project site within

Crtenia Cell 721 and the targeted conservation area for cell 721. Conservation within this Cell 1s planned
as needed for the assemblage of Proposed Constrained Linkage 7.
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The entire project site 1s located within Criteria Cell 721, which 15 an independent Cell that 1s not affiliated
with any Cell Group. Conservation within Criteria Cell 721 will contribute to the assembly of Proposed
Constrained Linkage 7. with an emphasis on the conservation of coastal sage scrub habitat and niparian
scrub, woodlands and forest. Areas conserved within Crteria Cell 721 will be connected to coastal sage
scrub habitat proposed for conservation to the north 1 Criteria Cell 635 and to the west in Criteria Cell 719.
Conservation within Crterta Cell 721 wall range from 35 to 45 percent of the Cell, focusing on 1ts

northeastern and central portions.

Using the mid-range area described for conservation (40%) within Criteria Cell 721, approximately 64 acres
are described for conservation within this approximate 160-acre Criteria Cell. To date. it 1s assumed that
none of these acres have been conserved. There are approximately 96 acres of developable lands within 1n
Crtenia Cell 721 located outside of the northeastern and central portions (35%-43%) of this Cnteria Cell
that are not described for conservation. Based on the graphic depiction shown m Exhibit 7. the proposed
project site 1s not located within the targeted conservation area and would not conflict with the conservation
goals for Criteria Cell 721 or the assembly of Proposed Constrained Linkage 7.

The project site 1s located immediately north of the targeted conservation area for Proposed Constramned
Linkage 7 and 1s separated from the targeted conservation area by Central Avenue. The majority of the
other undeveloped areas, outside of the area target conservation area provide munimal habitat for target
species. Most of the area outside of the target conservation area are developed or have been subject to
existing development and/or anthropogenic disturbances. Further, the willow forest plant community and
associated drammage on the southwest corner of the project site will not be impacted. and will continue to
provide a wildlife movement corndor under Ceniral Avenue south and west of the project site. It should be
noted that Proposed Constramned Linkage 7 has been confined by prior freeway expansion and residential
development on Lochmoor Drive, and has been re-routed up and over Central Avenue and across the
southwest comer of the site. The proposed project will provide 0.53 acre of conservation 1n the southwest
corner of the site for the re-routed Proposed Constrained Linkage 7. as identified in Exhibit 8, MSHCF
Conservation Area.

Potential indirect impacts to Proposed Constrained Linkage 7 (i.e.. noise, lighting. etc.) will be minimized
with implementation of the MSHCP Urbans Wildlands Guidelines descibed i Section 5.3.4 above and
with implementation of the mitigation measures listed in Section 7.4 below.

As stated above, the Proposed Constrained Linkage 7 has been confined by freeway expansion
and residential development on Lockmoor Drive and has been re-routed up and over Central
Avenue and across the southwest corner of the site.

As outlined in the DEIR page 5.3-27,
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The Project site is locatad immediataly north of the MSHCP Proposed Constrained Linkage 7,
which connects Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park to the south to the Box Springs Reserve to
the east (east of Interstate 215/State Route 60) and is generally constrained by urban
development. Habitat on the Project site is heavily disturbed and there is little to no incentive for
bobcats to occur on the upland portion of the Project site, as it is surrounded on three sides by
development (primarily transportation land uses). Box Spring Canyon, located south of the Project
site (south of Central Avenue), and the small portion of willow riparian plant community on
southwest corner of the Project site, have the potential to be used by migrating or dispersing
wildlife, including birds and mammals. (ELMT(a) p. 42)

Per the MSHCP Volume I, Section 3, pages 3-79-3-80:

As shown in the table below, areas not affected by edge within this Linkage total approximately 65
acres of the total 175 acres of the Linkage. Since this Linkage 1s affected by edge. it is anticipated
that treatment and management of edge conditions along this Linkage will be necessary to ensure
that it provides Habitat and movement functions for species using the Linkage. Guidelines
Pertaining to Urban/Wildlands Interface for the management of edge factors such as lighting, urban
runoff, toxics, and domestic predators are presented in Section 6.1 of this document. The Linkage
is constrained by existing urban Development and roadways. Adjacent planned community
Development, urbanized areas ofthe Cityof Riverside and proposed widening activity of I-215 may
affect bobcat movement through this Constrained Linkage. Maintenance of an adequate wildlife
undercrossing at least 10-20 feet wide with fencing and vegetative cover will be important to
accommodate bobcat movement.

PROPOSED COMSTRAINED LINKAGE 7

Approximate Dimension Data for Linkage

Major Coverad
Approx. Activities

Approx. Approx.  Perimeter| Adjacent Proposed Potentially
Total Approx.  Interior  Area Ratio Ganeral Plan Affecting
fac.) Edge (ac.| fae.) (ftfac) Planning Species Land Use Linkage
175 110 65 118 Bell's sage sparrow, cactus wren, and City  (Riverside) and 1215

bobcat

Community Development

As outlined above, the 1-215 widening was a major covered activity project (planned project at the
time the MSHCP was developed and has since been completed) that was expressly identified as
potentially affecting bobcat movement through this Constrained Linkage. As outlined above, the
project site is located immediately north of the targeted conservation area for Proposed
Constrained Linkage 7 and is separated from the targeted conservation area by Central Avenue.
The riparian plant community and associated drainage on the southwest corner of the project site
will not be impacted and will continue to provide a wildlife movement corridor under Central
Avenue south and west of the project site. Alternatively, wildlife not utilizing the culvert under
Central Avenue could cross over Central Avenue roadway and continue along the drainage and
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associated vegetation within and beyond the project boundaries. The project will provide 0.53
acre of conservation in the southwest corner of the site for the re-routed Proposed Constrained
Linkage 7.

Furthermore, the Regional Conservation Authority (RCA) conducted a consistency conclusion, as
identified in the Joint Project Review of the Project (JPR # 08-01-29-01, dated 11/18/2020),
contained in Appendix C of the DEIR, and found “Consistency Conclusion: The project is
consistent with both the Criteria and other Plan requirements.” The JPR was submitted to the US
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)
as well for their review and also determined the project to be consistent with the requirements of
the MSHCP.

Therefore, the Project will not conflict with the stated goals of the MSHCP, including for the
Proposed Constrained Linkage 7 and as outlined in the MSHCP, Volume 1, Section 6, page 6-3:

‘Payment of the mitigation fee and compliance with the requirements of Section 6.0 are
intended to provide full mitigation under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Federal Endangered Species Act,
and California Endangered Species Act for impacts to the species and habitats covered
by the MSHCP pursuant to agreements with the US Fish and Wildlife Service, the
California Department of Fish and Game and/or any other appropriate participating
regulatory agencies and as set for tin the Implementing Agreement for the MSHCP.”

Therefore, the Project did fully analyze impacts to wildlife movement corridors. This comment
does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new
information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the
adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and revisions to the DEIR
are not warranted.

Response 5a.8:

The commenter references an attached letter containing comments from Soil/Water/Air Protection
Enterprise, or “SWAPE” (Letter 5b) regarding the commenter’s claims of the DEIR’s failure to
adequately evaluate air quality, GHG emissions, and health risk impacts and failure to adequately
mitigate impacts.

Responses 5b.4 through 5b.17 provide responses to each of the SWAPE comments the
commenter references. Please see Responses 5b.4 through 5b.17 for the discussions that
address SWAPE'’s claims that the DEIR has not adequately evaluated impacts or adequately
mitigated for impacts. As the outlined in Responses 5b.4 through 5b.17, the DEIR has fully
evaluated potential air quality, GHG emissions, and health risk impacts based upon appropriately
applied methodologies and screening thresholds. Further, it is shown that all potential impacts as
they relate to air quality, GHG emissions, and health risk impacts were correctly found to be less
than significant; thus, no mitigation is required.

Therefore, the Project did adequately analyze impacts related to air quality, GHG emissions and
health risks. This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the
DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the
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DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for
the record, and revisions to the DEIR are not warranted.

Response 5a.9:

The commenter states that the DEIR fails to address the Project’s contribution to an existing air
quality violation for fine particulate matter under both State and Federal standards and the State
standard for coarse dust particles.

As stated on DEIR p. 5.2-25, “Fugitive dust emissions rates vary as a function of many parameters
(soil silt, soil moisture, wind speed, area disturbed, number of vehicles, depth of disturbance or
excavation, etc.). The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) v2016.3.2 was utilized
to calculate fugitive dust emissions resulting from this phase of activity [grading].” Additionally,
DEIR Table 5.2-7 — Overall Construction Emissions Summary (without Mitigation), includes
projected Project emissions for both particulate matter (PM) 10 and 2.5 and shows that neither
Project PM1o nor PM25 emissions would exceed maximum daily emissions thresholds. The EIR
also examined localized construction emissions. As stated on DEIR p. 5.2-27, the SCAQMD has
established that impacts to air quality are significant if there is a potential to contribute or cause
localized exceedances of the NAAQS and CAAQS. Collectively, these are referred to as Localized
Significance Thresholds (LSTs). LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a project that will
not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable Federal or State
ambient air quality standard at the nearest residence or sensitive receptor. The SCAQMD states
that lead agencies can use the LSTs as another indicator of significance in its air quality impact
analyses. As shown on Table 5.2-9 — Localized Significance Summary of Construction, neither
Project PM1 nor PM2 s emissions would exceed applicable LSTs.

In fact, none of the Project’s construction emissions would exceed maximum daily emissions
thresholds or LSTs, and as explained in DEIR Section 5.22.5, the Project would not result in or
cause National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) or California Ambient Air Quality
Standards (CAAQS) violations. Thus, the Project has appropriately accounted for fugitive dust
emissions in its air quality analysis methodology (see DEIR Appendix B for the Project’s Air
Quality Impact Analysis) and has analyzed the Project’s potential for air quality violations due to
fine particulate matter.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and
revisions to the DEIR are not warranted.

Response 5a.10:

The commenter states that the DEIR does not cite to the authority for the 3,000 metric tons per
year threshold for GHG for small projects or demonstrate how the Project qualifies as a small
project under the screening threshold.

The DEIR does in fact cite the source and reasoning for use of this threshold as outlined on
page 5.7-34:
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Conclusions

The City has not adopted its own numeric threshold of significance for determining impacts with
respect to GHG emissions. A screening threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e per year to determine if
additional analysis is required is an acceptable approach for small projects. This approach is a
widely accepted screening threshold used by the City and numerous cities in the Basin and is
based on the SCAQMD staff's proposed GHG screening threshold for stationary source
emissions for non-industrial projects, as described in the SCAQMD’s Interim CEQA GHG
Significance Threshold for Stationary Sources, Rules and Plans (“SCAQMD Interim GHG
Threshold”). The SCAQMD Interim GHG Threshold identifies a screening threshold to determine
whether additional analysis is required.

As outlined in the GHG Analysis, pages 37 and 38:

In 2008, SCAQMD formed a Working Group to identify GHG emissions thresholds for land use
projects that could be used by local lead agencies in the SCAB. The Working Group developed
several different options that are contained in the SCAQMD Draft Guidance Document —
Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold, that could be applied by lead agencies. The working
group has not provided additional guidance since release of the interim guidance in 2008. The
SCAQMD Board has not approved the thresholds; however, the Guidance Document provides
substantial evidence supporting the approaches to significance of GHG emissions that can be
considered by the lead agency in adopting its own threshold. The current interim thresholds
consist of the following tiered approach:

e Tier 1 consists of evaluating whether or not the project qualifies for any applicable exemption
under CEQA.

e Tier 2 consists of determining whether the project is consistent with a GHG reduction plan. If a
project is consistent with a qualifying local GHG reduction plan, it does not have significant GHG
emissions.

e Tier 3 consists of screening values, which the lead agency can choose, but must be consistent
with all projects within its jurisdiction. A project’s construction emissions are averaged over 30
years and are added to the project’s operational emissions. If a project’s emissions are below
one of the following screening thresholds, then the project is less than significant:

o Residential and Commercial land use: 3,000 MTCO;e per year

o Industrial land use: 10,000 MTCOze per year
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Based on land use type: residential: 3,500 MTCO;e per year; commercial: 1,400 MTCOze
per year; or mixed use: 3,000 MTCO;e per year

e Tier 4 has the following options:

Option 1: Reduce BAU emissions by a certain percentage; this percentage is currently
undefined.

Option 2: Early implementation of applicable AB 32 Scoping Plan measures

Option 3, 2020 target for service populations (SP), which includes residents and
employees: 4.8 MTCO,e/SP/year for projects and 6.6 MTCO.e/SP/year for plans;

Option 3, 2035 target: 3.0 MTCO.e/SP/year for projects and 4.1 MTCO.e/SP/year for
plans

s Tier 5 involves mitigation offsets to achieve target significance threshold.

The proposed Project is residential land use and thus, the Tier 3 screening value of 3,000 MT
CO2e per year was appropriately applied, without any requirement to determine if a project
qualifies as a “small project.”

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and
revisions to the DEIR are not warranted.

Response 5a.11:

The commenter states the proposed Project is required to comply with the mandatory
requirements of Title 24 Part 6 Section 110.10 for solar-ready buildings and that the proposed
Project does not state whether the Project has incorporated photovoltaic systems or a solar zone.

The DEIR indicates (p. 5.5-11) that “The Project would adhere to applicable California Code Title
24, Part 6 energy efficiency standards...” (See also p. 5.5-24; Energy Analysis Report, Appendix
E, p. 38; GHG Report, Appendix G, p. 52 regarding adherence to Title 24.)

Per Title 24 Section 110.10 — Mandatory Requirements for Solar Ready Buildings, which states
that covered occupancy types include both low-rise residential buildings and high-rise residential
buildings (10 habitable stories or less), the Project is required to be solar ready pursuant to Title
24. The City has adopted the California Green Building Standards Code, and thus the Project
must comply with Title 24 provisions, including the requirement for solar PV systems on
multifamily buildings three stories or less. Therefore, the Project is required to provide solar panels
on buildings 1-5 and on the 2-story portion of building 7. (RMC § 16.07.020.)

Therefore, this comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the
DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the
DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for
the record and revisions to the DEIR are not warranted.

Response 5a.12:
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The commenter expresses that the DEIR states that the Project will implement energy-saving
features and operational programs, consistent with the reduction measures set forth in the RRG
CAP. The commenter adds that the DEIR neither describes which of these designs and programs
are to be implemented nor discusses their impact on energy consumption relative to other feasible
designs and programs. Lastly, the commenter indicates that the DEIR provides no quantified
analysis or evidence to support its conclusion that the Project would decrease overall “per capital
[sic]” energy consumption, reliance on natural gas, and increase reliance on renewable energy
sources.

Per the DEIR p. 5.5-11, under the section titled City of Riverside Restorative GrowthPrint Climate
Action Plan, the RRG CAP collaborates with the Western Riverside Council of Governments
(WRCOG) by building on the WRCOG Subregional CAP commitments and provides the City GHG
reduction goals beyond 2020 to 2035. Furthermore, the RRG-CAP contains measures that
promote energy efficiency and renewable energy for municipal operations and the community.
The DEIR, Section 5.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Table 5.7-8 — RRG CAP Project Consistency
(DEIR pp. 5.7-43 — 5.7-47) describes the Project’s consistency with RRG CAP including measures
that would reduce GHG emissions in the City. Table 5.7-8 also outlines the Project’s consistency
with energy efficiency measures, including but not limited to, state and regulatory measure SR-2,
local reduction measures E-3 and W-1 to the extent they apply to the Project. (1d.) The conclusion
on p. 5.5-23 is thus supported by substantial evidence.

The DEIR finds the Project would decrease overall per capita energy consumption, reliance on
fossil fuels such as coal, natural gas, and oil, and increase reliance on renewable energy sources.
(p. 5.5-24.) As stated on DEIR pp. 5.5-23 — 5.5-24, “As previously stated, the proposed Project
is subject to California Building Code requirements. New buildings must achieve compliance with
2019 Building and Energy Efficiency Standards and the 2019 California Green Building Standards
requirements. As discussed in Section 3.3.1 Project Description, the residential units of the
Project would include five 3-story buildings and two 2-4 split-story buildings. Per Energy Code
definitions, multifamily buildings of three (3) habitable stories or less above grade are addressed
in the residential requirements of the Energy Code, while multifamily buildings four (4) habitable
stories or more above grade are addressed in the non-residential requirements of the Energy
Code (Ace Resources 2021). Therefore, the Project is partially considered residential and partially
considered multifamily per the Code definitions. As discussed, the 2019 Title 24 standards require
solar PV systems for all low-rise residential buildings (single family homes and multifamily
buildings three stories or less). Therefore, the Project is required to provide solar panels on
buildings 1-5 and on the 2-story portion of building 7. (RMC § 16.07.020.) Further, for residential
buildings, the standards encourage demand responsive technologies, including heat pump water
heaters and improvement of buildings’ thermal envelopes through walls and windows to improve
energy savings. For non-residential buildings, the standards update indoor and outdoor lighting
and make maximum use of LED technology. Overall, adherence to the 2019 Title 24 standards
would increase building efficiency and affect the energy grid less (CEC 2018).”

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and
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does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record
and revisions to the DEIR are not warranted. Response 5a.13:

The commenter states that reliance upon proposed Project compliance with California Building
Code requirements is insufficient in determining that potential impacts from wasteful energy use
would be insignificant. The commenter cites the following from Center for Biological Diversity v.
Dept. of Fish and Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4™ 204, 229 to support the comment’s argument: “That a
project is designed to meet high building efficiency and conservation standards, for example, does
not establish that its greenhouse gas emissions from transportation activities lack significant
impacts.”

The commenter’s use of Center for Biological Diversity v. Dept. of Fish and Wildlife (2015) is out
of context in terms of serving as support for the comment’s argument that the DEIR provides
insufficient evidence in determining that the proposed Project would not result in significant
impacts due to wasteful energy use. Both the case and the commenter’s chosen quotation from
the case are more focused on whether or not the Department of Fish and Wildlife’s EIR adequately
determined the project’s discharge of greenhouse gases would not significantly impact the
environment, which is an arguably separate issue in relation to wasteful energy use. While it is
understood the commenter may be using the case to make the argument that the proposed
Project’s DEIR could not primarily rely on compliance with applicable building code requirements
and/or energy standards to state the Project would not result in significant wasteful energy use,
the conclusion of the case must be taken into account as well. Per section 62 Cal.4th 213, the
Supreme Court states:

We conclude, first, that as to greenhouse gas emissions the environmental impact
report employs a legally permissible criterion of significance — whether the project
was consistent with meeting statewide emission reduction goals — but the report’s
finding that the project’s emissions would not be significant under that criterion is
not supported by a reasoned explanation based on substantive evidence.

In the context of the proposed Project, the DEIR’s analysis does not solely or primarily rely upon
Project compliance with California Building Code requirements as a means of determining
whether the Project will result in significant impacts due to wasteful energy use. The proposed
Project’s Energy Analysis (DEIR Appendix B, p. 35) as well as DEIR p. 5.5-22 state,

“Uses proposed by the Project are not inherently energy intensive, and the Project
energy demands in total would be comparable to, or less than, other residential projects
of similar scale and configuration.”

The DEIR goes on to state that with implementation of Project design features (DEIR p. 5.5-22),

“including required Title 24 standards will ensure that the Project energy demands would
not be considered inefficient, wasteful, or otherwise unnecessary.”

These statements are supported by DEIR Section 5.5.6 (DEIR pp. 5.5-13 — 5.5-22), which
provides a summary of Project Energy Analysis data and findings (DEIR Appendix E). The Project
Energy Analysis provides quantitative analyses of projected Project energy consumption, which
supports the DEIR Energy section’s overall conclusion that the proposed Project would not result
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in wasteful energy use. Thus, the DEIR has in fact provided substantial evidence via quantitative
analysis, in addition to Project compliance with required Title 24 building standards, to conclude
that the proposed Project would not result in significant impacts due to wasteful energy use.

Furthermore, in an appropriate case, a determination that a new building will meet or exceed the
Title 24 standards can support a finding that the building’s energy use impacts will not be
significant (Tracy First v. City of Tracy (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 912) so long as supported by
substantial evidence (Spring Valley Lake Ass’n v. City of Victorville (2016) 248 Cal.App.4th 91,
103.). As stated above, the DEIR’s conclusions are supported by substantial evidence by means
of a quantitative analysis of projected Project energy consumption. (DEIR Appendix E.) Thus,
the DEIR appropriately relied upon compliance with Title 24 standards in concluding the Project’s
energy use would not result in significant impacts.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and
revisions to the DEIR are not warranted.

Response 5a.14:

The commenter incorrectly states that the DEIR fails to adequately analyze impacts to
transportation in regard to the Project’s traffic contribution to the intersection of Sycamore Canyon
Boulevard and Central Avenue. The commenter states that this contribution exceeds the City’s
criteria. However, the DEIR states in Section 5.10.2.1, pg. 5.10-20,

“As of July 1, 2020 the CEQA Guidelines promulgated under SB 743 changed the way
that public agencies evaluate the transportation impacts of Projects under CEQA,
recognizing that roadway congestion, while an inconvenience to drivers, is not itself an
environmental impact (Public Resource Code, § 21099, subd. (b)(2)). In addition to new
exemptions for projects consistent with specific plans, the updated CEQA Guidelines
proposed by the Office of Planning and Research replace congestion-based metrics,
such as auto delay and LOS, with Vehicle Miles Traveled as the basis for determining
significant impacts, unless the Guidelines provide specific exceptions.”

Additionally, per the Office of Planning and Research,

“Even if a General lan contains a LOS standard and a project is found to exceed that
standard, that conflict should not be analyzed under CEQA. CEQA is focused on planning
conflicts that lead to environmental impacts. (The Highway 68 Coalition v. County of Monterey
(2017) 14 Cal.App.5th 883; see, e.g., Appendix G, IX(b) [asking whether the project will “Cause
a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?”].) Auto delay, on its
own, is no longer an environmental impact under CEQA.
(https://www.opr.ca.gov/cega/updates/sb-743/faq.html#general-plans-with- los)

The DEIR was prepared while the State and City were transitioning from LOS to VMT as a CEQA
impact. While the DEIR includes LOS and VMT analysis, the Office of Planning and Research
confirms that auto delay, on its own, is no longer an environmental impact under CEQA. By
including a LOS analysis, the DEIR goes above and beyond CEQA requirements when analyzing
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transportation related deficiencies. As such, the Project does not have environmental impacts
related to transportation and Mitigation Measures MM LAND USE-1 through MM LAND USE-3
are not required to lessen environmental impacts. However, the City will still require the Project
to pay its fair share contribution as Conditions of Approval, as a general community benefit
contribution. The commenter correctly states the City of Riverside does not have a fair share
program to collect fair share payments. However, as a Condition of Approval, the City will require
the applicant to pay its fair share of 8.6 percent of the cost of modifying a traffic signal at the
intersection of Sycamore Canyon Boulevard and Central Avenue to the jurisdictions Caltrans and
the County of Riverside. Such a condition is not mitigation required to lessen a significant
transportation impact.

The DEIR is revised to indicate Mitigation Measures MM LAND USE-1 through MM LAND USE-
3 are Conditions of Approval (COA), as follows on pages 5.8-14 through 5.8-27 of the DEIR:

As outlined in the Transportation section, Section 5.10.5, based on the City’s deficiency criteria,
the following intersection was found to be deficient:

e Sycamore Canyon Boulevard & Central Avenue (#3) — The addition of Project traffic
increases the pre-project delay by more than 2.0 seconds during the AM peak hour
resulting in a cumulative deficiency.

Intersection improvements are required to alleviate this Project-related deficiency at the
intersection of Sycamore Canyon Boulevard & Central Avenue (#3) in order to achieve
consistency with GP 2025 goals and policies for transportation within the Circulation and
Community Mobility Element. Where the Project will result in LOS deficiencies at intersections or
roadway segments, below the standards set forth in the General Plan Circulation Element, the
Project would conflict with General Plan policies addressing the circulation system.
Implementation of mitigation-measure-MM Condition of Approval (COA) LAND USE-1 through
MM COA LAND USE-3 is required to ensure the Project is consistent with GP 2025 Circulation
and Community Mobility Element goals and policies. Mitigation-measure-MM COA LAND USE-1
through MM COA LAND USE-3 are detailed in Section 5.8.5 below. Potential impacts from
conflict with GP 2025 Circulation and Community Mobility Element policies is to less than
significant with implementation of mitigation-measure-MM COA LAND USE-1 through MM
COA LAND USE-3.

With implementation of mitigation-measure MM COA LAND USE-1 through MM COA LAND
USE-3, the Project will not conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect and potential impacts are less than
significant.

5.8.6 Proposed Mitigation Measures

An EIR is required to describe feasible mitigation measures which could minimize significant
adverse impacts (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4). The following conditions of approval
mitigation-measures are based on the improvements needed under Opening Year Cumulative
(2022) and Horizon Year (2040) traffic conditions, mitigation-measures MM COA LAND USE-1
through MM COA LAND USE-3, to meet LOS standards set forth in the General Plan Circulation
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Element and not conflict with the General Plan. While the Traffic Analysis examined LOS within
the Project vicinity, a deficiency in LOS is no longer considered a significant traffic related impact
pursuant to updated CEQA guidelines. Instead, the assessment of LOS is intended to identify key
access, circulation and operational issues within the Project area, and to confirm consistency with,
and reduce potential impacts associated with conflict with, the City’s land use/General Plan
consistency analysis. Horizon Year (2040) traffic conditions are analyzed in Section 5.10.7. The
improvements needed to address Opening Year Cumulative deficiencies are typically a sub-set
of those improvements recommended under Horizon Year (2040) traffic conditions.

MM COA LAND USE-1: In order to alleviate an LOS deficiency and associated conflict with GP
policies, the Sycamore Canyon Boulevard and Central Avenue intersection traffic signal shall be
modified to implement overlap phasing on the northbound (NB) right turn lane. The Project will
not be conditioned to pay fair share for these improvements as the adjacent Sycamore
Commercial Development will construct them.

MM COA LAND USE-2: In order to alleviate an LOS deficiency and associated conflict with GP
policies, the Sycamore Canyon Boulevard and Central Avenue intersection traffic signal shall be
modified to add a 2" NB right turn lane and to implement overlap phasing on the eastbound (EB)
right turn lane. The Project shall contribute its fair share of 8.6% of the cost to the County of
Riverside.

MM COA LAND USE-3: In order to alleviate an LOS deficiency and associated conflict with GP
policies, Watkins Drive & SR-60/I-215 Westbound (WB) on-ramp shall be improved with
installation of a traffic signal, addition of a 2" NB left turn lane, and addition of a 2" Southbound
(SB) through lane. The Project shall contribute its fair share of 4.2% of the cost to the County of
Riverside and Caltrans.

While the Traffic Analysis examined LOS within the Project vicinity, a deficiency in LOS is no
longer considered a significant traffic related impact pursuant to updated CEQA guidelines.
Instead, the assessment of LOS is intended to identify key access, circulation and operational
issues within the Project area, and to confirm consistency with, and reduce potential impacts
associated with conflict with, the City’s land use/General Plan consistency analysis. The Project
will contribute to the following intersection that is anticipated to operate at a deficient LOS during
peak hours for Opening Year Cumulative (2022) without the Project:

e Sycamore Canyon Boulevard & Central Avenue (#3) — LOS E AM peak hour only

With implementation of mitigation—measure MM COA LAND USE-1, the intersection would
operate at acceptable LOS standard as set forth in the General Plan Circulation Element. The
effectiveness of the proposed recommended intersection improvements from MM COA LAND
USE-1 to meet LOS standards is presented in Table 5.10-15 below for Opening Year Cumulative
(2022) traffic conditions.

With the implementation of the intersection recommendations in MM COA LAND USE-1, there
are no Project-related deficiencies anticipated to the study area intersections. MM COA LAND
USE-1 is required to ensure the Project is consistent with GP 2025 Circulation and Community
Mobility Element goals and policies. The Project would not conflict with General Plan policies
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addressing the circulation system and potential impacts would be less than significant without
mitigation.

It should be noted that even with this revision to the DEIR, no change to the significance
conclusions presented in the DEIR will result. Accordingly, this comment and the subsequent
DEIR revisions do not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, do not
provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and do not
reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and
revisions to the DEIR have been made as noted above.

Response 5a.15:

The commenter incorrectly states that the DEIR fails to adequately analyze impacts to
transportation caused by the Project’'s impact with the circulation system plan, as outlined in
Response 5a.14 above.

Per the Office of Planning and Research, “Even if a general plan contains a LOS standard and a
project is found to exceed that standard, that conflict should not be analyzed under CEQA.” The
DEIR was prepared while the State and City were transitioning from LOS to VMT as a CEQA
impact. While the DEIR includes LOS and VMT impacts, the Office of Planning and Research
confirms that auto delay, on its own, is no longer an environmental impact under CEQA. The
commenter's statement that “The DEIR incorrectly states that all the study area roadway
segments are anticipated to continue to operate at an acceptable LOS with the addition of Project
traffic. DEIR at 5.10-30” is a misrepresentation as the complete sentence was not quoted, which
reads (DEIR p. 5.10-30):

“‘As shown in Table 5.10-6, all the study area roadway segments are anticipated to
continue to operate at an acceptable LOS under E + P conditions with the addition of the
Project traffic, with the exception of Sycamore Canyon Boulevard south of Central
Avenue.”

In addition to specifically analyzing the roadway segment cited by the commenter, the DEIR did
in fact analyze the Project’s effect on LOS as it conflicts with the City of Riverside General Plan
2025 Circulation and Community Mobility Element policies, not in Section 5.10 Transportation,
but more appropriately in Section 5.8 Land Use and Planning. As outlined in the DEIR, page 5.8-
14:

Intersection improvements are required to alleviate this Project-related deficiency at the
intersection of Sycamore Canyon Boulevard & Central Avenue (#3) in order to achieve
consistency with GP 2025 goals and policies for transportation within the Circulation and
Community Mobility Element. Where the Project will result in LOS deficiencies at intersections or
roadway segments, below the standards set forth in the General Plan Circulation Element, the
Project would conflict with General Plan policies addressing the circulation system and-would-be
considered-significant. Implementation of mitigation-measure-MM Condition of Approval (COA)
LAND USE-1 through MM COA LAND USE-3 is required to ensure the Project is consistent with
GP 2025 Circulation and Community Mobility Element goals and policies. Mitigation-measure-MM
COA LAND USE-1 through MM COA LAND USE-3 are detailed in Section 5.8.5 below. Potential
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impacts from conflict with GP 2025 Circulation and Community Mobility Element policies is
reduced-to less than significant with implementation of mitigation-measure- MM COA LAND
USE-1 through MM COA LAND USE-3.

Thus, the DEIR did analyze any LOS deficiencies resulting from the Project and provides
Conditions of Approval (COAs) to reduce potential impacts from conflict with the City’s Circulation
and Community Mobility Element of the General Plan to less than significant levels. And as
outlined further in response 5a.14 above, the DEIR was prepared while the State and City were
transitioning from LOS to VMT as a CEQA impact. While the DEIR includes LOS and VMT
impacts, the Office of Planning and Research confirms that auto delay, on its own, is no longer
an environmental impact under CEQA. By including a LOS analysis, the DEIR goes above and
beyond CEQA requirements when analyzing transportation related deficiencies. As such, the
Project does not have environmental impacts related to transportation and Conditions of Approval
COA LAND USE-1 through COA LAND USE-3 are not required to lessen environmental impacts.
However, the City is imposing these COAs including a fair share contribution, as a general
community benefit contribution. Such conditions are not mitigation required to lessen a significant
transportation impact.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 5a.16:

The commenter provides a summary and reference to CEQA case law, which represents the
commenter’s interpretation of the referenced case. However, the commenter makes no specific
comment on how it relates to either the Project’s DEIR or cumulative analysis contained therein.
This comment does not relate to the adequacy or content of the DEIR, does not provide new
information or evidence related to the analysis in the DEIR, and does not affect the analysis
completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and
revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 5a.17:

The commenter provides various references to and abbreviated excerpts related to the CEQA
Guidelines. These represent the commenter’s interpretation of CEQA Guidelines related to
cumulative impacts. However, the commenter makes no specific comment on how these relate
to either the Project’'s DEIR or cumulative analysis contained therein. This comment does not
relate to the adequacy or content of the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence
related to the analysis in the DEIR, and does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions
provided in the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and revisions to the DEIR are not
required.

Response 5a.18:
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The commenter asserts deficiencies regarding the cumulative analysis related to air quality and
aesthetics. The commenter first states that the DEIR fails to analyze the combined emissions of
construction with other proposed or reasonably foreseeable future projects as part of the analysis
to determine whether the Project will contribute to a significant cumulative impact. As noted by
the commenter, the DEIR does summarize cumulative development in the City and surrounding
cities and county to include residential development, warehouses, commercial, office, and public
facilities (DEIR p. 5.2-33) as a means of establishing the cumulative environmental setting. As is
discussed on DEIR p. 5.2-1 and throughout DEIR sections 5.2.2.2, 5.2.2.3, and 5.2.2.4, the
proposed Project site is located in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and is within the jurisdiction
of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). Thus, the proposed Project’s Air
Quality Impact Analysis (DEIR Appendix B) and DEIR Section 5.2.6 have deferred to the AQMD’s
White Paper on Potential Control Strategies to Address Cumulative Impacts from Air Pollution
(2003). As stated on p. D-3 of the White Paper and as cited on DEIR Appendix B p. 47:

the AQMD uses the same significance thresholds for project specific and
cumulative impacts for all environmental topics analyzed in and Environmental
Assessment or Environmental Impact Report (EIR)... Projects that exceed the
project-specific significance thresholds are considered by the SCAQMD to be
cumulatively considerable. This is the reason project-specific and cumulative
significance thresholds are the same. Conversely, projects that do not exceed the
project-specific thresholds are generally not considered to be cumulatively
significant.

Therefore, the DEIR has not failed in its analysis of determining whether or not the proposed
Project would contribute to a significant cumulative impact by not specifically analyzing Project
construction emissions with other proposed or reasonably foreseeable future projects. Rather, the
DEIR has analyzed potential cumulative air quality impacts based on SCAQMD White Paper
guidance. The Project does not exceed project-specific significance thresholds (pp. 5.2-25 — 5.2-
29.) As such, the Project does not result in cumulatively considerable air quality impacts. (pp.
5.2-29, 5.2-34.)

The commenter then states that the DEIR fails to provide substantial evidence that the proposed
Project will not have a substantial cumulative effect on a scenic vista. As the commenter notes,
the DEIR does state that cumulative development in the City and the surrounding area would
modify the visual character of the surrounding area through development of vacant lots or through
redevelopment (DEIR p. 5.1-28). However, the DEIR does go on to also state that those planned
and pending projects in the immediate vicinity of the proposed Project include a currently
undeveloped but recently approved drive-thru restaurant and convenience store/gas station to
the east, across Sycamore Canyon Boulevard (DEIR p. 5.1-28). Moreover, as discussed in
Response 5a.3 and DEIR p. 5.1-26, the proposed Project site is adjacent to the SR-60/1-215
freeway and has residential developments to the west, across from QROS Park, and to the south
of Central Avenue, with the QROS Park identified/serving as the only open-space/non-urbanized
area in immediate area. Therefore, the existing visual character of the immediate proposed
Project area is more urbanized than open space and the Project would not significantly or
cumulatively impact the visual character of this area (see Response 5a.3 for further discussion).
Similarly, as discussed in Responses 5a.2 and 9.5, the proposed Project would not significantly
impact or obstruct scenic vista views from the sidewalk along Central Avenue or from Sycamore
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Canyon Wilderness Park (see Responses 5a.2 and 9.5 for further discussion and accompanying
reference figures). Additionally, the DEIR does discuss potential impacts to scenic vistas (DEIR
pp. 5.1-23 — 5.1-25) and provides analysis to conclude the proposed Project would not result in
significant changes to the currently existing viewshed of the proposed Project area or on scenic
vistas directly or cumulatively.

Therefore, this comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the
DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the
DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for
the record and revisions to the DEIR are not warranted.

Response 5a.19:

The commenter states that the DEIR analyzed emissions based on daily estimates of construction
and operational emissions, but that the DEIR fails to analyze the combined daily emissions to
determine whether impacts to the implementation of an applicable air quality plan would be
significant. The commenter concludes that the proposed Project lacks substantial evidence that
the Project is consistent with the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP).

The commenter fails to support their claim that no analysis of combined daily emissions would
cause the Project to be inconsistent with the 2016 AQMP. DEIR response to Threshold A of
Section 5.2.5 (DEIR pp. 5.2-25 — 5.2-29) explains that the Project’s consistency analysis for the
2016 AQMP was performed using criteria from SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook and goes
on to provide a summary of quantitative data and analysis from the Project’s Air Quality Report
(DEIR Appendix B) to support Project consistency. As noted by the commenter, the DEIR
analyzes emissions based on daily estimates of construction and operational emissions per the
methodology described in the Project’'s Air Quality Report (DEIR Appendix B) and summarized
on DEIR pp. 5.2-25 — 5.2-29. The commenter fails to provide evidence for why the methodologies
implemented to assess Project emissions and consistency with the 2016 AQMP are insufficient
even though it is stated in both the Air Quality Report and DEIR that the consistency analysis was
performed per CEQA Air Quality Handbook criteria. Further, as shown on DEIR pp. 5.2-25 — 5.2-
29, all Project construction and operational emissions were found to be less (significantly less in
some cases) than regional and local thresholds and it was determined the Project would not
exceed assumptions in the AQMP based on the years of Project build-out phase (DEIR pp. 5.2-
28 — 5.2-29). Thus, the proposed Project DEIR provides substantial evidence according to CEQA
Air Quality Handbook criteria that the Project would be consistent with the 2016 AQMP.

Therefore, this comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the
DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the
DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for
the record and revisions to the DEIR are not warranted.

Response 5a.20:

The commenter states that construction noise cannot be directed away from any sensitive
receivers as sensitive receivers are located around the Project site perimeter. The commenter
further states that equipment such as a tamper for deep dynamic compaction cannot be directed
away from sensitive receivers.
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In addressing the commenter’s comment, it is key to distinguish between the sensitive receptors
in proximity to the proposed Project site, which the commenter has failed to do and which the
DEIR and accompanying Project-specific Noise Study (DEIR Appendix H) are express in denoting
when discussing potential noise impacts. DEIR Appendix H p. 53 identifies four (4) residential
receiver locations (denoted as receivers R1, R2, R3, and R4) and two potential sensitive biological
receiver locations (denoted as BIO-1 and BIO-2). The locations of these receivers in proximity to
the proposed Project are provided on DEIR Figure 5.9-4: Sensitive Receiver Locations (DEIR p.
5.9-27). It should be noted that the commenter refers to seven (7) air quality sensitive receivers
identified in the Project’s Air Quality Impact Analysis and Freeway Health Risk Assessment (DEIR
Appendix B). However, these air quality sensitive receivers the commenter cites were identified
in the context of air quality and thus one additional sensitive receiver, denoted as R5 to the
immediate northeast of the Project site (see DEIR Appendix B p. 39) is identified. It appears the
commenter may have chosen to cite these identified air quality sensitive receivers to incorrectly
support his or her inaccurate claim that “sensitive receivers are located around the entire Project
site perimeter” in the context of sensitive noise receptors. However, per DEIR Figure 5.9-4:
Sensitive Receiver Locations (DEIR p. 5.9-27), as well as Noise Study Exhibit 9-A, it is not
accurate to state sensitive noise receptors are located around the entire Project perimeter “such
that noise cannot be directed away from sensitive [noise] receivers” as no sensitive noise
receivers are identified to the northeast of the Project as the commenter inaccurately suggests in
referencing figures and/or Project technical study data information out of context.

Moreover, as is discussed and supported by quantitative analysis summarized from the Project’s
Noise Study (DEIR Appendix H), Project traffic, construction, operational, and blasting-related
noise levels would not result in the generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase
in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the Project in excess of applicable Federal Transit
Authority (FTA) standards or exceed any applicable noise thresholds at the nearest sensitive
residential receptors (DEIR pp. 5.9-21 — 5.9-35). Thus, mitigation for potential noise impacts to
the nearest sensitive residential receptors is not required or necessary. The commenter appears
to have grouped potential noise impacts to and proposed mitigation measures for biological
receptors (discussed further in the next paragraph) to inaccurately include all sensitive receptors
to support their claim that “noise cannot be directed away from any sensitive receptors.” In
actuality, no such mitigation involving directing noise away from residential receptors is required.

Further, the DEIR acknowledges that sensitive biological receivers would be located in closer
proximity to the limits of construction than the residential sensitive receivers; thus, appropriate
biological mitigation measures must be implemented to ensure construction noise and vibration
impacts are reduced to less than significant levels (DEIR p. 5.9-35). The commenter appears to
specifically reference the condition of mitigation measure MM BIO-5 that states, “Any
jackhammers, pneumatic equipment, and all other portable stationary noise sources shall be
shielded and noise shall be directed away from sensitive [biological] receptors” (DEIR p. 5.9-39)
and argues that directing noise away from these sensitive receptors would not be possible. As
discussed in the paragraphs above, the commenter’s assertion was found to be at fault as it was
inaccurately stated that noise sensitive receptors are located around the entirety of the Project
site. Moreover, the conditions of MM BIO-5 would be implemented with MM BIO-4 and MM BIO-
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6, which also include measures to ensure potential impacts to noise sensitive biological receptors
are less than significant.

Lastly, the commenter states that equipment such as a tamper for deep dynamic compaction
cannot be directed away from sensitive receivers. It has previously been established that per
DEIR pp. 5.9-21 — 5.9-35, construction noise, including that of construction equipment, would not
exceed any applicable thresholds for nearby sensitive residential receptors. It has additionally
been established that appropriate biological resources mitigation measures would be
implemented to ensure sensitive biological receptors are not significantly impacted by
construction noise. Per DEIR pp. 5.9-38 — 3.9-39, these biological mitigation measures include
measures for reducing construction equipment-based noise. Further, DEIR p. 5.9-36 states:

“Since the actual equipment used to support the Project construction may include deep
dynamic compaction or rapid impact compaction, the Project’s Noise Study
conservatively relies on the highest worst-case impact pile driving reference vibration
source levels to describe the Project vibration levels.”

Thus, the Project’'s Noise Study (Appendix H) and DEIR have accounted for potential deep
dynamic compaction-level vibration source levels in its analysis. Project construction vibration
levels would not exceed maximum vibration level thresholds and as previously stated, the
implementation of appropriate biological resources mitigation measures would ensure potential
impacts to sensitive biological receptors are less than significant. Therefore, the commenter’s
concern that equipment such as a tamper cannot be directed away from sensitive receptors is
unwarranted as these potential impacts have been fully accounted for in the DEIR analysis.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and
revisions to the DEIR are not warranted.

Response 5a.21:

The commenter provides their interpretation of law and incorrectly states that the DEIR utilizes
“exclusive reliance” on regulation of cumulative projects by Title 24 Energy Standards and that
this reliance is not substantial evidence the Project would not contribute to significant cumulative
impacts.

Refer to Response 5a.13 above. The Project does not solely rely on compliance with Title 24
Energy Standards. The DEIR’s conclusion that Project energy demands in total would be
comparable to, or less than, other residential projects of similar scale and configuration and would
not result in wasteful energy use or contribute to cumulatively significant energy impacts is
supported by quantitative data analysis in addition to Project compliance with required Title 24
building standards (DEIR 5.5-24).

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and
revisions to the DEIR are not warranted.
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Response 5a.22:

The commenter provides various references to and abbreviated excerpts related to CEQA case
law. These represent the commenter’s interpretation of CEQA case law related to feasible
mitigation and alternatives. However, the commenter makes no specific comment on how these
relate to either the Project’s DEIR mitigation measures or alternatives analysis contained therein.
The commenter states that the EIR is required to consider, and the City is required to adopt
feasible mitigation and alternatives that can lessen or avoid the significant impact.

The DEIR does in fact identify many mitigation measures to reduce potential environmental
impacts, and all impacts were deemed less than significant without the need for mitigation or after
implementation of identified mitigation measures. The DEIR did not identify any significant and
unavoidable impacts. The mitigation measures are identified in Section 5 Environmental Impact
Analysis, within each issue topic, 5.1 Aesthetics, 5.2 Air Quality, etc. Mitigation measures are also
included in Table ES-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual
Impacts, in which a total of 41mitigation measures are listed. The Alternatives analysis that meets
CEQA requirements, is included in Section 8.0 of the DEIR (pp. 8.00-1- 8.0-19).

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and
revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 5a.23

The commenter provides a various references/summary of the CEQA Guidelines. These
represent the commenter’s interpretation of CEQA Guidelines related to modifications to the
project in order to lessen the significant environmental effects. However, the commenter makes
no specific comment on how these relate to either the Project’'s DEIR mitigation measures or
alternatives analysis contained therein.

The DEIR does in fact identify modifications, in the form of Project Design Considerations, that
were incorporated into the Project in order to avoid or reduce potential environmental impacts.
The Project Design Considerations are identified in Section 5 Environmental Impact Analysis,
within each issue topic, 5.1 Aesthetics, 5.2 Air Quality, etc.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and
revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 5a.24:

The commenter provides various references to and abbreviated excerpts related to Public
Resources Code, CEQA case law, and CEQA Guidelines. These represent the commenter’s
interpretation of them. However, the commenter makes no specific comment on how these relate
to either the Project’s DEIR mitigation measures contained therein. The commenter states that
"claims of infeasibility [are not] supported by substantial evidence," particularly where the DEIR
fails even to discuss or consider possible mitigation. As outlined in Response 5a.22 above, the
DEIR does in fact identify a number of mitigation measures to reduce potential environmental
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impacts. The mitigation measures are identified in Section 5 Environmental Impact Analysis,
within each issue topic, 5.1 Aesthetics, 5.2 Air Quality, etc. Mitigation measures are also included
in Table ES-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts,
in which a total of 41 mitigation measures are listed.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and
revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 5a.25:

The commenter states the DEIR failed to consider mitigation for GHG emissions based on what
the commenter identifies as an “unsupported conclusion” that the Project would not exceed
significance thresholds.

As is further discussed in Responses 5b.13 through 5b.17, the DEIR and underlying technical
studies adequately evaluated Project GHG emissions utilizing the most applicable and
appropriate methodologies and screening threshold. Thus, as is further elaborated upon in
Responses 5b.13 through 5b.17, the DEIR’s and underlying technical studies’ conclusions that
the Project would not exceed GHG significance thresholds have been adequately supported with
substantial evidence.

Therefore, this comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the
DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the
DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for
the record, and revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 5a.26:

The commenter states that per mitigation measure MM BIO-8, the Project would continue to
construct on windy days despite the City of Riverside General Plan requirement to suspend all
grading operations when wind speeds exceed 25 miles per hour.

Per DEIR p. 5.2-24, Air Quality Element Policy AQ-4.5 (Require the suspension of all grading
operations when wind speeds [as instantaneous gusts] exceed 25 miles per hour) is
acknowledged as a City General Plan policy relevant to the Project. As the Project is located
within the City with the City acting as the Project’s lead agency, the Project would be required to
abide by and be consistent with applicable General Plan policies, including Policy AQ-4.5. The
implementation of MM BIO-8 does not implicitly or explicitly suggest that the Project would
continue grading activities during windy day conditions (wind speeds exceeding 25 miles per hour)
that would be in violation with Policy AQ-4.5. The proposed Project would be required to cease
grading activities when wind speeds exceed 25 miles per hour per Policy AQ-4.5. The measures
described under MM BIO-8 (DEIR 5.3-37) would be implemented on windy days when wind
speeds do not (emphasis added) exceed the 25 mile per hour threshold stated in the policy and
when conditions still allow for construction activities to continue. The purpose of MM BIO-8 would
be to help reduce any fugitive dust emissions during windy day conditions when construction
activities such as grading are still permissible.
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The commenter also claims the DEIR fails to discuss impacts associated with a claimed violation
of General Plan Policies AQ-4.2, AQ-4.3, and AQ-4.4 in addition to AQ-4.5 addressed above.
The commenter provides no specific violations or examples of how the DEIR violates these
policies. Regarding compliance with Policy AQ-4.2 regarding the reduction of particulate matter
from construction (which is the only activity listed applicable to the Project), the DEIR includes
Standard Regulatory Requirements/Best Available Control Measures (BACMs), even though no
Project-specific air quality mitigation measures were found to be required. BACM AQ-1, set forth
below, requires the contractor to adhere to applicable measures contained in Table 1 of Rule 403,
and thus the Project is consistent with Policy AQ-4.2.

BACM AQ-1: The contractor shall adhere to applicable measures contained in Table 1 of Rule
403 including, but not limited to:

« All clearing, grading, earth-moving, or excavation activities shall cease when winds exceed 25
mph per SCAQMD guidelines in order to limit fugitive dust emissions.

» The contractor shall ensure that all disturbed unpaved roads and disturbed areas within the
Project are watered at least three (3) times daily during dry weather. Watering, with complete
coverage of disturbed areas, shall occur at least three times a day, preferably in the mid-morning,
afternoon, and after work is done for the day.

» The contractor shall ensure that traffic speeds on unpaved roads and Project site areas are
limited to 15 miles per hour or less. (p. 5.2-33.)

Similarly, the DEIR provides BACMs that illustrate the Project’s consistency with Policies AQ-4.3
(support the reduction of all particulates potential sources) and AQ-4.4 (support programs that
reduce emissions from building materials and methods that generate excessive pollutants through
incentives and/or regulations). As set forth below, BACM AQ-2 illustrates compliance with Policy
AQ-4, as it reduces emissions from building materials, and BACM AQ-3 illustrates the Project’s
compliance with Policy AQ-4.3, as it prohibits the use of wood burning stoves and fireplaces,
which are sources of particulates.

BACM AQ-2: The following measures shall be incorporated into Project plans and specifications
as implementation of SCAQMD Rule 1113:

Only “Low-Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC)” paints (no more than 50 gram/liter of VOC)
consistent with SCAQMD Rule 1113 shall be used.

BACM AQ-3: The Project is required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 445, which prohibits the use
of wood burning stoves and fireplaces in new development. (p. 5.2-33.)Therefore, this comment
does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new
information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the
adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and revisions to the DEIR
are not required.

Response 5a.27:

The commenter states the DEIR notes a non-toxic chemical stabilizer may be applied to all
stockpiles and failed to identify what chemical stabilizer the Project will utilize. The commenter is
concerned of potential environmental impacts from this non-toxic chemical.
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As stated in the DEIR (pp. 5.3-37 - 5.3-38) mitigation measure MM BIO-8 applies to the Project:

MM BIO-8: During soil excavation, grading, or other subsurface disturbances, the construction
contractor shall supervise provision and maintenance of all standard dust control Best

Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce fugitive dust emissions, including but not limited to the
following actions:

« Water any exposed soil areas a minimum of twice per day, or as allowed under any
imposed drought restrictions. On windy days or when fugitive dust can be observed
leaving the construction site, additional water shall be applied at a frequency fo be
determined by the on-site construction superintendent.

» Pave, periodically water, or apply chemical stabilizer to construction access/egress
points.

+ Minimize the amount of area disturbed by clearing, grading, earthmoving, or excavation
operations at all imes.

* Operate all vehicles on graded areas at speeds less than 15 miles per hour.

s Cover all stockpiles that would not be utilized within three days with plastic or equivalent
maternial, to be determined by the on-site construction superintendent, or spray them
with a non-toxic chemical stabilizer.

MM BIO-8 does not require that a non-toxic stabilizer is used to cover stockpiles, it is an option
identified if not covered with plastic or equivalent material. Therefore, it is not certain that a non-
toxic stabilizer would be used on site. The intent of identifying the chemical stabilizer as “non-
toxic” is to indicate that only stabilizers that would not be toxic or hazardous to the environment
(including biological and water resources) would be allowed.

Further, as stated in the DEIR (pp. 5.3-38 - 5.3-39) mitigation measure MM BIO-10, the purpose
of the measure is to prevent pollutants from the site to be carried in runoff to downstream areas:

MM BIO-10: To address potential short-term impacts to water quality within the on-site drainages
from construction runoff that may carry storm water pollutants, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) shall be implemented by the construction contractor as required by the California
General Construction Storm Water Permit pursuant the Regional Board regulations prior to
grading permit issuance. The SWPPP shall identiy BMPs related to the control of toxic
substances, including construction fuels, oils, and other liquids. These BMPs would be
implemented by the construction contractor prior to the start of any ground clearing activity, shall
be subject to penodic inspections by the City and the Project’s hydrological consultant, shall be
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maintained throughout the construction period and remain in place until all landscape and
permanent BMPs are in place. BMPs shall be monitored and repaired if necessary, to ensure
maximum erosion, sediment, and pollution control.

* The use of erosion control matenials potentially harmful to fish and wildlife species, such
as mono-filament netting (erosion control matting) or similar materal, within and
adjacent to conserved riparian habitat shall be prohibited.

* All fiber roles, ' straw waddles, and/or hay bales utilized within and adjacent to the Project
site shall be free of non-native plant materials.

e (Construction contractor shall comply with all litter and pollution laws. All contractors,
subcontractors, and employees shall also obey these laws.

« Water containing mud, silt, or other pollutants from grading, aggregate washing, or other
activities shall not be allowed to enter the conserved riparian habitat or be placed in
locations that may be subjected to high storm flows.

* 5Spoil sites shall not be located within jurisdictional areas and MSHCP Conservation
Areas or locations that may be subjected to high storm flows, where spoil shall be
washed back into the conserved riparian habitat where it would impact streambed
habitat and aquatic or riparian vegetation.

» Raw cement/concrete or washings thereof, asphalf, paint, or other coating material, oil
or other petroleum products, or any other substances which could be hazardous to fish
and wildlife resources resulting from Project related activities shall be prevented from
contaminating the soil and/or entering the conserved ripanian habitat. These matenals,
placed within or where they may enter the conserved riparian habitat or any party
working under contract to the construction contractor, shall be removed immediately.

* No equipment maintenance shall be done within or near the conserved riparian habitat
where petroleum products or other pollutants from the equipment may enter these areas
under any flow.

The Project is required to comply with the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Statewide General Construction Permit (Order No. 09-09-DWQ). The permit requires
preparation of an effective Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which describes
erosion and sediment control BMPs to prevent stormwater pollution during construction. The
SWPPP must be prepared by a Qualified SWPPP Developer and implemented on site by a
Qualified SWPPP Practitioner to ensure all General Construction Permit requirements and
SWPPP BMPs are being met and implemented during construction activities. The non-toxic
chemical stabilizer would only be allowed if included as an appropriate and approved BMP in the
Project's SWPPP. In order to ensure, no non-toxic chemical that could be harmful to the
environment is used pursuant to MM BIO-8, it is revised to further clarify only those identified in
the SWPPP shall be allowed, as follows on page 5.3-38 of the DEIR:

MM BIO-8: During soil excavation, grading, or other subsurface disturbances, the construction
contractor shall supervise provision and maintenance of all standard dust control Best
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Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce fugitive dust emissions, including but not limited to the
following actions:

e Water any exposed soil areas a minimum of twice per day, or as allowed under any
imposed drought restrictions. On windy days or when fugitive dust can be observed
leaving the construction site, additional water shall be applied at a frequency to be
determined by the on-site construction superintendent.

o Pave, periodically water, or apply acceptable non-toxic chemical stabilizer as identified in
the SWPPP to construction access/egress points.

¢ Minimize the amount of area disturbed by clearing, grading, earthmoving, or excavation
operations at all times.

e Operate all vehicles on graded areas at speeds less than 15 miles per hour.

o Cover all stockpiles that would not be utilized within three days with plastic or equivalent
material, to be determined by the on-site construction superintendent, or spray them with
an acceptable non-toxic chemical stabilizer as identified in the SWPPP.

It should be noted that even with this revision to the DEIR, no change to the significance
conclusions presented in the DEIR will result. Accordingly, this comment and the subsequent
DEIR revisions do not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, do not
provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and do not
reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and
revisions to the DEIR have been made as noted above.

Response 5a.28:

The commenter stated that the DEIR focused only on impacts to wildlife within the Multiple
Species Habitat Conservation Plan caused by noise from construction equipment (DEIR at 5.3-
32). The commenter adds that all the measures the DEIR selected to mitigate noise impacts are
temporary because they correlate to construction noise (DEIR at 5.3-36 — 5.5-38). Lastly, the
commenter indicates the DEIR must analyze and determine what mitigation would be necessary
to reduce any significant environmental impacts caused from operational noise.

The potential impacts that may result from noise are discussed in Section 5.9 Noise subsection
5.9.5 Environmental Impacts (DEIR pp 5.9-20 — 5.9-21). This section indicates that:

“...there is no single noise increase that renders the noise impact significant.”

Furthermore Table 5.9-6 — Significance Criteria Summary on pp. 5.9-22 of the DEIR describes
the significance criteria summary matrix that includes the allowable criteria used to identify
potentially significant incremental noise level increase. Then under the section entitled
Construction Noise Levels (DEIR pp. 5.9-31 — 5.9-33), it is states:

“...potential impacts due to the Project’s typical construction noise is considered less
than significant at all the noise sensitive residential received locations.” Table 5.9-15 —
Typical Construction Noise Level Compliance on DEIR pp 5.9-33 also summarizes this
information as well. Please also refer to Response 5a.20 for a full discussion on potential
noise impacts to noise sensitive biological receivers.
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The DEIR also provides an analysis of operational noise impacts (pp. 5.9-26 — 5.9-30.)). Table
5.9-11 — Operational Noise Level Compliance, lists the Project noise levels at the two BIO
receivers as 40.4 dBA and 41.7 dBA respectively. (p. 5.9-29.) As provided in Section 5.3.4 of the
Project’'s MSHCP Consistency Analysis, “As outlined in the Noise Impact Analysis, Section 10
Operational Impacts, prepared for the project (Urban Crossroads, September 15, 2020), the
operational noise analysis is intended to describe noise levels associated with the expected
typical daytime and nighttime residential activities from the project. The on-site project-related
noise sources are expected to include roof-top air conditioning units, trash enclosure activity, dog
park activity, pool/spa activity and parking lot vehicle movements. These noise sources are
anticipated to be 41.7 dBA Leq (for all sources) at the MSHCP Conservation Area in the southwest
portion of the site. The operational noise levels associated with Crestview Apartments project will
not exceed the City of Riverside 55 dBA Leq daytime and 45 dBA Leq nighttime exterior residential
noise level standards. No further mitigation is proposed for operational noise.” (Habitat
Assessment MSHCP, JD, and JPR, Appendix C, p. 27.)

Thus, the DEIR does contain an analysis of construction noise, finding that the Project’s
operational noise levels will not exceed the City’s applicable standards at the MSHCP
Conservation Area, and thus no mitigation is required.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and
revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 5a.29:

The commenter provides a collection of various references to and abbreviated excerpts from the
Public Resources Code, CEQA Guidelines, and CEQA case law. These represent the
commenter’s interpretation of them. The commenter states the formulation of mitigation measures
shall not be deferred until some future time and claims the DEIR improperly defers mitigation of
erosion impacts and water quality impacts.

As outlined in Response 5a.2727 above, the Project is required to comply with the National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Statewide General Construction Permit (Order
No. 09-09-DWQ). The permit requires preparation of an effective Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which describes erosion and sediment control BMPs to prevent
stormwater pollution during construction. The SWPPP must be prepared by a Qualified SWPPP
Developer and implemented on site by a Qualified SWPPP Practitioner to ensure all General
Construction Permit requirements and SWPPP BMPs are being met and implemented during
construction activities. The SWPPP is required identify BMPs related to the control of toxic
substances, including construction fuels, oils, and other liquids. Preparation of the SWPPP is a
federal and state requirement, but was also incorporated into MM BIO-10, for tracking purposes
and the City to ensure it is prepared. Mitigation measure MM BIO-10 is fully enforceable as it
contains a number of specific performance standards and does not defer mitigation. Please also
refer to Response 8.7 regarding deferral of mitigation measures.
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Accordingly, the EIR did not defer the analysis of any potential impacts. This comment does not
affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new
information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the
adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and revisions to the DEIR
are not required.

Response 5a.30:

The commenter states the DEIR improperly defers mitigation of impacts from lighting and the
Project will have significant impacts to the Conservation Plan area from direct night lighting. The
commenter states the DEIR has proposed lighting that still needs to be confirmed.

Mitigation Measure MM AES-1 requires approval of a photometric (lighting) plan by the City and
compliance with the MSHCP. To minimize indirect impacts to species protected under Section
6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Mitigation Measures MM BIO-4, MM BIO-5, and MM BIO-6 are required to
ensure construction noise and vibration impacts on sensitive biological receivers are reduced to
less than significant levels (DEIR, p.5.9-38). Prior to construction, the proposed Project must have
an approved photometric plan. A Site Lighting Photometric Plan has been prepared for the
Project, shown in FEIR Figure 2.0-1 below, identifies the exterior light types, locations, quantity,
description, lumens per lamp, and that the proposed lighting will not “spill” beyond the
development pad/footprint. As stated in the DEIR, Section 5.1.6 (p. 5.1-28), within Mitigation
Measure MM AES-1 outlined below, the Project shall be designed in such a manner as to prevent
light spillage from the Project to the adjacent and nearby open space areas and the purpose of
the photometric plan is to enable the City to ensure that the approved light design requirements
are included in the final building plan sheets, prior to issuance of building permits. Further, MM
AES-1 contains a number of performance standards, including that Project lighting levels shall
comply with Chapter 19.556 of the Riverside Municipal Code, shielding be employed where
feasible, night lighting be directed away from natural open space and will be directed downward
towards the center of development, lights shall not blink, flash, oscillate, or be of an unusually
high brightness or intensity, energy efficient LPS or HPS lamps shall be used exclusively, and
exterior lights shall be only “warm” LED lights. Mitigation Measure MM AES-1 clearly sets forth
the criteria the City will apply in determining that the impact is mitigated, including the type of
lamps to be used, their intensity, and the direction lighting will face.

Therefore, neither the EIR as a whole, nor MM AES-1 defers mitigation. Please also refer to
Response 8.7. This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in
the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the
DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for
the record, and revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 5a.31:

The commenter incorrectly states that the mitigation measures selected to minimize short-term
noise levels caused by construction are improperly deferred as noise-reduction devices have not
been specifically identified and noise attenuation techniques are to be employed as needed.

2.0-396 R\Mﬁ‘.



City of Riverside Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments

Per DEIR pp. 5.3-36 — 5.3-37, mitigation measures MM BIO-4 and MM BIO-5 identify specific
noise reduction devices and attenuation techniques, including the installation of a 12-foot-high
temporary noise barrier at the perimeter of the limits of disturbance between construction activities
and adjacent riparian habitat. It is also identified that heavy grade rubber mats/pads would be
used within beds of trucks to help attenuate initial impact noise generated from excavators
dropping rocks and debris into the trucks.

The commenter is referring to MM BIO-9 in which it is stated the Project would, “Employ additional
noise attenuation techniques, as needed, to reduce excessive noise levels... such as the
placement of temporary sound barriers or sound blankets.” (DEIR p. 5.3-38). The implementation
of MM BIO-9 would be in addition to the specified noise-reduction and attenuation techniques
described in MM BIO-4 and MM BIO-5. MM BIO-9 also includes a number of specific measures
to minimize short-term noise from construction activities including:

e Properly outfit and maintain construction equipment with manufacturer-recommended
noise-reduction devices to minimize construction-generated noise.

e Operate all diesel equipment with closed engine doors and equip with factory-
recommended mufflers.

e Use electrical power, when feasible, to operate air compressors and similar power tools

¢ Locate construction staging areas at least 100 feet from the conserved riparian habitat.
(DEIR p. 5.3-38).

Further, MM BIO-9 does identify additional noise techniques as including temporary sound
barriers or sound blankets. The fact that MM BIO-9 employs additional noise attenuation
techniques as needed does not constitute improper deferral as the commenter claims. Deferral
may be appropriate when the nature or extent of mitigation that may be required depends on the
result of later study. (Save Panoche Valley v. San Benito County (2013) 217 Cal.App4th 503, 524;
Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 418
[mitigation measure for noise impacts required evaluation of specific noise control techniques to
ensure compliance with noise performance standards once ventilation system had been
designed].)

As provided herein, the DEIR contains a number of specific measures to reduce construction
noise. Once such measures are employed, it is unknown to what extent any further noise
attenuation techniques will be required. The need for the additional measures set forth in MM
BIO-9 will be determined once all other measures are employed. This is proper under CEQA.

Therefore, this comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the
DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the
DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for
the record, and revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 5a.32:

The commenter states the project would interfere substantially with the movement of wildlife in
corridors. The commenter then states Mitigation Measures MM BIO-2 through MM BIO-15 do not
adequately address the Project’s impacts to wildlife movement. The commenter also states that
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none of the measures MM BIO-7 describes relates to the fact that the Project will cause wildlife
to lose access to a travel route.

Please see Response 5a.7. Additionally, and to summarize, per the DEIR, Section 5.3 Biological
Resources (p. 5.3-16):

“Habitat on the Project site is heavily disturbed and there is little to no incentive for
bobcats to occur on the upland portion of the Project site, as it is surrounded on three (3)
sides by development (primarily transportation land uses). Box Spring Canyon located
south of the Project site (south of Central Avenue), and the small portion of willow
riparian on southwest corner of the Project site has the potential to be used by migrating
or dispersing wildlife, including birds and mammals. (ELMT(a), p.18)”

As provided in the DEIR, the Project will not directly impact, prevent or restrict the use of Box
Spring Canyon or the willow riparian plant community as a corridor by wildlife. Disturbances from
the Project are not expected to directly or indirectly impact wildlife movement opportunities
through this area. The MSHCP urban/wildlands interface guidelines will be implemented to help
reduce potential indirect effects to wildlife movement. (ELMT(a) p. 42; DEIR p. 5.3-27.) MM BIO-
2 through MM BIO-15 thus reduce potential indirect effects to wildlife movement. MM BIO-7 does
not relate to the loss of a travel route because the Project will not cause loss of a travel route —
disturbances from the Project are not expected to directly or indirectly impact wildlife movement
opportunities through this area.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and
revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 5a.33:

The commenter provides a collection of various references to and abbreviated excerpts from the
CEQA Guidelines and CEQA case law. These represent the commenter’s interpretation of them.
The commenter claims the DEIR’s discussion of alternatives is insufficient because it did not
explain why a reduced density alternative was rejected from further consideration.

As outlined in Section 8.0 of the DEIR, the Project meaningfully considered three alternatives,
specifically Section 8.2.1 Alternative 1 — No Project/No Development (p. 8.0-3), Section 8.2.2
Alternative 2 — Commercial Development (p. 8.0-6), and Section 8.2.3 Alternative 3 — Mixed Use
Development (p. 8.0-12). The commenter fails to specify what, if any, portions of the three
alternatives considered did not follow meaningful consideration.

Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), “An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the
basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects
of the project and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” The analysis contained in
the DEIR did not identify any significant effects of the project; all potential effects were either
below the level of significance without the need of mitigation measures or were reduced to less
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than significant levels with incorporation of mitigation measures. As such, identification of
alternatives to avoid or substantially lessen significant environmental impacts was not warranted,
such as a reduced density alternative.

The commenter states while the DEIR “weighed the possibility of an increased density
alternative,” the DEIR “did not explain why a reduced density alternative was rejected from further
consideration.” Per DEIR p. 8.0-1, which cites CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, “alternatives
must focus on those that are potentially feasible, and which attain most of the basic objectives of
the project.” As described in DEIR p. 8.0-1, among the Project’s basic objectives is to:

Provide housing to increase the type and amount of housing available consistent
with the goals of the City’s Housing Element and to assist the City in meeting
project housing demand as part of the City’s growth projections. Per Regional
Housing Need Allocation (RHNA), the City will need to make space for a minimum
of 18,458 housing units, with an anticipated goal of 24,000 units, by 2029.

As stated on DEIR p. 3.0-13, the proposed Project would provide 237 one-, two-, and three-
bedroom residential apartment units, which are in line with the City’s projections and RHNA goals
to provide 24,000 units by 2029. Thus, the Project’s objectives are not “defined too narrowly” as
claimed by the commenter; rather, the Project’s objectives are appropriately defined and reflective
of City goals to meet housing demand. That the DEIR does not include a discussion of a reduced
density alternative does not reflect “a narrowing of the consideration of alternatives to the Project.”
The City, as lead agency, is responsible for selecting a range of Project alternatives to be
discussed, and there is no iron-clad rule other than the “rule of reason” (CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6(a)). Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of
alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan
consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the
proponent can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to an alternative. (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6 (f)(1)). (p. 8.0-2.)

The City took into account its Housing Element and RHNA obligation in appropriately developing
a reasonable range of alternatives. The DEIR’s alternatives appropriately considered those which
were potentially feasible and which would attain most of the basic objectives of the Project, which
included consideration of an increased density alternative that would have included increased
housing units, and which did not include a lower density alternative which would not have met
Project objectives or City housing goals to the same degree and is not required as no significant
impacts from the Project were identified.

Therefore, this comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the
DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the
DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for
the record and no changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 5a.34:
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The commenter incorrectly asserts the DEIR failed to provide substantial evidence of its analysis
for the comparison of alternatives.

Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states, “There is no ironclad rule governing the nature
or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason.” The DEIR (p. 8.0-2,
Section 8.2 — Rationale for Alternative Selection), does in fact provide a discussion of both
applicable CEQA Guidelines for alternatives selection as well as an overview of and reasoning
for each alternative’s selection. As stated in DEIR p. 8.0-2, the “no project” alternative was
included and evaluated per CEQA Guideline requirements (Section 15126.6(¢e)). As further stated,
the Commercial Development alternative was selected for evaluation as it would have been in
line with the site’s current land use and zoning designations for commercial uses (DEIR p. 8.0-2).
Lastly, it is stated that the Mixed-Use Development alternative, which would have included both
residential and commercial uses, was selected due to the site’s location, which is in close
proximity to the freeway network and the University of California, Riverside (DEIR p. 8.0-2). Thus,
the DEIR has in fact provided substantial evidence and reasoning for its selection and analysis
for the comparison of alternatives as the nature and scope of the alternatives discussed was
based on reason and feasibility.

As outlined above, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) indicate that the DEIR shall evaluate
the comparative merits of the alternatives. The DEIR, in Section 8.0, pages 8.0-1 to 8.0-21
includes consideration and discussion of alternatives to the proposed Project in accordance with
CEQA, including a comparison of merits. The CEQA Guidelines do not indicate that an
alternatives analysis needs to demonstrate which of the objectives each alternative would or
would not be realized, and thus it is not required. Nonetheless, a summary of which objectives
each alternative achieves is included in the table below for information.

Project Objectives Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3

No Project/ No Commercial Mixed Use

Development Development Development

Achieve the Project Objectives?

Provide a high-quality residential development in | No No Yes - Partially
close proximity to the University of California,
Riverside, Downtown Riverside and high-quality
transit corridors.

Increase the type and amount of housing available | No No Yes - Partially
consistent with the goals of the City’s Housing

Element.

Provide new residential development to assist the | No No Yes - Partially

City of Riverside in meeting its Regional Housing
Needs Assessment (RHNA) allocation of 18,419
new housing units for the 2021-2029 Housing
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Element Cycle and the State’s current housing
crisis

Use land resources more efficiently by providing a | No Yes Yes
well-planned, infill development on a currently
vacant and largely disturbed site.

Implement green building practices and other | No Yes Yes
sustainable development methods throughout the
project, consistent with the City’s Climate Action
Plan.

Preserve the existing natural bed and bank of the | Yes Yes Yes
drainage course and associated sensitive
vegetation outside of the development footprint to
maintain its hydrologic and biological function for
water flow conveyance and wildlife movement.

Incorporate design and landscaping elements that | No Yes Yes
complement and are responsive to the Canyon
Crest community and edge conditions that buffer
the project's effect on the nearby natural
environments, including the City of Riverside’s
Quail Run Open Space Park and the Sycamore
Canyon Wilderness Park.

Therefore, this comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the
DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the
DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for
the record and no changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 5a.35:

The commenter asserts that neither the commercial development nor the mixed-use development
are within a reasonable range of alternatives and that the applicant's inability to find a tenant for
a commercial development is not substantial evidence for why the alternative is infeasible.

Per the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b) states “Because an EIR must identify ways to
mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a project may have on the environment (Public
Resources Code Section 21002.1), the discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to
the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant
effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of
the project objectives, or would be more costly.”

Section 8.3 of the DEIR, pg. 8.0-19 states, “Based on the alternative’s analysis provided above,
Alternative 1: No Project/Development Alternative, would be the environmentally superior
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alternative. The No Project/Development Alternative would either avoid or lessen the severity of
all significant impacts of the proposed project, as nothing would be constructed. However, the No
Project Alternative would not fulfill the objectives of the proposed project.

When the “No Project/Development” alternative is determined to be environmentally superior,
State CEQA Guidelines also requires identification of the environmentally superior alternative
among the development options. Of the other alternatives evaluated in this EIR, Alternative 2:
Commercial Development, is determined to be the environmentally superior alternative; however;
it is not consistent with the proposed Project’s Objectives and Goals.

Alternative 2 Commercial Development is within a reasonable range of alternatives as it is
specifically spelled out in the CEQA Guidelines as a “no Project” alternative. Per the CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)(3),

“A discussion of the “no project” alternative will usually proceed along one of two lines:

(A) When the project is a revision of an existing land use or regulatory plan, policy or
ongoing operation, the “no Project” alternative will be the continuation of the existing
plan, policy or operation into the future...”

(B) If the project is other than a land use or regulatory plan, for example a development
project on identifiable property, the “no Project” alternative is the circumstance under
which the project does not proceed...”

As the Project includes a general plan land use amendment and a zone change, a “no Project”
alternative would be a Project that would not require a land use designation amendment or zone
change as it would be consistent with the existing land use designation and zoning. As outlined
in the DEIR, Section 8.2.2 (p. 8.0-6) “This discussion analyzes alternative development of the site
that remains in accordance with the current land use and zoning designations. Under this
alternative, the land use designation and zoning would remain as is, and the Project site would
be under a CG — Commercial General zoning designation. Therefore, as Alternative 2 Commercial
Development was included and analyzed consistent with CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(e)(3), it is
within a reasonable range of alternatives.

As outlined in the DEIR Section 8.2.3 (p. 8.0-12), “The Project applicant previously considered
development of the site as mixed use and had a conceptual site plan prepared, refer to Figure
8.0-2 — Alternative 3 Mixed Use Development Conceptual Site Plan.” In addition, a mixed-use
development project would incorporate both the City’s vision for the site as commercial in the GP
2025, and residential that would assist the City in meeting housing demand as part of the City’s
growth projections. As the applicant actually considered development of the site as mixed use
and hired a firm to prepare a conceptual site plan, which constitutes substantial evidence that
they did consider this alternative and would also be partially consistent with the GP 2025 and also
assist the City in meeting housing demand, the Mixed-Use Development alternative is within a
range of reasonable alternatives.
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The CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) define feasibility:

“Feasibility. Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the
feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of
infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitation, jurisdictional
boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact should consider the regional
context), and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have
access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent). No one of
these factors establishes a fixed limit on the scope of reasonable alternatives.”

The DEIR, Section 8.3 (p. 8.0-19) indicates that the applicant tried to solicit tenants for the
commercial development and was not able to do so. A commercial development project would
not be economically viable if there are no tenants. As outlined above, economic viability is a factor
identified in the CEQA guidelines for determining an alternative to be feasible or not feasible.
Therefore, the commercial development was eliminated as a feasible alternative as it was
determined not economically viable.

Therefore, this comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the
DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the
DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for
the record and no changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 5a.36:

The commenter asserts that the DEIR is lacking and the only way to fix the issues is to revise it
and recirculate an adequate report. For all the reasons set forth above in Responses to Comments
5a.1 through 5a.35, no new information of substantial importance has been added to the EIR, and
no new significant environmental impacts or substantial increases in existing significance impacts
exist. Accordingly, recirculation of the DEIR is not required. (State CEQA Guidelines 15088.5)

Therefore, this comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the
DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the
DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for
the record and no changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 5a.37:

The commenter urges the Project and DEIR as proposed to be rejected.

This comment reflects the commenter’s opinion and does not affect the analysis completed or
conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the
analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR.
This comment is noted for the record and no changes to the DEIR are required.
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Letter 5b — SWAPE

Commenter: Matt Hagemann and Paul E. Rosenfield
Date: May 3, 2021

Response 5b.1:

This introductory comment summarizes the project description and no specific comment or
request for additional information is made; therefore, no further response is required.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 5b.2:

The commenter claims that the DEIR’s air quality, health risk, and greenhouse gas impacts are
underestimated and requests preparation of an updated EIR based on the subsequent comments.
The commenter does not provide specific examples or facts to support their opinion. To the extent
this comment is introductory to the commenter’s later arguments, please refer to Responses 5b.4
through 5b.17.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 5b.3:

The commenter summarizes their understanding of CalEEMod input parameters and claims that
the emissions calculations using CalEEMod are not substantiated and are underestimated based
on the subsequent comments. The commenter does not provide any specific examples of claimed
inconsistencies, enabling a response. Please refer to Responses 5b.4 through 5b.7 below for
responses to commenter’s specific claims.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 5b.4:
The commenter states the DEIR includes an unsubstantiated reduction to parking land use size.

The CalEEMod User’s Guide states that “if actual lot acreage data is available, the user should
override the default value.” However, at the time the model run for the Air Quality analysis was
conducted, specific site information regarding the footprint of the apartment structures or the
dimensions of the parking lot were being refined. CalEEMod default parameters for the
development footprint equal 8.95 acres for the residential land uses, 237,000 square feet of
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building and 152,862 square feet of other uses, including open space, common areas, parking,
and driveways associated with any similar development of this size. In order to accurately model
the Project site area, the total development footprint (8.95 acres) assumed by CalEEMod was
subtracted from the total site area (9.77 acres') and the remainder was used to represent
additional parking lot area (0.82 acres or 35,719 square feet). This would represent 188,581
square feet for parking, open space, common area. Thus, the modification to CalEEMod defaults
associated with the parking area was correct.

As to the assertion the emissions are under represented by the smaller footprint, if the CalEEMod
default for the parking lot was used, the total lot acreage analyzed would be 12.80 acres which
would not correctly represent the total site area and would overestimate total ground disturbance
activity as well as emissions associated with equipment usage.  Notwithstanding the acreage
issue, even if the analysis assumed the additional 3.3 acres of parking lot area as identified by
SWAPE, no changes to the conclusions would occur and a nominal increase in paving volatile
organic compounds (VOC) emissions would change from 0.11 pounds per day (in the DEIR) to
0.52 pounds per day. This nominal increase would not affect the findings and conclusions of the
DEIR and underlying technical studies. As such, the analysis in the DEIR and underlying technical
studies is correct and no changes are needed.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 5b.5:

The commenter states the DEIR includes unsubstantiated changes to individual construction
phase lengths.

As noted in the DEIR’s Appendix B, Air Quality Impact Analysis (see Page 111, 189), the
construction duration and equipment utilized represents a “reasonable approximation” of the
expected construction activity as required by CEQA. While CalEEMod includes some defaults
based on a limited number of surveys conducted by the SCAQMD, the CalEEMod user manual
states, “if the user has more detailed site-specific equipment and phase information, the user
should override the default values.” Thus, the specific construction schedule and associated
equipment list were modified from the CalEEMod defaults based on information provided by the
Project Applicant as recommend by CalEEMod. The commenter claims that changing the number
of days of activity somehow necessitates changing the assumed equipment utilized in the
modeling; however, there is no substantiation provided by the commenter for this claim.
Furthermore, the phases that were modified were lengthened indicating the activity would require
less intense activity and thus less equipment to accomplish the same task over a longer period

19.77- acres is larger than the 9.44 -acre parcel as it also includes areas outside of the parcel
within the street right-of-way along Central Avenue and Sycamore Canyon Boulevard that will be
disturbed with grading and improvements such as driveways and sidewalks.
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as opposed to shortening of the schedule which may necessitate additional equipment to
accomplish the same task in a short period. Therefore, emissions associated with equipment
required during construction was not discounted. As noted in the DEIR and associated technical
Appendix B, the construction schedule and equipment list are based on a reasonable
approximation and information provided by the Project Applicant. As such, the analysis in the
DEIR and underlying technical studies is correct and no changes are needed.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 5b.6:
The commenter states the DEIR includes unsubstantiated reductions to energy use values.

As noted in the DEIR and underlying technical appendices, the 2019 version of Title 24, which
became effective on January 1, 2020, results in approximately 53% less energy demand for non-
residential buildings and this reduction is a published improvement identified by the State of
California. It is therefore appropriate to reduce the CalEEMod defaults (which are based on the
prior 2016 Title 24 standards) by 53% to account for compliance with the newer regulation. The
commenter provides no substantial evidence as to why these reductions are improper and claims
that the reductions from Title 24 do not “guarantee” a reduction — to the contrary, the Project will
be subject to, at a minimum, implementation of 2019 Title 24 standards by law. The DEIR provides
under Project Design Considerations, that the Project would adhere to applicable California Title
24, Part 6, energy efficiency standards described in Section 5.5.2.2 of the DEIR. (DEIR, p. 5.5-
11.) Section 5.5.2.2. provides that after implementation of solar PV systems, homes built under
the 2019 standards will about 53% less energy than homes built under the 2016 standards. (DEIR,
p. 5.5-9.) Thus, with implementation of PV solar systems, which the Project will implement, the
53% reduction in the CalEEMod defaults is appropriate. Additionally, CAPCOA has recently
released an updated CalEEMod which includes similar reductions in energy use and further
substantiate the appropriateness of the applied energy demand reductions. As such, the analysis
in the DEIR and underlying technical studies is correct and no changes are needed.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 5b.7:

The commenter states that the emissions modeling performed by SWAPE indicates a significant
air quality impact.

The commenter attempts to provide updated modeling and claims it is based on information in
the DEIR; however, the commenter does not provide the values that they used in the modeling or
the justification for using each. All of the commenter’s claims of underestimating the Project’s
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emissions and impacts have been refuted by substantial evidence in Responses 5b.4-5b.7, 5b.9-
5b.17.

Furthermore, CEQA discusses disagreement between experts? and states in Guidelines Section
15151: “Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should
summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have looked not for
perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.” As discussed
in Response to Comments 5b.4 through 5b.6 above, the DEIR contains an adequate and
complete analysis, which supports that the DEIR and underlying technical studies are correct,
and no significant impact would occur from implementation of the Project.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 5b.8:

The commenter summarizes the results of the freeway-based operational health risk assessment
and then goes on to discuss the need for a construction-related HRA. The commenter then states
that the DEIR’s conclusion for a less than significant impact is flawed for three reasons. The
commenter does not provide specific examples or specify its claimed issues with the Project’s
health risk assessment enabling a response. The comment is introductory and specific responses
to each of the three reasons presented follows in Responses 5b.9 through 5b.11 below.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 5b.9:

The commenter claims the Project's DEIR fails to quantitatively evaluate the Project’s
construction-related and operational toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions or connect those
emissions to potential health risks for existing sensitive receptors. The commenter claims that a

2 Dr. Rosenfeld and Mr. Hagemann can be considered scientists and the resumes for each, provided in
Attachments D and E respectively, demonstrate extensive though very general backgrounds in research in
the western United States, research that is only marginally related and not directly applicable to the specific
issues of this Project within its geographic and environmental setting. Each of these commenters has
worked at environmental organizations and have published many papers, however, neither has specific
experience with land development projects or issues specifically in Riverside or San Bernardino Counties
(i.e. the Inland Empire or IE). The only local experience demonstrated by the commenters is their private
organization from the Bay Area has been hired in the past to make similar comments on other types of
projects in the |IE that were being challenged by union organizations. Neither commenter appears to have
actual research-oriented experience in this area, only indirect experience commenting on other projects. In
addition, neither commenter visited the Project site or surrounding area to familiarize themselves with actual
local conditions or constraints. Based on this information, it is difficult to determine if these individuals are
actually experts within the definition of CEQA (i.e., with knowledge and experience directly applicable to
the issues raised in the EIR and the project site).
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construction HRA should be prepared and goes so far to attempt to prepare a screening-level
HRA (please also refer to Response 5b.12). The commenter’s screening-level HRA has several
critical flaws. The commenter utilizes the AERSCREEN model, which is not the most appropriate
model for determining concentrations from construction activity for risk calculation. AERSCREEN
is a screening model “used to provide a maximum concentration that is biased toward
overestimation of public exposure.” AERSCREEN only produces estimates of "worst-case" 1-hour
concentrations from a single source, without site specific meteorological data, and can only
estimate "worst-case" 3-hour, 8-hour, 24-hour, and annual concentrations from conversion factors
that are purposefully conservative in nature to avoid under estimating emissions. Additionally, the
averaging periods should be estimated based on the maximum 1-hour average concentration in
consultation and approval of the responsible air district. Because of variations in local
meteorology, the exact factor selected may vary from one district to another. Thus, simply
applying the AERSCEEN recommended 10% conversion factor may not be appropriate. Lastly,
SWAPE’s emission factor calculation is severely flawed; SWAPE takes the total daily emissions
and divides them over a 24-hour period — effectively assuming that construction occurs 24 hours
per day, 7 days per week. Per the City of Riverside Municipal Code Tile 7, Noise Control,
construction is prohibited from occurring 24 hours per day. This critical flaw, along with the
aforementioned errors, results in a significant overestimation of the potential risk estimates from
construction activity.

The DEIR concluded that construction emissions would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds
established to protect public health and air quality, and therefore the health risk associated with
construction emissions for the surrounding sensitive land uses would be less than significant.
(DEIR, p. 5.2-31.) However, to address the commenter’s concerns regarding construction
emissions, a focused screening-level construction HRA has been prepared and included in the
FEIR utilizing the appropriate AERMOD modeling software (the same model used in the DEIR for
operational Freeway HRA), which allows for calculation of annual average concentrations and
allows for the geospatial placing of the source and receptors. The screening-level construction
HRA utilizes the durations identified in SWAPE’s comment along with the emissions estimates
and number of days identified by SWAPE. The primary difference in the emissions is they are
now appropriately divided over an average 8-hour per day construction period versus the
inappropriate 24-hour per day assumption from SWAPE. Use of an 8-hour per day construction
period is based on substantial evidence established through the construction surveys that are the
basis for the 8-hour per day operations for construction equipment in CalEEMod. Further, an 8-
hour workday is a reasonable assumption of construction work based on a typical 40-hour work
week and is a recognized typical workday by SCAQMD. SCAQMD’s Fact Sheet for Applying
CalEEMod to LST thresholds is based on the maximum area a given piece of equipment can pass
over in an 8-hour workday, as noted in the DEIR the analysis, and assumes that each piece of
anticipated construction equipment will operate for 8 hours per day which, in reality, already would
overestimate construction emissions. For example, during grading operations, water trucks would
not operate continuously for an 8-hour period but would instead be deployed as necessary —
usually three to four times per day — to minimize fugitive dust. In fact, most pieces of equipment
would likely operate for fewer hours per day than indicated in the DEIR. Based on the screening-
level construction HRA calculations, the maximum estimated risk would be 1.01 in one million
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which is less than the applicable threshold of 10 in one million. As such, no significant impact
would occur and the DEIR finding of less than significant health risks is appropriate. Appendix M
to the FEIR includes the risk calculation and AERMOD output files.

Additionally, SWAPE incorrectly identifies Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM) emissions associated
with operational activities. SWAPE inappropriately categorizes the exhaust PM10 emissions from
operational activity as DPM. For aresidential land use, like the proposed Project, there is typically
not a substantive amount of DPM associated with operational activity versus an industrial land
use that generates/attracts a significant amount of diesel trucks. This is disclosed in the DEIR,
which states “High-volume TAC generators identified as potential health risk sources include the
operation of commercial diesel engines and truck stops, landfills and incinerators, and chemical
manufacturers. The Project, as a residential development project, does not include any of the
operations listed above and would not be a high-volume TAC generator. As such, an Air Toxic
and Criteria Pollutant Health Risk Assessment (HRA) is not warranted for Project operations and
thus was not prepared.” (Id.) As such, SWAPE’s inclusion of operational DPM emissions is not
supported by any fact and SWAPE does not provide any justification for inclusion of operational-
related DPM emissions.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 5b.10:

The commenter recommends that an analysis of health risk impacts posed to nearby sensitive
receptors from Project-generated DPM emissions be included in an updated DEIR for the Project.
Please see the response to 5a.9 above in which DPM emissions are discussed/addressed. A
quantified operational HRA study is not required to make the determination of the Project having
less than significant health risks because the type of use being proposed does not meet the
established recommendations by the California Air Resources Board, in their Air Quality and Land
Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, April 2005. This document indicates that
residential and commercial land use projects are not significant stationary source polluters and
sources of toxic air contaminants that would pose significant risk.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 5b.11:

The commenter summarizes the need for preparation of a freeway-based operational health risk
assessment — which has already been prepared. It should be noted that this is not a specific
CEQA requirement and is presented for informational purposes. This issue was the topic of the

R\Mﬁ‘. 2.0-409



Section 2 City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

CBIA vs. BAAQMD California Supreme Court case in 20153, which concluded that CEQA does
not generally require an agency to consider the effects of existing environmental conditions on a
proposed project’s future uses or residents. The case did find that there may be certain special
circumstances where the project risks exacerbating existing conditions would require the
“reverse-CEQA” analysis. Although these special circumstances do not pertain to the proposed
Project, an HRA was performed as an informative practice and for the purpose of disclosure under
CEQA of how existing conditions might affect the Project’s future residents. As stated on page
5.2-31, paragraph 5 and 6, the maximally exposed residential receptor is estimated to have a risk
of 3.45 in one million and non-carcinogenic hazard index was less than 1. Thus, no significant
carcinogenic or non-carcinogenic impacts were identified. While the assessment and significance
determination are not required for the proposed Project’s environmental analysis, they have been
provided in the DEIR for disclosure purposes.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 5b.12:

The commenter states that the AERSCREEN screening-level analysis conducted by SWAPE
indicates a potentially significant health risk impact and describes the commenter’s methodology.
Please Response 5b.9 above in which it is discussed why the AERSCREEN screening model
was not appropriately applied by SWAPE in the context of performing a screening-level risk
analysis for the Project. As discussed in Response 5b.9, a focused screening-level construction
HRA has been prepared and included in the FEIR as Appendix M. The focused screening-level
construction HRA utilizes the appropriate AERMOD modeling software (the same model used in
the DEIR for operational Freeway HRA), which allows for calculation of annual average
concentrations and allows for the geospatial placing of the source and receptors. As discussed
in Responses 5b.9 and 5.10 above, a quantified operational HRA is not warranted due to the
residential nature of the Project. However, to address the commenter's concerns regarding
construction emissions, a focused screening-level construction HRA has been prepared and
included in the FEIR utilizing the appropriate AERMOD modeling software (the same model used
in the DEIR for operational Freeway HRA), which allows for calculation of annual average
concentrations and allows for the geospatial placing of the source and receptors. Based on the
screening-level construction HRA calculations, the maximum estimated risk would be 1.01 in one
million which is less than the applicable threshold of 10 in one million. As such, no significant
impact would occur and the DEIR finding of less than significant health risks is appropriate.
Appendix M to the FEIR includes the risk calculation and AERMOD output files.

As discussed in Response 5b.7, CEQA discusses disagreement between experts and states in
Guidelines Section 15151: “Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but
the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have

3 California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District. December 2015.
Available at: https://caselaw.findlaw.com/ca-supreme-court/1721100.html

2.0-410 R\Mﬁ‘s


https://caselaw.findlaw.com/ca-supreme-court/1721100.html

City of Riverside Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments

looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.”
As set forth herein and in Responses 5b.9 and 5b.10 above, the DEIR contains an adequate and
complete analysis and no significant impact would occur from implementation of the Project. The
screening-level construction HRA included as Appendix M further supports this conclusion.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 5b.13:

The commenter erroneously claims that the DEIR incorrectly evaluates the Project’'s Greenhouse
Gas Impacts, but does not provide specific reasons why or evidence to support its claims in this
comment. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the DEIR and underlying technical appendix
provide a detailed analysis of the Project’s potential GHG impacts. The Project was found to have
a less than significant impact since it does not exceed the applicable 3,000 MT CO.e per year
emission threshold. (DEIR, p. 5.7-34.)

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 5b.14:

The commenter erroneously claims that the DEIR’s analysis relies on incorrect and
unsubstantiated modeling, relies on an incorrect threshold, and that the unsubstantiated air model
indicates a potentially significant impact. However, as there is no significant impact, no mitigation
is required. The commenter’s claims regarding the proper threshold for a GHG analysis and the
Project’'s potentially significant impacts are addressed in Responses 5b.15 and 5b.16
respectively.

The commenter erroneously claims that the DEIR’s analysis relies on incorrect and
unsubstantiated modeling. However, as stated in Responses 5b.4 through 5b.12, the underlying
modeling is correct and all of the commenter’s claims have been refuted (please see Responses
5b.4 through 5b.12 for further discussion). No additional changes are required and no change to
the findings, conclusions, or underlying technical analysis is warranted.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 5b.15:

The commenter states that the SCAQMD’s 3,000 MT CO.elyear threshold is outdated as it
developed when AB 32 was the governing statute for GHG emissions in California. The
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commenter claims that as AB 32 required California to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by
2020, it was not applicable to the Project at the time the comment was written (April 2021).

The DEIR and underlying technical study correctly rely on SCAQMD’s recommendation, as
documented in their September 2010 meeting minutes, to use 3,000 MTCO.e as an appropriate
threshold to determine if additional analysis is warranted. Based on the supporting analysis
outlined in SCAQMD’s draft GHG guidance and meeting notes, this 3,000 MTCO-e level would
capture 90 percent of GHG emissions from new residential or commercial projects in the region.
This type of market capture analysis captures a substantial fraction of the emissions from future
development to accommodate for future population and job growth and excludes small
development projects that would contribute a relatively small fraction of the cumulative statewide
GHG emissions.

The lead agency has discretion to formulate standards of significance for use in the EIR, and the
agency’s choice of the appropriate threshold must be based to the extent possible on scientific
and factual data. (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15064(b)(1). As the City does not have its own
thresholds regarding GHG emissions, the City relies on SCAQMD’s 3,000 MT COzel/year
threshold because it has been recommended by SCAQMD and SCAQMD is the expert agency
and regional authority for air quality in the South Coast Air Basin. Further, the Interim Thresholds
document provides substantial evidence that the thresholds are consistent with the policy goals
and GHG reduction targets set by the State. Specifically, the thresholds were set to achieve the
ultimate goal of Executive Order S-3-05, i.e., reducing GHG emission by 80 percent by 2050. To
achieve the reductions the screening threshold was set at levels that capture 90 percent of the
GHG emissions from “...projects [that] would be subject to a CEQA analysis, including a negative
declaration, a mitigated negative declaration, or an environmental impact report, which includes
analyzing feasible alternatives and imposing feasible mitigation measures”. The SCAQMD found
this reduction is consistent with the Executive Order S-3-05 target of reducing GHGs to 80 percent
below 1990 levels by 2050. (See GHG Report, DEIR Appendix G, pp. 39-40.) Furthermore, the
Tier 3 screening method was intended as the primary method of determining significance*. There
is no requirement to use the presented service population-based threshold set forth in the
Association of Environmental Professional’s guidance identified by the commenter. Additionally,
the identified service population threshold was developed as part of a general guidance to
practitioners and agencies, it was not developed for, or intended for use by, any jurisdiction. It is
not based on the City or region, thus as it is based on statewide averages and emissions, it is not
locally appropriate. Thus, the DEIR and underlying technical study correctly utilize the locally
appropriate SCAQMD-recommended 3,000 MTCOze per year numeric threshold.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.

4 SCAQMD Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold for Stationary Sources, Rules and Plans, Pg. 4 and
5. http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-cega-significance-
thresholds/ghgboardsynopsis.pdf?sfvrsn=2
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Response 5b.16:

The commenter states that the DEIR fails to identify a potentially significant GHG impact. Please
see Response 5b.15 for a discussion of the appropriateness of utilizing SCAQMD’s 3,000 MT
COgelyear threshold and how significant GHG impacts would not occur as a result of the Project.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 5b.17:

The commenter states that as SWAPE’s analysis demonstrates potentially significant air quality,
health risk, and GHG impacts, SWAPE has recommended feasible mitigation measures.

As summarized in the DEIR and underlying technical studies, the Project would not result in a
significant air quality or greenhouse gas impact. As such, there is no nexus to require mitigation
and no mitigation is required. The commenter’s claims that the DEIR fails to disclose impacts has
been refuted in Responses 5b.1 through 5b.16; please refer to these responses for discussions
on how the Project would not result in the types of impacts alleged by the commenter.

Although mitigation is not required for the Project, the Project is incorporating the following
measures identified by the commenter in the Project:

The Project will install programmable thermostats in all dwelling units.

The Project will have all HYAC systems commissioned by a third party.

The Project will establish on-site renewable energy consistent with Title 24 2019.
The Project will provide an internal pedestrian network.

The Project will provide marked crosswalk.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.
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Comment Letter 6 — Kevin Dawson

Comment letter 6 commences on the next page.
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From: Kevin Dewson

To: fssacdmmdeh, Candice

Ce: Richard Block: Gurumanara Khalsz; Everett Delang
Subject: [Extemal] Crestview DEIR comments- Kavin Dawson
Date: Maonday, May 3, 2021 2:08:47 PM

City of Riverside

Community & Economic Development Department
Planning Division

3900 Main Street, 3rd Floor

Riverside, California 92522

Attn: Candice Assadzadeh. Senior Planner

(951) 826-5667

cassadzadeh@riversideca. sov

Dear Staff,
Please include these comments for the Crestview DEIR, located at Sycamore and Central.

I am concemed the traffic study is inadequate. The project site i1s unforfunately located m a
natural regional choke zone, where freeway traffic is regularly gridlocked, forcing frantic
commuters to seck alternative routes along adjacent surface streets. The intersections of
Central, Watkins, Sycamore and the 60/215 should be viewed as a pinch point, similar as that
of the muddle of an hour slass. Many grains of sand may want to pass through, but the physical
reality of the narrow space imposes a limit.

Tust a few years ago, Cal trans spent billions to upgrade this traffic corridor. The construction
took years and imposed harsh impacts upon loral residents. Within a few months of reopening,
the traffic was as impacted, as before.

I believe the traffic study has failed to assess the impacts the Moreno Valley Fairview
Highlands warehouse project will have on traffic around the project site. I believe that project
15 supposed to add 10,000 trucks to the 60 freeway! The added air pollution might require
greater setback of residences from the freeway corridor.

Greater number of trucks, traveling slower due to traffic, should equate greater air quality
impacts, than if traffic was flowing faster. Given the steep grade, air quality impacts are
greater still, as Diesel engines emit greater particulate matter when under extreme load, such
as when accelerating or climbing a steep grade. The air quality study should reflect the
impacts grade and volume would have on the corridor.

I believe the traffic study failed to adequately address the true impacts of UCE upon regional
traffic. UCR 15 currently at 22,500, current enrollment, and that does not include staff and
faculty. The campus is planning to increase enrollment to 36,000, and the Chancellor has told
the UC Eegents, that he envisions growing the campus to 60-70k. The campus is just
completing a new 1200 stall, four story parking structure, that will increase traffic on the east
side of campus, on Watkins drive.

UCR has just finished four massive new dormitories, from which traffic impacts are yet to be
determine but will feed onto Blaine and Watkins.

UCR is building a new medical school building, for which parking will be at the new parking
structure on Big Springs.

Responses to Comments

2.0-415



Section 2

City of Riverside

Responses to Comments

63
Cont’d

6.4

6.3

6.6

2.0-416

Riverside Unified School District is planning a new 1200 student high school, on the UCR.
campus at the conner of Canyvon Crest and Blaine. The location doesn’t have adequate land for
an site parking, so most student will be bused.

There is a proposal for three more warehouses near Rustin and Marlhoronsh  and one at
Spruce. Currently there is already a tremendous commuter traffic load from the Hunter
business center, via Rustin to Spruce to Watkins, to Central. This load will increase with the
added warehouses.

There should be an acknowledgment and attempt to assess the impact third party driving apps
will have on traffic patterns, as these different projects imposes their traffic loads onto the
streets and freeways. During an evening of heavy traffic load on Watkins drive, I walked
along the backed up line of vehicles and asked if they were using a driving app that had guided
them, and informally about 1/3 indicated ves.

I believe the Crestview DEIR failed to include many of these impacts on traffic and air
quality. The cumulative impacts have yet to be studied or determined. Too many of these
projects are either in planning, construction, or pre-opening phase, for any true measure of
impacts can be accurately assessed. UCR and other businesses have yet to reopen from the
COVID closures, for any accurate measure can be made. Will the post COVID world go back
to pre-COVID loads, or will 1t be more_or less? One thing is for certain, 10,000 more trucks a
day, to and from Fairview-Highland, is going have a huge impact on the region, and especially
at the Crestview project site choke point.

Below are photos illustrating the very tvpical commuter traffic on Watkins Dir. The location is
Watkins and Big Springs. The photos are pre-COVID closure, but also pre-UCE parking
Structure, pre-UCR medschogl building, pre-UCE. new dormitories, and pre- new warehouses
on SpruceRustinMarlborough.

Respectfully,

Eevin Dawson

260 Gomns Ct.
Riverside, CA 02507

051-850-7398 ¢

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR
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Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments

Letter 6 — Kevin Dawson, Individual
Commenter: Kevin Dawson

Date: May 3, 2021

Response 6.1:

The commenter states concern the traffic study is inadequate and specifies the intersections of
Central Avenue, Watkins Drive, Sycamore Canyon Boulevard and the 60/215 freeway
interchange. The commenter also notes a previous Caltrans project and claims within a few
months of reopening, the traffic was again impacted. The Focused Traffic Analysis (TA),
contained in Appendix | of the DEIR, was prepared by a licensed engineer employed by Urban
Crossroads and in accordance with the City of Riverside Public Works Department Traffic Impact
Analysis Preparation Guide (January 2016) and the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (December 2002), and consultation
with City staff during the traffic study scoping process. (Focused Traffic Analysis, p. 1.) The TA
analyzed each of the streets and interchanges noted by the commenter, specifically the following
intersections: (1) Driveway 1 & Sycamore Canyon Boulevard — Future Intersection; (2) Sycamore
Canyon Boulevard & Driveway 2 — Future Intersection; (3) Sycamore Canyon Boulevard & Central
Avenue; (4) Central Avenue & SR-60 Eastbound Ramps; (5) Central Avenue & SR-60 Westbound
Off-Ramp; and (6) Watkins Drive/Central Avenue & SR-60 Westbound On-Ramp. The TA also
analyzed four roadway segments, including three along Sycamore Canyon Boulevard as well as
the segment of Central Avenue west of Sycamore Canyon Boulevard. The TA found that the
addition of Project traffic to existing conditions would not result in a project-specific traffic
deficiency. (Focused Traffic Analysis, p. 6.) The commenter does not state which elements of the
traffic study’s discussion of the intersections are inadequate,, and therefore the City is unable to
evaluate any claimed defects or omissions and no further responses is possible.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 6.2:

The commenter states the traffic study failed to assess the impacts of the Moreno Valley Fairview
Highlands warehouse project, also known as the World Logistics Center (WLC). It is unlikely that
the WLC project located within the City of Moreno Valley would open by the proposed Project's
opening year of 2022. For this reason, the WLC project was not included as a cumulative project
for the near-term analysis. However, the Horizon Year (2040) traffic volumes evaluated in the
traffic study were developed based on post-processing long-range model forecasts from the
Riverside County Transportation Analysis Model (RivTAM), which is standard practice for
developing long-range traffic volumes within the City of Riverside. Furthermore, these raw post-
processed turning volumes were then compared to near-term cumulative turning movement
volumes and also took into consideration the year-to-year average SCAG Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) growth for the City to adjust the Horizon Year (2040) traffic forecasts
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used for the analysis. The Horizon Year (2040) forecasts evaluated in the traffic study includes
traffic attributable to the WLC project (along with other projects that may not otherwise be
disclosed on the cumulative project map but would likely contribute nominal amounts of traffic to
the study area). Accordingly, the analysis presented in the EIR already accounts for impacts
associated with WLC. The SCAG RTP forecasts (contained in Appendix N) and these numbers
can be compared to the data identified on page 55 of the Crestview Apartments Focused Traffic
Analysis. It should be further noted that the SCAG RTP that was adopted in September 2020 has
even lower growth projections for the City of Riverside (only an average of 0.77% per year (SoCal
Connect RTP 2020 attachment is also provided).

More specifically, the traffic volumes utilized in the traffic study are represented in actual vehicles
(with trucks accounted for in the analysis software as a percentage of total traffic) while the WLC
traffic study has translated their volumes into passenger car equivalents (PCE) for all analysis
scenarios. Section 3.5 (page 40) of the Crestview Apartments Focused Traffic Analysis identifies
heavy trucks are accounted in the operations analysis as percentage of total traffic while page 34
of the WLC TIA Report identifies traffic volumes in the traffic study are reflected in PCE. Based
on a comparison of the total intersection volume for the 3 overlapping intersections along Central
Avenue at Sycamore Canyon Boulevard and the two SR-60 Freeway Ramps, the actual vehicle-
based volumes in the traffic study are greater than the PCE-based volumes utilized in the WLC
traffic study®. On average, the Horizon Year (2040) volumes evaluated in the traffic study are
6.5% greater than those evaluated in the WLC traffic study for both peak hours. The Horizon Year
(2040) forecasts developed for the traffic study identify an average annual growth of 1.70% per
year between existing and long-range traffic conditions, whereas the WLC traffic study identifies
an average annual growth of 1.36% per year at the same 3 overlapping study area intersections.
As such, the Horizon Year (2040) forecasts utilized for the peak hour intersection operations
analyses in the traffic study are considered conservative and inclusive of the WLC project. As the
analysis presented in the EIR already accounts for impacts associated with WLC for traffic, it also
already accounts for the impacts associated with air quality.

Crestview TIA® WLC TIA?
# |Intersection 2019 AM | 2019 PM | 2040 AM | 2040 PM | 2018 AM | 2018 PM | 2040 AM | 2040 PM
1 [Sycamore Canyon Bl. & Central Av. 2,621 2,615 3,971 4,043 2,717 2,754 3,650 3,620
2 [SR-60 EB Ramps & Central Av. 2,131 2,306 3,120 3,175 2,147 2,199 2,990 2,900
3 [SR-60 WB Ramps & Central Av. 2,266 1,995 2,933 2,717 2,366 1,744 2,920 2,600

! Source: Crestview Apartments Focused Traffic Analysis, dated August 27, 2020, Urban Crossroads, Inc., pages 41 and 81.
2 Source: Traffic Impact Analysis Report for The World Logistics Center, dated July 2018, WSP, pages 56 and 291.

Average Annual Growth?

Net Change in Vols® Crestview TIA WLC TIA
# |Intersection 2040 AM 2040 PM AM | PM AM PM
1 |Sycamore Canyon Bl. & Central Av. 321 423 2.00% 2.10% 1.35% 1.25%
2 [SR-60 EB Ramps & Central Av. 130 275 1.83% 1.53% 1.52% 1.27%
3 |SR-60 WB Ramps & Central Av. 13 117 1.24% 1.48% 0.96% 1.83%
Average: 1.70% 1.36%

! positive value indicates volumes from Crestview TIAare greater than WLC TIAvolumes for 2040 traffic conditions.

% Average annual growth determined between Existing and 2040 conditions for each respective TIA.

5 World Logistics Center (WLC) documents available at http://www.moval.org/cdd/documents/about-
projects.html

2.0-418 R\Mﬁ‘s



City of Riverside Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 6.3:

The commenter believes the traffic study failed to adequately address the impacts to regional
traffic of the University of California Riverside (UCR). The commenter lists a number of projects
and plans for UCR, as well as a Riverside Unified School District project and additional warehouse
projects. In addition to the below response, please see Response 6.2 above. Although the
commenter did not provide the exact location of each of the UCR projects they identified, based
on the information provided by the commenter, it is anticipated that these are generally occurring
on the east side of campus, occurring on the side opposite of the Project, and would therefore not
be expected to worsen localized traffic from the Project.

The cumulative project list evaluated in the Traffic Analysis is identified as part of the Scoping
Agreement for Traffic Impact Study which was approved by the City of Riverside in June 2019,
prior to initiation of the Traffic Analysis. The UCR 2021 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP)
Initial Study (dated July 2020) and scoping meeting occurred on July 29, 2020. As such, the UC
Riverside project was not identified as a cumulative project for the near-term traffic analysis. It is
a long-range plan for the University. Long-range plans for the school’s expansion include
accommodating approximately 35,000 students by the year 2035, with plans to reduce future
traffic and parking demand by increasing the student housing on campus up to 40% of the
projected enrollment in 2035. The current enrollment is approximately 25,000 students. The Initial
Study indicates the proposed 2021 LRDP would incrementally accommodate approximately
13,884 people by the 2035 horizon year and that the SCAG RTP forecasts that the City’s
population will increase by 58,499 in the year 2040 from 2019. This increase of 13,884 residents
would contribute to approximately 24 percent of the City’s projected population (or 13,884 UCR-
affiliated population / 58,499 City population growth). The Initial Study indicates that it is likely that
a portion of the additional students and staff would commute to the campus from neighboring
cities or within the City of Riverside, resulting in less direct population growth. The Horizon Year
(2040) traffic volumes evaluated in the traffic study were developed based on post-processing
long-range model forecasts from the RivTAM, which is standard practice for developing long-
range traffic volumes within the City of Riverside. It is assumed that the traffic model includes
future long range regional plans/projects that were provided to Western Riverside Council of
Governments (WRCOG) to be included in the RivTAM traffic model.

Furthermore, these raw post-processed turning volumes were compared to near-term cumulative
turning movement volumes and also took into consideration the year-to-year average SCAG RTP
growth for the City to adjust the Horizon Year (2040) traffic forecasts used for the analysis. The
2016 SCAG RTP identifies an annual growth of 0.78 percent for population within the City of
Riverside. In comparison, an average growth rate of 1.56 percent per year has been utilized for
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each of the study area intersections between existing and Horizon Year (2040) traffic conditions
in the traffic study (see SCAG RTP attachment and table below). Even if specific projects were
not included in the RivTAM, the process of refining the forecasts with near-term cumulative traffic
and the SCAG RTP growth ensures that there is enough reasonable background growth that
would account for these projects that are not explicitly identified. As such, the long-range forecasts
used in the traffic study accounts for growth in excess of that anticipated in the SCAG RTP and
would account for long-range growth associated with the UC Riverside campus, proposed RUSD
high school on the UC Riverside campus, and the 3 proposed warehouse projects located to the
northwest near Rustin Avenue/Marlborough Avenue and at Spruce Avenue..

Existing (2019) Horizon Year (2040) Growth
# [Intersection AM PM AM PM AM | PM
3 |Sycamore Canyon BI. & Central Av. 2,621 2,815 3,971 4,043 2.00% 1.74%
4 |Central Av. & SR-60 EB Ramps 2,131 2,306 3,120 3,175 1.83% 1.53%
5 |Central Av. & SR-60 WB Off-Ramp 2,266 1,997 2,933 2,717 1.24% 1.48%
6 |Central Av. & SR-60 WB On-Ramp 2,234 1,736 2,859 2,370 1.18% 1.49%
Average: 1.56%

* Note: Driveway locations are not included as they do not exist and would skew the average growth between existingand future conditions.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 6.4:

The commenter incorrectly asserts there should be an acknowledgement and attempt to assess
the impact third party driving applications will have on traffic patterns. The commenter provides
informal traffic observations during an evening on Watkins Drive.

As outlined in the Focused Traffic Analysis (contained in Appendix | of the DEIR), it was prepared
in accordance with the City of Riverside Public Works Department Traffic Impact Analysis
Preparation Guide (January 2016) and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (December 2002), and consultation with City
staff during the traffic study scoping process. CEQA does not require or provide for a scientific
and dependable method of analyzing impacts from third party driving applications, but instead
defers to the lead agency’s decision regarding the methodology to use when analyzing impacts.
These guides do not include evaluation of 3™ party driving apps. The storage and use of these
applications are personal information on people’s devices and is not available to the public or the
City of Riverside, and thus this data cannot be obtained for further evaluation.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
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not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 6.5:

The commenter incorrectly asserts the cumulative impacts on traffic and air quality have yet to be
studied or determined because of exclusion of the aforementioned projects.

The commenter questions the accuracy of the traffic and air quality studies because UCR and
other businesses have yet to be reopened from COVID-19 closures. Existing traffic counts were
taken in May 2019 while local schools were still in session and prior to the COVID-19 pandemic
and associated closures. The Focused Traffic Analysis was based on existing traffic counts pre-
COVID-19 closures. Further, to account for background traffic growth, traffic associated with other
known cumulative development projects in conjunction with an ambient growth factor from
existing conditions of 2.0% per year (compounded annually over 3 years) is included in the
Focused Traffic Analysis for Opening Year Cumulative (2022) traffic conditions. Therefore, the
Focused Traffic Analysis was based on worst case conservative traffic volumes as compared to
reduced traffic volumes during the COVID-19 pandemic and does not underestimate the Project’s
traffic impacts, if traffic volumes return to pre-COVID levels.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 6.6:

The commenter provides photos illustrating traffic on Watkins Drive near the intersection of
Watkins Drive and Big Springs. The commenter claims the photos show very typical commuter
traffic, however, no additional information is provided to confirm this, like date and time photos
were taken. The commenters states the photos are, “pre-COVID closure, but also pre-UCR
parking Structure, pre-UCR medschool building, pre-UCR new dormitories, and pre- new
warehouses on Spruce/Rustin/Marlborough.”

Refer to Response 6.2 related to the cumulative projects and traffic and air quality analysis.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.
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Comment Letter 7 — DeLano & DelLano

Comment letter 7 commences on the next page.
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DELANO & DELANQ M 3:202

VI4 E-MAIL

Candice Assadzadeh
Senior Planner, City of Riverside

Community & Economic Development Department
Planning Division

3900 Main Street, 3™ Floor

Faverzide, CA 92522

Re:

Dear City of Riverside:

This letter is submitted on behalf of Friends of Riverside's Hills in connection
with the proposed Crestview Apartments Project ("Project") and related Draft
Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR"). This letter is to supplement a previous letter
sent from our office on May 3, 2021.

r( The DEIR fails to adequately analyze impacts to transportation. Table 4-2 of the
Focused Traffic Analysis and Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis contains a summary of
cumulative development projects that lacks any University of California Riverside
campus development projects. Traffic Analysis at 54. Among other projects, there is a
nearly complete 4-story, 1,200 space parking garage on Big Springs Road. The World
Logistics Center managed by the City of Moreno Valley Community Development
71 < Department will add a significant number trucks to the area, largely on the freeway
segment near the Project, and laft out of the transportation analyeis. If a cumulative
impact of a propozed project and other activities are significant, it must be discussed; this
requirement must be interpreted sq a3 to afford the fullest possible protection of the
environment within the reasonable scope of the statutory and regulatory language.
Citizens to Preserve the Qjaiv. County of Fentura (1983) 176 Cal App. 34421, 4531-432.
l\,_ The DEIR must consider these projects and any contributions to cumulative impacts.
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City of Riverside
May 3, 2021
Page 2 of 2

The DEIR has not mitizated impacts to traffic. The Focused Traffic Analysis
Table 1-3 notes two improvements. Traffic Analysis at 9. The amount of the
improvement in delay attributed to the intersection at Sycamore Canyon Boulevard and
Central Avenue 1s not given and the improvement for the intersection at Watkins Dirive
and SR-60 WB On-Ramp will not cccur, if ever, until 2040. The improvements refer to
right turns to or from the portions of Sycamore Canyon Boulevard south of Central
Avenue. However, as shown on Table 3-2, the same 2-lane roadway was already at 98%
traffic volume capacity in 2019, so the efficacy of the proposed improvements is
uncertain.

For the foregoing reasons, Friends of Riverside's Hills urges you to reject the
Project and DEIE as proposed. Thank you for your consideration of these concerns.

Sincerely,

Rachel Blackburn

RA
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Letter 7 — DeLano & DeLano
Commenter: Rachel Blackburn
Date: May 3, 2021

Response 7.1:

The commenter states the DEIR fails to adequately analyze impacts to transportation. The
commenter states that the summary of cumulative development projects lacks any UCR campus
projects that the World Logistics Center managed by the City of Moreno Valley Community
Development Department was left out of the transportation analysis. The commenter states that
the DEIR must consider these projects and any contributions to cumulative impacts.

Refer to Responses 6.2, 6.3 and 6.5 related to the cumulative projects and transportation impacts.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 7.2:

The commenter incorrectly claims the DEIR has not mitigated impacts to traffic, specifically
impacts related to LOS. Refer to Response 5a.14 above related to the Project’s transportation
improvements. Per the Office of Planning and Research, “Even if a general plan contains an LOS
standard and a project is found to exceed that standard, that conflict should not be analyzed under
CEQA.” The DEIR was prepared while the State and City were transitioning from LOS to VMT as
a CEQA impact. While the DEIR includes LOS as a source of information for the public, along
with its analysis of VMT impacts, the Office of Planning and Research confirms that auto delay,
on its own, is no longer an environmental impact under CEQA.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.
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Comment Letter 8 — Mitchell M. Tsai

Comment letter 8 commences on the next page.

2.0-426 R\MA&



City of Riverside Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments

Ba.1

RA

F: (626) 381-92458 @ 155 South El Molino Avenue

F: (626) 3589-3414 Mitchell M. Tsai Soite 104
E: info(@mitchtzailaw.com Attomey At Lawr Pasadena, California 91101

VIA TS, MATL & E-MATL

May 3, 2021

Candance Assadzadeh, Senior Planner

City of Riverside Community & Economic Development Dept.
Planning Division

3900 Main Street, 3 Floor

Biverside, CA 92522

Em; cassadzadeh{@riversideca gov

BE: Crestview Apartments Project
Dear Ms. Assadzadeh,

“Carpenter”), my Office 15 submutting these comments on the City of Riverside’s
{“City” or “Lead Agency”) Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR™) (5CH
No. 202006904 7) for the Crestview Apartments Project, 2 new residential development
proposed for 237 residential units and supporting uses “Project”).

( On behalf of the Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters (“Commenter” or

The Southwest Carpenters is a labor union representing 50,000 union carpenters in six
states and has a strong interest i well ordered land vse planning and addressing the
environmental impacts of development projects.

Individual members of the Southwest Carpenters live, work and recreate in the City
and surrounding communities and would be directly affected by the Project’s
environmental impacts.

Commenters expressly reserves the right to supplement these comments at or pror to
hearings on the Project, and at any later heanings and proceedings related to this
Project Cal. Gov. Code § 63009(b); Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21177(2); Bagersfield Cifrzens
Jor Local Control v. Bagersfield (2004) 124 Cal. App. 4th 1184, 1199-1203; see Gailants
Vingyardr v. Monfersy Water Disd, (1997) 60 Cal. App. 4th 1109, 1121,

Commenters expressly reserves the right to supplement these comments at or prior to
hearings on the Project, and at any later heanings and proceedings related to this
Project. Cal Gov. Code § 65009(b); Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21177(2); Bagenjfield Cifizens

2.0-427



Section 2 City of Riverside
Responses to Comments Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

City of Riverside — Crestoiess Apartments

Lfay 3, 2021

Paga 1 of 17
¢ for Laocal Control v. Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal. App. 4th 1184, 1199-1203; see Galante
Vinzyards v. Monterey Water Dist. (1997) 60 Cal. App. 4th 1109, 1121.

Commenters incorporates by reference all comments raising 1ssues regarding the EIR
submutted prior to certification of the EIR for the Project. Citézens for Cizan Energy v iy
of Woodland (2014) 225 Cal. App. 4th 173, 191 {finding that any party who has objected
to the Project’s environmental documentation may assett any issue timely raised by

w1 ) othet parties).

Contd Y Moreover, Commenter requests that the Lead Agency provide notice for any and all
notices refernng or related to the Project issued under the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA™), Cal Public Resources Code (“PRC™) § 21000 & sz, and the
California Planning and Zoning Law (“Planning and Zoning Law™), Cal. Gov't
Code § 6500065010, California Public Resources Code Sections 21092.2, and
21167(f) and Govemment Code Section 63092 require agencies to mail such notices to
any person who has filed a watten request for them with the clerk of the agency’s

\_ goveming badr.

f" The City should require the Applicant provide additional community benefits such as
requiring local hire and use of a skilled and trained workforce to build the Project. The
City should require the use of workers who have graduated from a Joint Labor
Management apprenticeship training program approved by the State of California, or
have at least as many hours of on-the-job expedence in the applicable craft which
would be required to graduate from such a state approved apprenticeship training
program ot who are registered apprentices in an apprenticeship training program
approved by the State of California.

5l < Community benefits such as local hire and skilled and trained wotkforce requirements
can 4lso be helpful to reduece environmental impacts and improve the positve
economic impact of the Project. Local hire provisions requiring that a certain
percentage of workers reside within 10 mules or less of the Project Site can reduce the
length of vendor trips, reduce greenhouse gas ermnissions and providing localized
economic benefits. Local hire provisions requiring that a certain percentage of workers
reside within 10 miles or less of the Project Site can reduce the length of vendor toips,
reduce greenhouse pas emissions and providing localized economic benefits. As

l\ environmental consultants Matt Hagemann and Paul E. Rosenfeld note:
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I,/' [A] oy local hire requirement that results in a decreased worker trip length
from the default value has the potential to result in a reduction of
construction-related GHG enussions, though the significance of the
reduction would vary based on the location and urbanization level of the

project site.

March 8, 2021 SWAPE Letter to Mitchell M. Tsai re Local Hire Requirements and
Considerations for Greenhouse Gas Modeling.

7

f:t;fd _'/I Skilled and trained workforce requirements promote the development of skilled trades

\I that vield sustainable economic development. As the California Workforce
Development Board and the UC Berkeley Center for Labor Research and Education
concluded:

.. . labor should be considered an investment rather than a cost — and

investments in growing, diversifving, and upskilling California’s workforce

can positively affect returns on climate mitigation efforts. In other words,

well trained workers are key to delivering emissions reductions and
l\k moving California closer to its climate targets.'

The City should also require the Project to be built to standards exceeding the current
Ba.3 2019 California Green Building Code to mitigate the Project’s environmental impacts
and to advance progress towards the State of California’s environmental goals.

L THE PROJECT WOULD EE APPROVED IN VIOLATION OF THE
CALTFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

Al Backoround Concerning the California Environimental Quality Act

CEQA has two basic purposes. First, CEQA is designed to inform decision makers
and the public about the potential, significant environmental effects of a project. 14
California Code of Regulations (“CCR” or “CEQA Guidelines™) § 15002(2)(1).7 “Tts

Bad

! California Workforce Development Board [2020) Putting California on the High Road: A
Jobs and Climate Action Plan for 2030 at p. o, svadlable ar sepe /| Isborcenter berkaley odu/ wh-
conzony! whloads/ 2020/ 09/ Putting-Californig-on-the-Hiph-Eoad hdf

* The CEQA Guidelines, codified in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, section
15000 ez reg, ate repulatory guidelines promulzated by the state Natural Resources Agency
for the implementation of CEQA_ (Cal Pub. Res. Code § 21083 The CEQA Guidelines
are pven “great weight in interpreting CEQA except when _ . | clearly unanthorized or
erroneons.” Cemter for Bealpgical Diversity v Debartosent of Fieh o Wkdlife (2015) 62 Cal. 4th 204,
217.
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purpose is to inform the public and its responsible officials of the environmental
consequences of their decisions #gfore they are made. Thus, the EIR “protects not only
the environment but also informed self-government” [Citation.]” Cifizenr of Goleta
Lalley v. Board of Supervicorr (1990) 32 Cal. 3d 553, 564. The EIR has been described as
“an environmental “alarm bell’ whose purpose it is to alert the public and its
responsible officials to environmental changes before they have reached ecological
points of no return ™ Bergely Keeh Jeir Over the Bay v. Bd. of Pord Corsre'rs. (2001) 91 Cal
App. 4th 1344, 1334 (“Bergeley Jeir "), Cosnfy of Inyo v Yopfy (1973) 32 Cal. App. 3d 795,
810.

Second, CEQA directs public agencies to avoid or reduce environmental damage when
possible by requiring alternatives or mitigation measures. CEQA Guidelines

§ 15002{2)(2) and (3). See alo, Berkedyy Jefs, 91 Cal. App. 4th 1344, 1334 Gifizens of Goleta
Valiey v. Board of Swpervirors (1990 52 Cal. 3d 553; Lawre! Heightr Insprovement Arn v
Regenrr gf the University of California (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376, 400. The EIR serves to

/ provide public agencies and the public in general with information about the effect
a4

that a proposed project is likely to have on the environment and to “identify ways that

Cont'd \ environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced.” CEQA Guidelines

2.0-430

f 15002z)(2). If the project has a significant effect on the environment, the agency
mav approve the project only upon finding that it has “eliminated or substantally
lessened all significant effects on the environment where feasible™ and that any
unavoidable significant effects on the environment are “acceptable due to overriding
concerns” specified in CEQA section 21081. CEQA Guidelines § 15092{(b)(2)(A-B).

While the courts review an EIR using an “abuse of discretion™ standard, “the
teviewing court is not to ‘uncrtically rely on every study or analysis presented by a
project proponent in support of its position.” A “clearly inadequate or unsupported
study is entitled to no judicial deference ™ Berkeley Jetr, 91 Cal. App. 4th 1344, 1355
{emphasis added) (quoting Lanre/ Heights, 47 Cal. 3d at 391, 409 fn. 12). Drawing this
line and determining whether the EIR complies with CEQA’s information disclosure
tequitements presents a question of law subject to independent review by the courts.
Kﬂerm Club v. Cafy, of Frerno (2018) 6 Cal. 5th 502, 515; Maderg Oversight Coalition, Inc. v

Connty of Madena (2011) 199 Cal. App. 4th 48, 102, 131. As the court stated in Ber&eley
Jetr, 91 Cal. App. 4th at 1355:

RA
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|'" A prejudicial abuse of discretion occurs "if the failure to include relevant

information precludes mnformed decision-making and informed public
participation, thereby thwarting the statutory goals of the EIR process.
The preparation and circulation of an EIR iz more than a set of technical hurdles for
agencies and developers to overcome. The EIR’s function is to ensuse that
govemment officials who decide to build or approve a project do so with a full
é‘;: - ﬁ understanding of the environmental consequences and, equally important, that the
public i assured those consequences have been considered. For the EIR to serve these
goals it must present information so that the foreseeable impacts of pursuing the
project can be understood and weighed and the public must be given an adequate
opporunity to comment on that presentation before the decision to go forward 15
made. Commuinifies for a Beiter Environment v, Rickwmond (20107 184 Cal. App. 4th 70, 80
{quoting imeyard Areq Cifigens for Responsibie Growth, Inc. v Cify of Ranche Cordova (2007)
\ .40 Cal. 4th 412, 449—430).

!/ B.

Section 21092.1 of the California Public Resources Code requires that “[wlhen
sipnificant new information i3 added to an enwironmental impact report after notice
has been given pursuant to Section 21092 ___ but prior to certification, the public
agency shall give notice again purseant to Section 21092, and consult again pursuant
to Sections 21104 and 21153 before certifving the environmental impact report” in
order to give the public a chance to review and comment upon the information.
CEQA Guidelines § 150885,
Bas < Significant new information includes “changes in the project or environmental
setting a3 well as additonal data or other information™ that “deprives the public of 2
meaningful opportunity to comument upon 2 substantal adverse environmental effect
of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a
feasible project alternative) " CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5(2). Examples of significant
new information requinng recirculation include “new significant environmental
impacts from the project ot from a new mitigation measure,” “substantial increase in
the severity of an environmental impact,” “feasible project alternative or mitigation
measure considerably different from others previously analyzed” as well as when “the
draft EIR was 50 fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature
Kthat mearingful public review and comment were precluded.™ Jd
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( An agency has an obligation to recirculate an environmental impact report for public
neotice and comument due to “significant new information™ regardless of whether the
agency opts to inchade it in a project’s environmental impact report. Cadry Land Co. 1
Rati Cyele (2000) 83 Cal. App. 4th 74, 95 [finding that in hight of a new expert report
dizclosing potentially sigmificant impacts to groundwater supply “the EIR should have
been revised and recirculated for purposes of informing the public and governmental
f::ifd < agencies of the volume of proundwater at risk and to allow the public and

governmental agencies to respond to such information ™]. If significant new
information was brought to the attention of an agency prior to certification, an agency
15 required to revise and recirculate that information as part of the environmental
impact report.

For all of the reasons outlined below, the DEIR should be revised and recirculated for
\_additional public comment.

I/" C. Due to the COVID-19 Crisis, the City Must Adopt a Mandatory Finding
of Significance that the Project Mav Cause a Substantial Adverse Effect
on Human Beings and Mitigate COVID-19 Tmpacts

CEQA requires that an agency make a finding of significance when a Project may

cause a significant adverse effect on human beings. PRC § 21083(b)(3); CEQA

Guidelines § 15065(2)(4).

Public health risks related to constniction work requires a mandatory finding of

. < significance under CEQA. Construction work has been defined a3 a Lower to High-
nisk activity for COVID-19 spread by the Occupations Safety and Health
Admunistration. Recently, several construction sites have been identified as sources of
community spread of COVID-192

SWRCC recommends that the Lead Agency adopt additional CEQA mitigation

measures to mitigate public health risks from the Project’s construction activities.

SWER.CC requests that the Lead Agency require safe on-site construction work

practices as well as training and certification for any construction workers on the
I\iject Site.

* Santa Clara County Public Health (June 12, 2020) COVID-19 CASES AT
CONSTRUCTION SITES HIGHLIGHT NEED FOR CONTINUED VIGILANCE I

SECTORS THAT HAVE REOPENED., anailadie ar https:/ wrwwr sccgov.org/sites |
corid] 9/ Pages ‘press-release-(6-12-2020-cazes-at-construction-sites. aspx.
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Based upon SWRCC's experience with safe construction site work practices, SWRCC
recommends that the Lead Agency require that while constructionactivities are being

e

Bag

Cont'd \

RA

conducted at the Project Site:

Construction Site Design:

The Project Site will be limited to two controlled entry points.

Entry points will have temperature screening technicians
taking temperature readings when the entry point is open.

The Temperature Screening Site Plan shows details
regarding access to the Project Site and Project Site logistics
for conducting temperature screening.

A 48-hour advance notice will be provided to all trades prior
to the first day of temperature screening.

The perimeter fence directly adjacent to the entry points will
be clearly marked indicating the appropriate 6-foot social
distancing position for when vou approach the screening
area. Please reference the Apex temperature screening site
map for additional details.

Theze will be clear signage posted at the project site directing
vou through temperature screening.

Provide hand washing stations throughout the construction
site.

Testing Procedures:

The temperature screening being used are non-contact
devices.

Temperature readings will not be recorded.

Personnel will be screened upon entering the testing center
and should only take 1-2 seconds per indrvidual.

Hard hats, head coverngs, sweat, dirt, sunscreen or any
other cosmetics must be removed on the forehead before

temperature screening_

Responses to Comments
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( . Anvone who refuses to submut to 2 temperature screening or
does not answer the health screening questions will be
refused access to the Project Site.

. Screerung will be performed at both entrances from 5:30 am
to 7:30 am.; main gate [ZONE 1] and personnel gate
[ZONE 2]

. After 7:30 am only the main gate entrance [ZONE 1] will
continue to be used for temperature testing for anybody
gaining entry to the project site such as retuming personnel,
deliveries, and wisitors.

. If the digital thermometer displars a2 temperature reading
above 100.0 degrees Fahrenheit, a second reading will be
taken to venfy an accurate reading.

Bat . If the second reading confirms an elevated temperature,
Contd DHS will instruct the individual that he/she will not be
allowed to enter the Project Site. DHS will also instruct the
individual to promptly notify his/her supervisor and his,/ her
humean resources (HR) representative and provide them with
a copy of Annex A

* Require the development of an Infectious Disease Preparedness
and Response Plan that will include basic infection prevention
megsures (requining the use of personal protection equipment),
policies and procedures for prompt identification and isolation of
sick individuals, social distancing (prolubiting gatherings of no
more than 10 people including all-hands meetings and all-hands
lunches) communication and trainimg and workplace controls that

meet standards that may be promulgated by the Center for

K Dizease Control, Occupational Safety and Health Administration,
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Cal/OSHA, California Department of Public Health or applicable
local public health agencies*

Ba6 The United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Carpenters International Training Fund
Cont'd ‘< has developed COVID-19 Training and Certification to ensure that Carpenter union
members and apprentices conduct safe work practices. The Agency should require that
all construction workers undergo COVID-19 Training and Certification before being
L allowed to conduct construction activities at the Project Site.

/ D. The DEIR’s Mitigation Measures are Impermissibly Vague and Defer
Critical Details

The DEIR improperdy defers critical details of mitigation measures. Feasible mitipation
measures for significant environmental effects must be set forth in an EIR for
consideration by the lead agency's decision makers and the public before certification
of the EIR and approval of a project. The formulation of mitigation measures
generally cannot be deferred until after certification of the EIR and approval of a
project. CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(2)(1)(B) {"...[{lormulation of mitisation measures
should not be deferred until some future time. ™).

Ba.

Deferring critical details of mitigation measures undermines CEQA™ purpose asa
public information and decision-making statute. “[R]eliance on tentative plans for
future mitigation after completion of the CEQA process significantly undermines
CEQA's poals of full disclosure and informed decisionmaking: and[)] consequently,
these mitigation plans have been overtumed on judicial review as constituting
improper deferral of environmental assessment.” Compmanifies for a Beffer Environment v,
City of Richmond (2010) 184 Cal. App. 4th 70, 92 [“Commanitier”). As the Court noted in
Sundstrors v. Conndy of Mendocine (1988) 202 Cal App.3d 296, 307, “[2] study conducted
after approval of a project will inevitably have a diminished influence on decizion-
\\mz.king. Even if the study is subject to administrative approval, it is analogous to the

* Jez alro The Center for Construction Research and Training, North America’s Building
Trades Unions (Apel 27 2020) NABTU and CPWER COVIC-19 Standards for US
Constructions Sites, asarlable ar hitps: / fwwror cpwr com /sites /default / files /NABTT
CPWE Standards COVID-19 pdf; Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
(20200 Guadelines for Construction Sites Dunng COVID-19 Pandesmic, aeaelabde oz
https:// dpw lacounty gov/building-and-safety /docs /'pw puidelines-construction-sites pdf.
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’f sort of post hoc rationalization of agency actions that has been repeatedly condemned
in decisions construing CEQA"
A lead agency's adoption of an EIR's proposed mitigation measure for a significant
environmental effect that merely states a “generalized poal” to mitigate a sipnificant
effect without committing to any specific critena or standard of performance violates
CEQA by improperly deferring the formulation and adoption of enforceable
ritigation measures. San Joaguin Rabfor Rescwe Cenfer v. Conniy of Merced (2007) 149
Cal App.4th 645, 670; Communities, 184 Cal App 4th at 93 ("EIR merely proposes a
generalized poal of no net increase in preenhonse gas emissions and then sets outa
glﬂ;fa < handful of cursorily described mitigation measures for future consideration that might
serve to mitigate the [project’s significant environmental effects.”); cf. Sacraments Old
City Asen, v, Cify Counal (1991) 229 Cal. App.3d 1011, 1028-1029 (upheld EIR that set
forth a ranpe of mitipation measures to offset significant traffic impacts where
performance criteria would have to be met, even though further study was needed and
EIR did not specify which measures had to be adopted by city) ].
Here, the DEIR features several mitigation measures which are impermissibly vague
and defer critical details:

¢ MM AEBS-7: DEIR states a Photometric Plan 4l b¢ drafted and reviewed by the
City before issuing of building permits to prevent light spallage.
* MM EIO-2 and MM BIO-70: Fails to conduct and include a Burrowing Owl
Protection and Relocation Plan despite the Project site having suitable hab:tat
Ba8 < for burrowing owls; BIO-10 attempts to address impacts to water quality but
defers drafting and submission of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan until
issuing of bulding permit to address mnoff that may affect plants or wildlife.
* MM CUL-Z DEIR fails to include an Archaeological Monitoring Plan and
defers drafting of such plans until issuing of bullding permits,
As a result of the above deficiencies in the DEIR’s analysis and mutigation efforts, the
DEIR needs to be revised and recirculated with plans that are subjected to public
\. comment and an approprate level of specificity to ensure adequacy and enforceability.

E.  The DEIR Fails to Support Its Findings with Substantial Evidence
Ba il When new information 15 brought to light showing that an impact previously discussed
in the DEIR. but found to be insigmificant with or without mitigation in the DEIR"s
analysis has the potential for a significant environmental impact supported by

\

AN

Ba®

A
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Bz.10
Cont'd

fa.11 -<

substantial evidence, the EIR must consider and resolve the conflict in the evidence.
See Visala Refail 1P, v. Cify of Viraka (2018) 20 Cal. App. 5th 1, 13, 17; see also Profed
the Historic Arador Waterways v Amador Water Agengy (2004) 116 Cal. App. 4th 1099,
1109 While a lead agency has discretion to formulate standards for determining
significance and the need for mitigation measures—the choice of any standards or
threshelds of sipnificance must be “based to the extent possible on scientific and
factual data and an exercise of reasoned judgment based on substantial evidence.
CEQA Guidelines § 13064(b); Clhueland [Nat'! Forest Found, . San Diggo As'n of Gov'ts
(2017} 3 Cal. App. 5th 497, 515; Mission Bay Alliance v. Office of Commmnniy Inp. &
Infrartrucinre (2016) 6 Cal. App. 5th 160, 206. And when there is evidence that an
impact could be significant, an EIR cannot adopt a contrary finding without providing
an adequate explanation along with supporting evidence. Easf Sacraments Partnership for
@ Livable Cify v. Cify of Savramento (2016) 5 Cal. App. 5th 281, 302.

In addition, a determination that regulatory compliance will be sufficient to prevent
significant adverse impacts must be based on a project-specific analysis of potential
impacts and the effect of repulatory compliance. In Calfornians for Affernativer fo Toeis o
Department of Food e Agrie. (2005) 136 Cal. App. 4th 1, the court set aside an EIR fora
statewide crop disease control plan because it did not include an evaluation of the risks
to the environment and human health from the proposed program but simply
presumed that no adverse impacts would occur from use of pesticides in accordance
with the registration and labeling program of the California Department of Pesticide
Regulation. Se alre Effeits Pais Forert Waich v Deparfment of Forestyy & Fire Profection
(2008) 43 Cal App. 4th 936, 936 (fact that Department of Pesticide Regulation had
assessed environmental effects of certain herbicides in general did not excuse falure to
assess effects of their use for specific timber harvesting project).

4 1. The DEIR Failr fo Support ity Findingr on Greenhonse Gar Imspacty with
Substantial Buidenice,

CEQA Guidelines § 15064.4 allow a lead agency to determine the significance of a
project’s GHG impact via a qualitative analysis (e.g, extent to which a project
complies with regulations or requiremnents of state/regional/local GHG plans), and,/ or
a quantitative analysis (e.g., using model or methodology to estimate project emissions
and compare it to a numernc threshold). So too, CEQA Guidelines allow lead agencies
to select what model or methodology to estimate GHG emissions so long as the

RA

\_selection is supported with substantial evidence, and the lead agency “should explain
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Guidelines § 15064.4(c).

CEQA Guidelines sections 13064.4(b)(3) and 15183.5(b) allow a lead agency to
consider a project’s consistency with repulations or requirements adopted to
implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG

/ the imitations of the particular model or methodology selected for use.” CEQA

EITIS5I0NS.

CEQA Guidelines §§ 13064.4{b)(3) and 15183.5(b)(1) make clear qualified GHG
reduction plans or CAPs should include the following features:

i1 Inventory: Quantify GHG emissions, both existing and
projected over a specified time period, resulting from activities {e.g.,
projects) within a defined peographic area (eg., lead agency
jurisdiction);
() Establish GHG Reduction Goal: Establish a level, based
on substantial evidence, below which the contribution to GHG

j emissions from activities covered by the plan would not be
Bz.11

cumulatively considerable;

(3 Analyze Project Types: Identify and analyze the GHG
emissions resulting from specific actions or categories of actions
anticipated within the geographic area;

i Craft Performance Based Mitigation Measures: Specify
measures or a group of measures, including performance standards,
that substantial evidence demonstrates, if implemented on a project-
by-project basis, would collectively achieve the specified emizsions
lesrel;

i3 Monitoring: Establish a4 mechanism to monitor the CAP

progress toward achieving said level and to requite amendment if
the plan is not achieving specified levels;

Conrd =

Collectively, the above-listed CAP features tie qualitative measures to quantitative
tesults, which in turn become binding via proper monitoring and enforcement by the
jutisdiction—all resulting in real GHG reductions for the jurisdiction as a whole, and
the substantial evidence that the incremental contribution of an individual project is
not cumulatively considerable.

Here, the DEIR’s analysis of greenhouse gas emissions impacts i3 not supported by
substantial evidence for at least the following reasons:
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(& The DEIR utilized an incorrect and unsubstantiated quantitative analysis of
emissions; and

* The DEIR failed to identify a potentially significant GHG impact when
applyving a 2.6 MT COg./SP/vear threshold per AEP puidance’

5211 The DEIR’s greenhouse pas emissions estitnate is larpely based upon its VIMT

Contd < modeling which estimates an 11.5 mile average trip length based vpon the Project
TAZ and BiyTAM. However, this trip length is not based upon substantial evidence
because it does not represent conditions at the Project site. The Project is located
between the 215 freeway and 5R-60 and is optimally located for long-distance
commuting to surrounding jobs centers in Orange County, Los Angeles, and San
Diego. The DEIR assumes that most operational Project trips will take place locally
\_ which is not substantiated by any facts or analysis in the DEIR.

{ 2 The DEIR Fail fa Support ifs Findingr on Transportation Impacts with
Subefantial Buidence,

CEQA Guidelines § 15064.3(b) requires analysis of a Project’s vehicle miles traveled

(VIIT) imypacts as part of the environmental document’s transportation impacts

analysis. The OPR technical puidance suggests that projects which have a VIMT per

capita of 13% or more below existing conditions may indicate a less than significant
transportation impact relating to VMT.® Assuming then this is the proper

Ba.12 < methodology, the DEIR fails to demonstrate a less than significant impact with
respect to VT,

The DEIR utilizes the RivTAM estimates (Riverside County Transportation Analysis
Model) for project trips and lengths for a sipnificance determination which
underestimates resident and worker trips for the Project site and is unsubstantiated.
The analysis for VAT should be based upon the actual conditions at the Project site
and not on any City-wide estimates for home-based VMT. Even if the DEIR
\_determined that there would be a significant impact requiring mitigation—it does not

# “Beyond Newhall and 2020: A Field Guide to New CEQA Greenhouse Gas Thresholds
and Climate Action Plan Targets for Californda ™ Association of Environmental
Professionals (AEP), October 2016, availsble at: https:// califaep org /docs /AEP-
2016_Final White_Paper pdf. p. 40.

# OPR Technical Advizory, On Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (Dec. 2018),

available at https:/ /oprca pov/docs /20190122743 Techrical Advisorv.pdf.
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Bz12 { demonstrate that MM-TRANS 1-3 would mitigate the sipnificant effects of VMT

Conrd without a more accurate analysis of WAT based upon OPR’s guidance.

II. THEPROJECT VIOLATES THE STATE PLANNING AND ZONING
LAWASWELL AS THE CITY'S GENERAL PLAN

A Backeround Regarding the State Planning and Zoning Law

Each California city and county must adopt 2 comprehensive, long-term general plan
governing development. Nagpa Cifizens for Honert Gov. . Napa County Bd. of Supervisors
(2001) 91 Cal. App.4th 342, 332, citing Gov. Code §f 65030, 63300. The general plan
sits at the top of the land use planning heerarchy (See Del-#g v Counfy of Napa (1993)
9 Cal. App. 4th 763, 773), and serves as 4 “constitution” or “charter” for all future
development. Lasher Commnnications, Ine v Cify of Walnas Creek (1990) 32 Cal App. 3d
331, 540.

General plan consistency i3 “the linchpin of California’s land use and development
laws; it 13 the principle which infused the concept of planned growth with the force
of law.” See Deboftari v. Norve Gify Corngid (1985) 171 Cal. App. 5d 1204, 1213,

State law mandates two levels of consistency. First, a general plan must be internally
i ot “horizontally™ consistent: its elements must “comprise an integrated, internally
se1d consistent and compatible statement of policies for the adopting agency.™ (See Gov.
Code § 65300.5; Sterra Club v Bd. of Supervisors (1981) 126 Cal. App. 3d 698, 7T04) A
general plan amendment thus may not be internally inconsistent, nor may it cause the
general plan as a whole to become internally inconsistent. See Rel-g 9 Cal App. 4th

at 796 fn. 12

Second, state law requires “vertical” consistency, meaning that zoning ordinances and
other land use decisions also must be consistent with the general plan. (See Gov.
Code § 65860(2)(2) [land uses authorized by zoning ordinance must be “compatible
with the objectives, policies, general land uses, and programs specified in the

[general] plan.”]; see also MNeighborbood Action Group v. Connty of Calaverar (1984) 156
Cal. App. 3d 1176, 1184.) A zoning ordinance that conflicts with the general plan or
impedes achievement of its policies is invalid and cannot be given effect. See [ sher,
52 Cal App. 3d at 544

State law requires that all subordinate land use decisions, including conditional use
permits, be consistent with the general plan. See Gov. Code § 65860(2)(2);
MNefghbarbood Acion Grogp, 156 Cal. App. 5d at 1184
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(A project cannot be found consistent with a general plan if it conflicts with a general
plan policy that is “fundamental, mandatory, and clear,” regardless of whether it is
consistent with other general plan policies. See Endangered Habifatr Leagne v. County of
Orange (2003) 131 Cal. App. 4th 777, T82-83; Famifier Unafraid fo Upbold Raral B Dorads
8213 < County v. Bd, of Supervivors (1998) 62 Cal. App. 4th 1332, 1341-42 (“FUTUEE").

Cont'd . . . .
e Moreover, even in the absence of such a direct conflict, an ordinance or development

project may not be approved if it interferes with or frustrates the general plan’s policies
and objectives. See Napg Citigens, 91 Cal. App. 4th at 378-79; see also Legrher, 52 Cal
App. 3d at 544 (zoning ordinance restricting development conflicted with growth-
\_otiented policies of general plan).

f/ B.  The DEIR is Required to Review the Project’s Consistency with Regjonal

Housing Plans, Sustainable Community Strategv and Regional
Transportation Plans

CEQA Guidelines section 13125(d) requires that an environmental impact repott
“discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general
plans, specific plans and regional plans. See alte Golden Door Properties, LLC . County of
San Digge (2020) 30 Cal. App. 5th 467, 543

7. The DEIR Failr fo Demonstrate Consitfengy with SCAGT RTR/5CK
Ba.14 Pian.

The Project’s environmental documents fzil as an informational document since the
Project DEIR fails to discuss consistency with the 2020 RTP / SCS — Connect SoCal
The DEIR’s entire analysis is based upon a terse discussion of the RTP/SCS plan on
p. 6.0-3 of the DEIR. There, the DEIR states the Project would not conflict with
Connect S0Cal because certain land use and transportation mitigation measures being
implemented for the Project and no conflict with plans for the local circulation system.
This is not analysis so much as a conclusory statement that is not supported by fact,

K:md does not demonstrate consistency with any plan.

[ 2 The DEIR Failr o Demonstrate Consisfency with the State Howsing Law's

Regional Honring Needs Assesiment Requivemsents and the Cify'r Obligations
fo Fulfill those Reguirements in ity Honsing Element.

Ba.15 <

State law requires that junsdictions provide their fair share of regional housing needs

and adopt a general plan for future growth (California Government Code Section

65300). The California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD)
. )
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(' 1s mandated to determine state-wide housing needs by income category for each
Council of Governments (COG) throughout the state. The housing need is
determined based on four broad household income categories: very low (households
making less than 50 percent of median family income), low (30 to 80 percent of
median family income), moderate (20 to 120 percent of median family income), and
above moderate (rnore than 120 percent of median family income). The intent of the
Bal5 future needs allocation by income groups is to relieve the undue concentration of very
Conrd < loww and low-income households in a single jurisdiction and to help allocate resources
in a fair and equitable manner.

CEQA requires the DEIR analyze the Project’s consistency with the State’s housing
goals. CEQA Guidelines section 15125{d) requires that an environmental impact
report “discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable
general plans, specific plans and regional plans. Ses ale Golden Door Properties, LLC o
\_ County of San Diega (2020) 50 Cal. App. 5th 467, 543.

(" The City fails to conduct any consistency analysis with SCAG's 6= Cycle RHINA
Allocation Plan.”

The DEIR should be revised and recirculated with an analysis of how the Project is
| consistent with the City of Riverside’s 62 Cycle RHNA allocation.

(1. CONCLUSION

Bale <

8217 < Commenters request that the City revise and recirculate the Project’s environmental
impact report to address the aforementioned concerns. If the City has anv questions or
\_concerns, feel free to contact my Office.

Sincerely,

Mitchell M. Tsai
Aftorneys for Southwest Regional
Council of Carpenters

files / file-attachments /Gth-cyele-rhna-final-

allocation-plan pdfr1616462966.
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Attached:

March 8§, 2021 SWAPE Letter to Mitchell M. Tsai re Local Hire Requirements and
Considerations for Greenhouse Gas Modeling (Exhibit A);

Adr Quality and GHG Expert Paul Rosenfeld CV (Exhibit B); and
Air Quality and GHG Expert Matt Hagemann CV (Exhibit C);
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Comment Letter 8b — Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE)

Comment letter 8b commences on the next page.
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SWAPE rmmngnhmnmm

2EE6 29 Street, Suite 201
Santa Monica, CA 30405

Mate Hagernann, F.G, C.HE.
(949) 837-5013
mh ann swape com

Paul E. Rozenfeld, PhD
[210) 795-2235

prosenfeld @ swaps.com
March 8, 2021

Mitchell M. Tsai
155 South El Molino, Suite 104
Pasadena, CA 91101

Subject: Local Hire Requirements and Considerations for Greenhouse Gas Modeling
Dear Mr. Tsai,

[ Soil Water Air Protection Enterprise (“SWAPE") is pleased 1o provide the following draft technical report
explaining the significance of worker trips required for construction of land use development projects with
respect 1o the estimation of greenhouse gas ("GHG™) emissions. The report will also discuss the potential for
lgcal hire requirements 1o reduce the length of worker trips, and consequently, reduced or mitigate the
potential GHG impacts.

Worker Trips and Greenhouse Gas Calculations

The California Emissions Estimator Model ("CalEEMod™) is a “statewide land use emissions computer model
gb1 —J designed to provide a uniform platform for government agencies, land use planners, and environmental
professionals to quantify potential criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with both
censtruction and operations from a variety of land use projects.”? CalEEMod quantifies construction-related
emissions associated with land use projects resulting from off-road construction equipment; on-road mobile
equipment associated with workers, vendors, and hauling; fugitive dust associated with grading, demaolition,
truck loading, and on-road vehicles traveling along paved and unpaved roads; and architectural coating
activities; and paving.?

The number, length, and vehicle class of worker trips are utilized by CalEEMod to calculate emissions assodated
|__with the on-road vehicle trips required to transport workers to and from the Project site during construction.®

i *California Emissions Estimator Model.” CAPCOA, 2017, ovailobie at: hitp://wwew agmd_gov/caleemod/home.
# *California Emissions Estimator Model.” CAPCOA, 2017, ovailobie at: hitp://www.agmd.gov/caleemod /home.
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Mnumber of pieces of equipment for all phases by 1.25, with the exception of worker trips required for the

building construction and architectural coating phases.® Furthermore, the worker trip vehicle class is a 50/25/25
percent mix of light duty autos, light duty truck class 1 and light duty truck class 2, respectively.”® Finally, the
default worker trip length is consistent with the length of the operational home-to-work vehicle trips_ ! The
operational home-to-work vehicle trip lengths are:

“[Blased on the jpcation and urbanization selected on the project characteristic screen. These values
were supplied by the ofr districes or use o defoult average for the stote. Each district {or county) also
assigns trip lengths for urban and rural settings” (emphasis added), =

Thus, the default worker trip length is based on the location and urbanization level selected by the User when
modeling emissions. The below table shows the CalEEMod default rural and urban worker trip lengths by air
basin [see excerpt below and Attachment A)."?

‘Worker Trip Length by Air Basin
Air Basin Rural (miles) Urban [miles)

Great Basin Valleys 168 108
Lake County 16.8 108
Lake Tahoe 168 108
Majave Dasert 158 108
Mountain Counties 168 108
Marth Central Coast 171 123
MNorth Coast 168 08
Northieast Flateau 168 108
Sacramento Valley 16.8 108
Salton Sea 145 11

San Disgo 168 108
San Francisco Bay Area 1008 108
5an Joaguin Valley 168 108
South Central Coast 158 0e
South Coast 138 147
Average 16.47 11.17
Minimum 10.80 10.80
Maxirnum 15,80 14.70
Range 5.00 3.50

% 2C3IEEMod User's Guide.” CAPCOA, November 2017, availobie ot: hitp:/ferww sgmd govidocs/default-
MWMML P34
W =apoendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMed.” CAPCOA, October 2017, avaiiohie ot:
http:/fwwew.agmd. gov/docs/default-source/caleemod /02_appendix-a2016-3-2 pdf?stursnes, p. 15.
i =Appendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod.” CAPCOA, October 2017, aveiiohie ot:
hetp: fhwoanw. agmad. govdiocs (default-source fealeemod /02 _appendin-a2016-3.2 pdf?sfursnei, p. 14.
W =Anpendiz A Calculation Details for CRIEEMod.” CAPCOA, October 2017, avaiickie o

hetp: B L docs/default-10u ‘caleemod/02 appendix-a2016-2-2 pdf?sfvranss, p. 21.
thapmpendix D Default Data Tables.” CAPCOA, October 2017, available or: hutp:/fwww agrmd gov/docs /default-

source/caleemod/05 appendix-d2016-3-2 pdf*sfvrsn=4, p. D-84 - D-86.

3
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[‘As demonstrated above, default rural worker trip lengths for air basins in California vary from 10.8- to 19.8-
miles, with an average of 16.47 miles. Furthermore, default urban worker trip lengths vary from 10.8- to 14.7-

Bb2 | miles, with an average of 11.17 miles. Thus, while default worker trip lengths vary by location, default urban

Cont'd | worker trip lengths tend to be shorter in length. Based on these trends evident in the CalEEMod default worker

trip lengths, we can reasenably assume that the efficacy of a local hire requirement is especially dependent
upon the urbanization of the project site, as well as the project location.

[Practical Application of a Local Hire Requirement and Associated Impact
To provide an example of the potential impact of a local hire provision on construction-related GHG emissions,
we estimated the significance of a local hire provision for the Village South Specific Plan (*Project™) located in
the City of Claremont [“City”). The Project proposed to construct 1,000 residential units, 100,000-5F of retail
space, 45,000-5F of office space, as well as a 50-room hotel, on the 24-acre sive. The Project location is classified
as Urban and lies within the Los Angeles-South Coast County. As a result, the Project has a default worker trip
length of 14.7 miles i in an effort to evaluate the potential for a local hire provision to reduce the Project’s
construction-related GHG emissions, we preparad an updated model, reducing all warker trip lengths to 10
miles (see Attachment B). Cur analysis estimates that if a local hire provision with a 10-mile radius were 1o be
implemented, the GHG emissions associated with Project construction would decrease by approximately 17%
[see table below and Attachment C).

Local Hire Provision Net Change
Without Local Hire Provision )
Total Construction GHG Emissions (MT CO.e) 3,623
8h.3 — Amortized Construction GHG Emissions (MT C0,e/year) 120.77
With Local Hire Provision
Total Construction GHG Emissions (MT CO2e) 3,024
Amortized Construction GHG Emissions (MT C0.e/fyear) 100.80
% Decrease in Construction-related GHG Emissions 17%

As demonstrated above, by implementing a local hire provision requiring 10 mile worker trip lengths, the Project
could reduce potential GHG emissions associated with construction worker trips. More broadly, any local hire
reguirement that results in a decreased worker trip length from the default value has the potential to result ina
reduction of construction-related GHG emissions, though the significance of the reduction would vary based on
the location and urbanization level of the project site.

This serves as an example of the potential impacts of local hire requirements on estimated project-level GHG
emissions, though it does not indicate that local hire requirements would result in reduced construction-related
GHG emission for all projects. As previously described, the significance of a local hire requirement depends on
the warker trip length enforced and the default worker trip length for the project’s urbanization level and
L_location.

14 =Appendix D Default Data Tables.” CAPCOA, October 2017, gvailable of: httpo/'wwew agmd gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/D5 appendix-d2016-3-2 pdfrsfursn=4, p. D-85.
4
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[Disclaimer

SWAPE has received limited discovery. Additional infermation may become available in the future; thus, we
retain the right 1o revise or amend this report when additional information becomes available. Qur professional
services have been performed using that degree of care and skill ordinarily exercised, under similar
circumstances, by reputable environmental consultants practicing in this or similar localities at the time of
service. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made as to the scope of work, work methodologies and
protocols, site conditions, analytical testing results, and findings presented. This report reflects efforts which
were limited to information that was reasonably accessible at the time of the work, and may contain
informational gaps, inconsistencies, or otherwise be incomplete due to the unavailability or uncertainty of

| information obtained or provided by third parties.

Bb4 —

sincerety,

Fi
']

.I-II: I:‘r I'.:'fl'll-'ir;.."t" B
Mart Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg.
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Paul E. Rosenfeld, Ph.D.
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jon, Analyss S0IL WATER AIR PROTECTION ENTERPEIZE
swAPE Eﬂmm«%ﬂd::wmmﬁ 158 1otk Streat, Suite 101

Santa Momica, California 20407
Ate=: Pl Bacsanfeld, PhD
Mdokil: (300} 795-1335

Odfca: (310 452-3555

Fam: (310} £52-55350

Email: prosenfeld @rorape.coms

{/ Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. Chemical Fate and Transport & Air Dispersion Modeling
Principal Environmertal Chesist Risk Aszzessment & Femediation Specialist
Education

Ph . Sail Chemistry, University of Washinstan, 1999, Dissertation on volatile arganic compound filration.
WL5. Environmental Science, 11.C. Berkeley, 1995, Thesiz on organic waste economics.
E A Envircrrnents]l Studies, U.C. Sants Barbara, 1991, Thesiz on wastewater treatment.

Dr. Fosenfald has over 25 years’ experience conducting envirommental imvestizztions and risk assessments for
evaluating impacts to homan health, property, and ecological receptors. Hiz expertise focuses on the fate amd
transport of environmentzl contaminants, man health risk, exposure asseszment, and acological restoration. D
Faosenfeld has evalnsted and modeled emizzions from unconventionsl il drilling operations, oil spills, landfills,
boilers and incinerators, process stacks, storage tanks, confined animal feeding operations, and many other industrizl

and agriculmral sources. Hiz project experience range: fom monitoring and modeling of pollution sources to
avalnating impacts of pollotion on workers st mdustrial facilities and residents i surounding conymmities.

Dir. Foszenfeld has investigated and desizned remedistion programs and risk assessments for comtamimated sites
containing lead, hesvy metsls, mold, bacteria, particulate matter, petroleam hydrocarbons, chlorinsted solvents,
pesticides, radioactive waste, dioxins and firans, semi- and volatile organic compounds, PCEs, PAH:, perchlorate,
ashestos, per- and poly-fluoroalicy] substances (PFOAPFOS), unusual polymers, foel cooygenstes (WMTEE), among
other polhatants. Dr. Fiosenfeld also has experience evaluating greenhouse gas emissions fom various projects and iz
an axpert an the assesoment of odors from industrial and agricultural sites, 23 well as the evalustion of sdor nuisance
impacts and technologies for shatement of odorous emissions. As a principal scientist at SWAPE, Dr. Fosenfald
directs air dizpersion maodsling and exposure asseszsments. He has zerved as an expart witness and testified about

polhation sources cansing nuisance snd’or personzl imjury at dozens of sites and has testified 32 an expars witnass on

\\ mare than ten cazes involving exposure to gir contaminamts Fom industrizl sources.

Paul E. Fosenfeld, PhD Page 1 of 10 June 2019
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Professional Historv:

Soil Water Air Protection Enterprize (SWAPE); 2003 to present; Principal snd Founding Partmer
TCLA School of Public Health; 2007 to 2011; Lecturer {Assistant Rasearchear)

TCLA School of Public Health; 2003 to 2004; Adjunct Professor

TCLA Environmental Science and Enginesring Program; 2002-2004; Doctoral Intern Coordinator
TCLA Institute of the Enviromrment, 2001-2002; Fesearch Associate

Foomag HoO Science, 2001 to 2003; Senior Remediation Sciemtist

Mational Groundwater Asspciation, 2002-2004; Lechurer

5an Diego State University, 1999-2001; Adjunct Professor

Anteon Carp., S5an Diego, 2000-2001; Femediation Project hlanzger

Oeden (now Amac), San Diego, 2000-2000; Femeadiation Project hanager

Eechtel, San Disgo, California, 1998 — 2000; Fisk Aszessor

Eing County, Seattle, 1906 — 1999; Scientist

James Fiver Corp., Washmgton, 1995-04; Scientist

Big Creek Lumber, Davenport, Califommia, 1995; Soentist

Phmmas Conp., California and UEFE, Tahos 1993-1905; Boientist

Peace Corps and World Wildlife Fund, St. Eitts, Wast Indies, 1991-1903; Sciantizt

Publications:

Femy, LL, Clay T., Byers, V., Rosenfeld P. E. {201%) Hozpital, Health, and Comenumity Burden Afier Oil
Fefinery Fires, Richmond, California 2007 and 2012, Exvirewnenial Health. 1548

Simons, B A Zep, Y. Rozenfeld, P, (2015) MModeling the Effect of Fefinery Emiszion On Fasidantial Property
5.5 Walue. Journal of Fieal Estate Fiesearch. 27{3):321-342
el Chen J. A Zapata A B, Sutherland A. T hphpen, DR, Chow, B. 5, W, L. E_, Rosenfeld, P. E., Hazsze, B. T,
{2017} Sulfor Dicxide and Volatile Organic Compound Exposure To A Conuvmmity In Texss City Texas Evaluated
Using Aggnod and Empirical Data. dmerican Journal of Environmental Science, 306), 611-632.

Rozenfeld, P E. & Feng, L. (2011). The Risks of Hazardows Waste. Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing

Cheremizingff NP, & Rosenfeld, P.E. (2011). Handbeok gf Pollurion Prevention and Cleaner Prodguction: Besit
Practices in the Agrochemical Tndusery, Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing.

Gonzalez, T, Feng, L., Sutherland, A Waller, C, Sok, H., Heszs, F, Rozenfeld, P. (2010). PCB= and
Diozine Furans in Attic Dust Collected MNear Former PCE Production znd Secondary Copper Facilities in Sauget, IL.
Procedia Emviranmental Sciences. 113-125.

Feng L., W, C, Tam, L., Sutherland AT Clark 1.7, Rosenfeld, PE. (2010). Dioxin and Furan Blood Lipid and
Attic Dust Concentrations in Populations Living Mear Four Weod Treztment Facilities in the United States. Journgd
aqf Ermvironmental Health. T3(6), 34-46.

Cheremizingff WP, & Fosenfeld, PE. (2010). Houlbook qf Pollution Prevention and Cleaner Production: Best
Practices in the Wood and Paper Industriez. Amsterdam: Elsevier Publizhing.

Cheremizingff NP, & Fosenfeld, P E. (2009). Howlbook af Pollution Prevenrion and Cleaner Production: Best
Practices in the Perroloum Indusiry. Amsterdam- Elsevier Publishing.

Wi, C, Tam, L., Clark J., Rosenfeld, P. (2009). Dioxin and furan blood lipid concentrations in populations living
naar four wood testment facilities in the United Stataz. FTT Trpwactions on Ecology and the Environment, dir
Pollution, 123 (17, 318-327.

Paul E. Rosenfeld, Ph D Paga 1 of 10 Juone 2019
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Tam L. K. Wu C. D, Clark 1. 1. and Rosenfeld, PE._ (2008). A Statisticzl Analysiz OFf Attic Duzt And Blaod Lipid
Concentrations Of Tewssblpro-p-Dibenzodicsdn (TCDD) Tomicity Eguivalency CQuotients (TEQ) In Two
Populations Mear Wiood Treatment Facilities. Qregmghalgger Compounds, 70, 002152-0022355.

Tam L. K., Wu C. D, Clark T J. and Rosenfeld, P E. (2008). hMethods Faor Collect Samples For Aszeszing Dioxins
And Other Envirommmental Contamninants In Attic Dust A Feview. Qpeauehgipger. Compowa, 70, 000527-
000530,

Hensley, AF. A Scott, I 1. I Clark, Rosenfeld, P.E. (2007). Atftic Dust and Human Blood Samples Collected near
a Fonmer Wood Treatment Facility. Emiroosmenral Rezearch. 105, 194-197.

Rozenfeld, PE., . I. I. Clark, A F. Henszley, M. Suifer. (2007). The Use of an Odor Wheel Claszification for
Evahuation of Hurnan Hezlth Fisk Criteria for Compost Facilities. Warer Scisnce & Technology 35(3), 345-357.

Fozenfeld, P. E., b Suffef. (2007). The Anatomy OFf Ogous, Wheels For Qdours. OFf Drinking Water, Wastewater,
Caompost And The Urban Environment. Faer Science & Tochmology 35(3), 335-344.

Sullivan, P. I. Clark, I.1T., Agardy, F. I, Rozenfeld, PE. (2007). Toxic Legacy, Synmthetic Toxiw in the Food
Water, and Air in American Cities. Boston Massachuzsatts: Elzevier Publishing

Fozenfeld, FE., and Soffet TH. (2004). Control of Compost Odor Using High Carbon Wood Ash. Water Science
and Technelagy. 48(9,171-178.

Rozenfeld P. E_ T Clark, TH. (M J2l) Suffef (2004). The Vahie of An Odor-Quality-TWhesl Clazzification Scheme
For The Urban Envirormment. Water Emvironment Federarion’s Technical Exhibinon and Cowference (WEFTEC)
2004 Wew Orleanz, October 2-6, 2004.

Fozenfeld, PE_, and 3ufet, I H (2004). Understanding Odorants Associated With Compost, Biomass Facilities,
and the Land Application of Biozsolids. Water Srience and Techmology. 4009, 193-184.

Fozenfeld, PE., and Soffet TH. (2004). Control of Compost Odor Using High Carbon Wood Ash, Water Science
and Technolozy, 49 9), 171-178.

Fozenfeld, P. E., Grev, M. A, Jellgw, P. (2004). hlessurement of Biosolids Odor and Odorant Emiszions from
Windrows, Static Pile and Biofiltar. Water Exvironment Rezearch. To[4), 310-315.

Fozenfeld, PE., Grey, M and Syfet, M. (2002). Compost Demonstration Project, Sacramento Californiz Using
High-Carbon Wood Ash to Control Odor at 3 Green haterials Composting Facility, Stegrared Wiaste Moagement
Board Public 4ffurs Qffice, Publications Clearinghouse (M5—8), Sacramento, CA Publication #442-02-008.

Fozenfeld, FE., and CL. Henry. (2001). Characterization of odor emissions from three different biosolids. Warer
Soil and Air Pollution. 127(1-4), 173-191.

Fozenfeld, P E., and Henry C. L., (20007). Wood azh confrol of odor emissions from biosolids application. Jourma!
gf Environmental Qualiry. 28, 1552-1668.

Fozenfeld, PE, CL. Henry and D). Bennatt. {2001). Wastewater dewatering polymer affect on biosolids odor
emizzions and microbial activity. Water Emiirosonens Rezearch. T3(4), 363-367.

Fozenfeld, P E., and C.L. Heary. (2001). Activated Carbon and Woed Ash Sorption of Wastewater, Compost, and
EBiosolids Odorants. Water Enviroronen? Rezearch, 73, 388-303.

Fozenfeld, PE., and Herry C. L., (2001). High carbon wood ash affect on biozolids microbial activity and odaor.
Water Envirgnnent Research. 131({1-4), 247-161.

Paul E. Fosenfeld, Ph D Paga 3 of 10 June 2019

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR

RA



City of Riverside Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments

Chollack, T. and P. Rosenfeld. (1998). Compost Amendment Handbook For Landscaping. Prepared for and
distritnited bty the City of Redmond, Washington State.

Eozenfeld, P.E. (1991}, The Mount Ligrauiga Crater Trail Heritage Mapasine gf 5z Kinz, 302).

Eozenfeld, P. E. (1993). High 5School Biogas Project to Prevent Deforestation Om 5t Hitts, Bromuess Lrers
Nenvork, T(1).

FEozenfeld, P. E. (1998). Characterization, (Quantification, and Control of Odor Emissions From Biosolids
Application Ta Forest Soil. Doctoral Thesis. University of Washington College of Forest Fasources,

Eozenfeld, P. E. {(1994). Potential Utilization of Small Diameter Trees on Siemra County Public Land. hdagters
thesis reprinted by the Sierra County Economic Council. Sierra County, Califormia

Eozenfeld, P. E. (1901). How to Build a2 Small Fural Anserobic Digester & Tzes Of Biogas In The First And Third
World. Bachelors Thesiz. University of Californiz.

Fozenfeld, P E., Sutherland, A; Hesze, F.; Zapata, A (October 3-8, 2013). Air disperzion modeling of volatile

organic emissions from mmltiple netural gas wells in Decator, T 44th Western Regional Mesting, American
Chemical Society. Lechure conducted from Santa Clara, CA.

ok, HL.; Waller, C.C.; Fenz, L.; Gonzslez I.; Sutherland, A J; Wizdom-5tack, T.; Sahsi BE; Heme R C;
Eozenfeld, PE. (Jane 20-23, 2010). Amszine: A Persistent Pesticide in Urben Drinking Water.
hs Urban Envirewmental Pollution. Lacre conducted from Boston, M4

=) gt | Feng, L. Gonzalez, 1; Sgk HL.; Sutherland A.J; Waller, C.C.; Wisdom-Stack T.; Sahai B E.; La, M ; Hesze,
FC.: FRosenfeld, PE. (hme 20-23, 2I010). Bringing Environmental Justice to [East 5t Louis,
INinais. Lrbar Emidrenmental Pollution Lectore conducted from Boston, AL

Fozenfeld, PE. (April 19-23, 20090, Berflyoractanois., Acd (PFOA) and Pexflporpscisge Sulfonate (PFOS)
Contamination in Drinking Water From the T2 of Aqueous Film Formning Foams (AFFF) at Airports in the United
Btates. 2009 Growwd Water St and 2009 Growed Warer Protection Council Spring Mesring, Lecture conducted
from Toacon, AZ.

Fozenfeld, PE. (April 19-23, 2009, Cost to Filter Atrazine Contaminztion from Drinking Water in the United
States™ Contamination im Drinking Water From the Use of Agueous Film Forming Foams (AFFF) at Airports in the
United States. 2009 Growwd Warer Suppnir and 2009 Growwd Warer Pratection Council Spring Meeting. Lecture
conducted from Tysppn, AZ.

W, C., Tam, L., Clark, T, Rosenfeld, P. (20-22 Faly, 2009). Dioxin and foran bleod lipid concentrations in
populations living near four wood treatment facilities in the Thnited States. Bgehbia, C.A. and Popow, V., eds., Air
Pollution XFIT. Proceedings of the Seventeeth Imternational Corference om Modeling, Monitoring  ond
Monagement gf Air Pollution. Lactare conducted from Tallmn, Estonia.

Eozenfeld, P. E. (October 15-18, 2007). hMoss Point Cormomumity Exposure To Contaminantz From A Feleasing
Facility. The 73 4mmual Frernarional Corgerences on Soils Sediwesr and Warer. Platform lecture conducted Som
Univearsity of Massachusetts, Amberst b4,

Eozenfeld, P. E. ((October 13-18, 2007). The Fepeated Trespazz of Trtiom-Contaminated Water Imto A
Surrounding Commumity Form Repeated Waste Spills From A Muclear Dower Plant The 23 dusual Farernaional
Conferences on Soils Sedimens and Water. Platform lecture conducted fom University of hassachusetts, Amberst
KA.

Paul E. Fosenfeld, Ph D Page 4 of 10 June 2019
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Fosenfeld, P. E. (Qctober 15-18, 2007). Somearville Community Exposare To Contzminants From Woed Trestment
Facility Emizsions. The 23 dnnual ternational Corferences on Sous Sedimens and Warer. Lecture conducted
from University of hassachuszstts, Ambarst WA,

Eozenfeld P. E. (Blarch 2007). Production, Chemical Properties, Toxicology, & Treatment Casze Smdies of 1,2.3-
Tochlorppropate (TCP). The dzsocumion for Emviroronental Health and Sciences (AEHE) Anmugl Meeting. Lechure
conducted from Szn Diego, CA.

Eozenfeld P. E. (March 2007). Blood and Aftic Sampling for DioxinForan, PAH, and Metzl Exposure in Florala,
Alahama. The AEHS Anmual Meeting. Lechure conducted from San Diego, CAL

Henzley AF., Scott, & Rosenfeld PE., Clark, 71T, (Anguet 21 — 25, 2004). Dicxin Contzining Attic Dust And
Human Blood Samples Collected MNear A Former Wood Trestment Facility. The 26tk Intevrumtional Simposium on
Halogenated Persisteryt Qrganic Pollutme: — DIOXINION. Lecture conducted from Fadizson 5A5 Scandinavia
Hotal in Jla Morway.

Hensley AR, 3cott, A, Rosenfeld PE., Clark, T.1.T. (Movembar 4-8, 2008). Dioxin Contzining Attic Dust And
Human Elood Samples Collected Mear A Former Wood Treament Facility. APHA 134 dmnual Meeting &
Expazition. Lecture condocted from Boston hiassachusetts.

Faul Rozenfeld Ph.D. {October 24-23, 2003). Fate, Transport and Perzistence of BFOA and Felated Chamicals.
Magleyis, CRPFOA. Srience, Risk & Liipavon Corgference. Lechure condocted fromm The Rittenhouse Hotel,
Philadelphiz, PA_

Faul Eozenfeld Ph D). (September 19, 2005). Brominzted Flame Fetardants i Groundwater: Pathrays to Homan
Ingestion, Toxicology and Remediation PEMA Emerging Contaminay Conference. Lecture conducted from Hilton
Hotal, Irvine Califomia.

Faul Eozenfeld PhD. (September 19, 20:05). Fate, Transport, Toxicity, And Persistence of 1,2,3-TCP. FENA
Emerging Contamingnt Conference. Lecturs conducted from Hilton Hotel in Irvine, Califomia.

Faul Rosenfeld Ph D). (September 26-127, 20035). Fate, Transport and Persistence of PDEE:. Megisy 5 Groundwarer
Conference. Lectare conducted from Ritz Carlton Hotel, harina Diel Ray, California.

Faul Rozenfeld PhD. (fune 7-8, 2005). Fate, Tramzport and Perzistence of PFOA and Felated Chamicals.
Intermmional Society of Emvironmental Forensics: Focws On Emerging Contoniupets. Lecmre conducted from
Sheraton Oceanfront Hotel, Virginia Beach, Virginia.

Faul Rozenfeld Ph D (July 21-12, 2005). Fate Tranzport, Persistence and Toxicelogy of PFOA and Related
Perfluorochemicals. 2005 Narional Growsdwarer Associmion Ground Water And Envirovsnenral Laow Conference.
Lactare conducted from Wyndham Baltimare Inner Harbor, Baltimore hlaryland.

Faul Rozenfeld Ph.Ib. (Tuly 21-1Z, 2003). Brominated Flame Fetardants in Groundwater: Pathways to Homan
Ingestion, Towicology and Femediation. 2007 National Growndeater dssociavion Growund Water ond
Emiremmensal Law Cowgference. Lactare conducted from Wiyndham Bzltimore Inner Harbor, Baltimore haryland.

Faul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. and James Clark Ph D and Faob Hesze BLG. (May 5-6, Z004). Tert-tutyl Alcohol Liability
and Toxicolosy, A Mational Problem and Unquantified Liability. MNaviona! Groundwater dssociation. Exnvirgrmental
Law Conference. Lechwre conducted from Conzress Plaza Hotel, Chicago Illinois.

Faul Rosenfeld, PhD. (March 2004). Parchlorate Toxicology. Meeting qf the dmerican Growwhvater Trust
Lectore conducted fom Phoenix Arizona,

Hagemann, MF., Faul Eozenfeld, FhD. and Fob Hessze (2004). Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River.
Meeting gf tribal reprezevsatives. Lectore conducted from Parker, AZ.

Paul E. Rosenfeld Ph D Paga 5 of 10 Jome 2019
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Faul Rozenfeld, PhD. {&prl 7, 2004). A MNational Damage Assessment Model For PCE and Dry Cleansrs.
Dircleaner Symposium. California Ground Water Azsociation. Lecture conducted from Badizopn Hotel, Sacramento,
Califomia.

Fozenfeld, P. E., Grey, M, (TJune 2003) Two stzge biofilter for biosolids composting odor comtrol. Seventh
Intermumional In Situ dnd On Sire Bioremediation Symposium Baitelle Cowgerence Orlando, FL.

Faul Rozenfeld, FhD. and James Clark PhD. (February 20-11, 2003) Understanding Historical Tze, Chemical
Properties, Toxicity and Fegulatory Guidance of 1.4 Dioxane. Navional Groundieater dssocigiion. Sourhwest Focus
Corference. Water Supply and Emerging Contaminanzs.. Lecre conducted from Hyatt Regency Phoenix Arizona.

Faul Rozenfeld, Ph D). (Febroary 4-7, 2003). Underground Storazge Tank Litization and Femediation. Caljfbemia
CLPA Forum. Lecmre conducted from Marriott Hotel, Ansheim California.

Faul Rozenfeld, FhD. (October 23, 2002) Undergyroumd Storage Tank Litizztion snd Femediation. EPA
Underground Storgge Tank Rowsdiable. Lectare conducted fom Sacramento California.

Fozenfeld, PE. and Sgffet, M. (October 7- 10, 2002). Understanding Odor fom Compost, Fastewarer mud
Industrigl Processez. Sinth Annugl Simposium On OfF Flavors in the dguatic Enviroronent Internmional Water
Association. Lechre conducted from Barcelona Spain.

Fozenfeld, P.E. and Sgffet, ML (October 7- 10, 2002} Using High Carbon Weod Ash to Control Compost Odor.
Sixth Anmual Symposium On Off Flavors in the Aquaric Emiirovonent. Infermmtional Waer dssociation. Lecture

conducted from Barcelona Spain.
. Fozenfeld, P.E. and Grey, M. A (September 22-24, 2002). Biocycle Composting For Coastal Sage Festoration
Eb.3 Northwest Biozolids Mangeement Aszociarion. Lectore conducted from Vancouver Washington .
el

Fozenfeld, P.E. and Grey, b A. (Movember 11-14, 2002). Using High-Carbon Weod Ash to Coatrol Odor at a
Grean haterizls Composting Facility. Seil Science Seciery Armmal Conference. Lectare conducted from
Indianapolis, hlarylamd.

Fozenfeld. PE. (Saptember 14, 20000, Two stage biofiler for biosolids composting odor control. Warer
Emvirommens Federarion. Lecture condocted from Anaheim Califormia.

Fozenfeld. P.E. (October 16, 20007 Wood ash and biofilter control of compost odor. Biglest. Lectre conducted
from Ocean Shores, California.

Fozenfeld, P.E. (2000). Bioremediation Using Organic Soil Amendments. Caljfornia Resource Recovery
Association. Lecnre conducted from Sacramento California.

Fozenfeld, PE., CL. Heary, F. Hamizon. (19938). Oat and Grass Seed Germination and Mirogen and Sulfor
Emissions Following Biosolids Incorporation With High-Carbon Wood-Ash. Water Emdrenmens Frderation [2th
Ampual Residuals and Biosolids Monagzemenr Congference Proceedings. Lecture conducted from Bellevne
Washinston.

Fozenfeld, P.E., and C.L. Henry. {1999). An evahiation of ash mcorporation with biozolids for odor reduction. Soif
Science Socieqy qf America. Lecture conducted from Salt Lake City Utah

Fozenfeld, PE., CL. Henry, . Harrizon. (1998). Comparizon of MMicrobizl Activity and Odor Emissions from
Three Differant Biosolids Applied to Forest Soil. Brows and Caldwell. Lecture conducted from Seattle Washington.

Fozenfeld, P.E., CL. Henry. (1998). Characterization, Quantification, and Conmal of Odor Emizzions from
Eiosolids Application To Forest Soil. Bigfkss. Lecare conducted fom Lake Chelan Washinston.

Paul E. Fosenfeld, Ph D Page 6 of 10 June 2019
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oxenfeld, PE, CL. Henry, . Hamison. {1998). Oat and Grass Seed Gemminztion and MNitogen and Sulfiur
Emizsions Following Biosolids Incorporation With High-Carbon Wood-Ash, Water Environment Federation 12th
Anprual Fesiduals and Biosolids Manasement Conference Proceedings. Lectre conducted fom Bellevue
Washington.

Fozenfeld, PE., CL. Henry, . E. Hamizon, and F. Dills. {1997). Comparizon of Odor Emizsions From Three
Different Biosolids Applied to Forest Soil. 3o Sriemce Seciety qf dseerica Lecture conducted from Ansheim
California.

Teachine Experience:

TCLA Departnent of Environmental Health {Sumumer 2003 through 20010) Tanght Environmentzl Health Science
100 to students, including undergrad, medical doctors, public bealth professionals snd muoses. Course focuszed an
the health effects of environmental contaminamnts.

Wational Groond Water Association, Successful Femediation Techmologies. Custom Course in Jamie, Fe, New
Mexico. May 21, 2002. Focused on fate and transport of fiel contaminsnts sssociated with underzround storage
tamks.

Mational Ground Water Associztion; Successfiul Femediztion Technologies Cowrse in Chicago Nlinois. April 1,
202. Foonzed on fate and transport of contaminants associated with Superfund and FCRA sites.

California Integrated Waste Management Board, April and MMay, Z001. Ahemative Landfill Caps Seminar in San
Diego, Ventora, and 5San Francisco. Fooozed on both presaiptive and inmnovative landfill cover design.

TUCLA Department of Enwirommental Engineering, February 35, 1002, Seminar on Suwccessful Femediation
Technologies focuzing on Groundwater Femediation.

University Of Washington, Soil Science Program, Teaching A szistant for several courses mchuding: Soil Chemistry,
Organic Soil Amendments, and Soil Stability.

T.C. Barkeley, Envirorrnental Sciencs Program Teaching Assistant for Envirommental Science 10,

Califomia Integrated Waste hManagement Board. 41,000 gramt awarded to UCLA Institute of the Environment.
Goal: To investizzte effact of hizh carbon wood 2:3h on volatile organic emissions from compost. 2001,

amamn Technologies, Corona California: 310,000 zrant swarded to San Diego State Undversity.
Goal: imvestigate effect of biozolids for restoration and remediation of desraded coastal sage sails. 2000,

Eing County, Depariment of Fesearch snd Technology, Washington State. $10:0,000 grant awarded to University of
Washinston: Goal: To imvestizate odor emissions from biosolids application and the effect of polymers and ash an
WOC emissions. 1998,

Mortlrest Biosolids Management Associztion, Washington State. 520,000 zrant awarded to imvestigate effect of
polymers and ash on VOC emizsions from biosolids. 1997,

James Fiver Corporation, Oregon: 510,000 grant was swarded to investizate the success of genstically enginecred
Poplar trees with resistance to round-up. 1994,

TUnited State Forest Service, Tahoe MNational Forest: 315,000 grant was awarded to investizating fire ecology of the
Tahoe Mztional Forest. 1885,

Eelloge Foundation, Washington D.C. 5300 grant was awarded to constmict 2 large snaerobic digester on 5t Eitts
in West Indies. 1993

Paul E. Rosenfeld, Ph D Page Tof 10 Jone 2019
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In the United States District Court For The District of New Jersey
Duarte et al, Plaintfi, va. United States Metals Refining Compary =t. al. Defandant
Caza MNo.: 2:17-ov-01024-ES-5CM
Foszenfeld Deposttion. §-7-2019

In the United States District Court of Southam District of Texas Galvaston Divizion
WUT Carla Maersk, Plaierf, va. Conti 168, Schiffshrts-GMMEH & Co. Bulker KG MS “Conti Bapdida?
n .
Caza Moo 3:15-CV-00104 consolidated with 3:15-CV-00237
Fosenfeld Deposition. 5-9-2019

In The Superior Court of the State of California In And For The Coumty Of Los Angeles — Santa hMonica
Carole-Taddeo-Bates ot 21, vs. [Fan Ehan et al, Defendants
Caze No.: No. BCA13636
Fosenfeld Deposition, 1-26-2019

In The Superior Court of the State of Californiz In And For The County Of Loz Angsles — Sarta hMonica
The Ban Cabriel Valley Council of Governments et al. vs E] Adobe Apts. Inc_ et al | Defendamts
Caza MNo.: Mo, BOA4GEST
Foszenfeld Deposttion, 10-8-2018; Trizl 3-7-19

In United States District Cowrt For The District of Colorado
Eells et al Plaintiff va. The I Company et al., Defendamnts
gb.3 Caza: Mo 1:16-cv-02531-RET
coneid Fosenfeld Deposition, 3-15-2018 and 4-3-2018

In The District Court Of Bagan County, Texas, 112* Fudiriz]l District
Phillip Bales et al., Plaintiff va. Dow Agrosciences, LLC, et al., Defendants
Canza Mo 1923
Fosenfeld Deposition, 11-17-2017

In The Superior Court of the State of California In And For The County Of Coatra Costa
Simons et al., Plamtiffs v, Chevron Corporation, et al, Defendants
Causza Mo CT12-014381
Fosenfeld Deposition, 11-20-2017

In The Circuit Conat OF The Twentisth Judicial Circudt, 3t Clair Coumnty, Illingis
Mlartha Custer ot 2l , Plaintiff vs. Carmro Flow Products, Inc., Defandants
Caza Mo No. (i9-L-2293
Fosenfeld Deposition, 8-23-2017

In The Superior Cowurt of the State of Califormia, For The County of Los Angeles
Warm, Gilkert and Paney Gilber, Plaintiff ve. BAIW of Morth Amarica LLC
Caze Me.: LC102019 {c'w BC332154)
F.osenfeld Deposition, 8-16-2017, Trzil -28-2018

In the Morthern District Court of hissizzippi, Greenville Divizsion
Erenda I. Coaper, et al., Plarepffs, vs. Meritor Inc., et al., Deferdlarz
Caza MNumber: 4:16-cv-32-DMB-TWVA
Fosenfeld Deposition: July 2017

Paul E. Rosenfeld, Ph D Paga § of 10 Jone 2019
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In The Superior Court of the State of Washington, County of Snohomizh
Michae]l Davis and Fulia Diavis et al., Plaintiff va. Cedar Grove Composting Inc., Dafendants
Caza No.: Me. 13-2-03987-5
F.osenfeld Deposition, February 2017
Trial, hMarch 2017

In The Superior Court of the State of California, Coanty of Alameda
Charles Spain | Plaintiff v=. Thermo Fisher Scientific, et al., Defendants
CazaMo.: RG14711115
Fosenfeld Deposition, September 2013

In The Iowa District Court In And For Poweshiek County
Fnszell D Wmbugn, et 2l Plaintiffs v=. Dong Hokehargan, et 21, Defendants
Caza Mo LALADOILIET
Fosenfeld Deposition, Ausnst 2015

In The Iowa District Court For Wapslle County
Jerry Dgwiza, et al, Plaintiffe va. Valley View Sina LLC, et 2., Diefendants
Law MNo,: LALA105144 - Divizion &
F.osenfeld Deposition, Augnst 2015

In The Iowa District Court For Wapslle County
Doug Bagls, =t a1, et al., Plaintiffs vs. Richard Warren, ot gl , Diefandants
LawMo,: LALAL05144 - Divizion 4
Foszenfeld Deposttion, Augnst 2015

In The Circuit Court of Ohio County, West Virginia
Fobert Andrews, et al. v. Antero, et al.
Civil Action 10, 14-C-30000
Fosenfeld Dieposition, fune 20135

In The Third Tedicial District County of Dona Ana, Mew hMexico
Eetty Gonzales, et al. Plaintiff vz, Del Oro Drairy, Del Org Fegl Estate LLC, Jemry Settles and Deaygrd,
DaRaytar, Dafendants
F.osenfeld Deposition: July 2013

In The Iowa Diztrict Court For Muscatine County
Laurie Freeman et. al. Plaintiffs vs. Grain Processing Corporztion, Defendant
CazaMo 4930
Fosenfeld Deposition: hay 2015

In the Circuit Court of the 17% Judicial Circuit, in and For Eroward County, Florida
Walter Hinfton, et. al. Plaintiff, w=. City of Fort Landerdzle, Florida, 2 Municipality, Defandant
Caze Number CACEQT030358 (24)
F.osenfeld Deposttion: Decamber 2014

In the United States District Court Western District of Oklzhoma
Tomnry McCarty, et al., Plamtiffs, v. Oklahoma City Landfill, LLC d'%'a Southeast Oklahoma City

Landfill, et zl. Defendants.
CazalMao. 5:12-cvw-01152-C
F.osenfeld Deposition: Tuly 2014
Paul E. Rosenfeld, PhD Page 9 of 10 Juone 2019
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{rln the County Court of Dallas County Texas
Liza Pary et al, Plaintiff, vs. Aroba et al, Defendant
Caza Mumber cc-11-01630-E
Fosenfeld Deposition: harch and September 2013
Fosenfeld Trial: April 2014

In the Court of Conunon Pleas of Tuscarawas County Ohio
John Michael Abichs, et al., Plameffs, vs. Republic Services, Inc, ot 81, Digftedmas
Caza Mumber: 2003 CT 10 0741 {Cons, w 2008 CV 10 0237)
Fosenfeld Deposition: October 2012

5.3 . In the United States District Cowurt of Sowthern District of Texas Galveston Division

eampd Eyla Cannon, Engene Donovan, Crenare Famires, Carol Saasler, and Harvey Walton, each Individuslly and
on behzlf of those similarty simated, Plareit, va. BP Products MNorth America, Inc |, Digfendmar

Caza 3:10-cw-00622

Fozenfeld Deposition: February 2012

Fosenfeld Trial: April 2013

In the Circuit Court of Baltimore County Maryland
Philip E. Cyach, I et al., Plamgft va. Two Fanms, Inc. d'b'a Foyal Farms, Defendants
Caza Mumber: 03-C-12-012487 OT
'k\_ Fozenfeld Dieposition: Septembar 2013

Paul E. Fosenfeld, PhD Page 10 of 10 June 2019
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1640 5% 5t Suite 204 Santa
Zania Menica, California 90401
Tel: (49) 887-2013

Email: mhagemann@swape.com

/ Matthew F. Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg, QSD, QSP
Geologic and Hydrogeologic Characterization

Industrial Stormivater Compliance
Investization and Femediation Strategies
Litigation Support and Testifying Expert
CEQA Review

Education:
L5, Dagree, Geology, California State University Los Angeles, Los Angeles, CA, 1982
EB.A. Degres, Geology, Humbeldt State University, Arcata, CA, 15852

Professional Certifications:

California Professional Geologist

California Certified Hydrogeologist
Qualified SWFFF Developer and Practifioner

b6 Professional Experience:
Iatt has 25 years of experience in environmental policy, assessment and remediafion. He spent nine

vears with the U5, EFA in the RCEA and Superfund programs and served as EFA's Senior Science
Policy Advisor in the Western Fegional Office where he identified emerging threats to groundwater from
perchlorate and MTEE. While with EPA, Matt also sarved as a Senior Hydrogeclogist in the oversight of
the assessment of seven major military facilities undergoing base cosure. He led numercus enforcement
actions under provisions of the Resource Conservation and Fecowvery Act (ECEA) while also working
with permit helders to improve hydrogeclogic characterization and water quality monitoring.

Matt has worked dossly with U5 EPA legal counsel and the technical staff of several states in the
application and enforcement of RCFA, Safe Drinking Water Act and Clean Water Act regulations. Matt
has frained the technical staff in the States of California, Hawail, MNevada, Arizoma and the Territory of
Guam in the conduct of investigations. groundwater fundamentals, and sampling tachniques.

Positions Matt has held includa:
. Fcfu:l.dm.g Partner, Soil 'Water/Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) {2003 — prasent);
\ +  Geology Instructor, Golden West College, 2010 - 2014;

+  Senior Environmental Analyst, Eepuex H20 Sdence, Inc. (2000 — 2003);
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Execufive Director, Orange Coast Watch (2001 — 2004);

Sendor Sdence Policy Advisor and Hydrogeologist, U.5. Environmental Protection Agency (1985
1558);

Hydrogeclogist, Mabonal Park Service, Water Fesources Division (1998 — 2000);

Adjunct Faculty hMember, San Francisce State University, Department of Geosdences (1933 —
1558);

Instructor, College of Marin, Department of Scance (1980 - 1535);

Geclogist, 1.5, Forest Service (1986 - 1998); and

Geclogist, Dames & Moore (1984 — 1934).

Senior Regulatory and Litigation Support Analyst:

With SWAPE, Matt's responsibilifiss have includad:

Lead analyst and tesSfying expert in the review of over 100 environmental impact reports
since 2003 under CEQA that identify significant issuas with regard to hazardous wasta, water
resources, water quality, air quality, Valley Faver, sreenhouse gas emissions, and geclogic
hazards. Makes recommendations for additional mitigation measures to lead agencies at the
local and county lavel to include additional characterization of health risks and
implementation of protective measures to reduce worker exposure to hazards from toxins
and Valley Faver.

Stormmwater analysis, sampling and best management practice evaluation at industrial facilities.
Idanager of a project to provide technical assistance 1o a community adjacent to a former
Waval shipyard under a grant from the U5 EFA.

Technical assistamce and litigation support for vapor intrusion concerns.

Lead analyst and testifying excpert in the review of environmental issues in Hcense applications
for large solar power plants before the California Energy Commission

Manager of a project to evaluate numerous formerly wsed military sites in the wastern TI5.
IManager of a comprehensive evaluation of potential sources of perchlorate confamination in
Seuthern California drinking water wells.

Manager and designated expert for liigation support under provisions of Proposition £5 in the
review of releases of gasoline to sources drinking water at major refineries and hundreds of gas
stations throughout California.

Expert wilness on two cases involving MTEE liigation.

Expertwitness and lifigation support on the Impact of air toxins and hazards at a school.
Expert witness in liigation at a former phywood plant

With Feomex H2O Sdence Inc, Matt's dubies induded the following:

Semior author of a report on the extent of perchlorate contamination that was used in testimeony
by the former US. EFA Administrator and General Counsal.

Sendor researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronclogy
of MTBE use, research, and regulation.

Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interaciive chronology
of perchlorate use, research, and regulation.

Semicr researcher in a study that estimates nationwids costs for MTBE remediation and drinking
water freatment, rasulis of which were published in newspapers nationwide and in testimony
against provisions of an energy bill that would limit liability for oil companies.

FRasearch to support Etigation to restore drinking water supplies that have been contaminated by
MTEE in California and MNew York.

Responses to Comments
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Expert wilness testimeny in a case of oil producton-related contamination in Mississippl.
+  Lead author for a multi-volume remedial investgation repert for an operating school in Los
Angeles that met sirict regulatory requirements and rigorous deadlines.

5b.6
o g
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*  Development of strategic approaches for cleanup of contaminated sites in consultation with
clisnts and regulators.

Executive Director:

As Executive Director with Orangs Ceast Watch, Matt led efforts to restore waber quality at Orange
County beaches from multiple scurces of confaminafion including urban runctf and the discharge of
wastewater. In reporting to a Board of Directers that included representatives from leading Orange
County universities and businesses, Matt prepared issue papers in the areas of treatment and disinfection
of wastewater and control of the discharge of grease to sewer systems. Matt actively partidpated in the
development of countywide water quality permits for the confrol of urban runoff and permits for the
dizcharge of wastswater. Matt worked with other nonprofits to protect and restore water quality, incuding
Surfrider, MNatural Resources Defense Coundl and Orange County CeastEesper as well as with business
institutions including the Orange County Business Coumdil.

Hydrogeology:

As a Senior Hydrogeologist with the TS, Environmental Protection Agency, Matt led investigations to
charactarize and cleanup closing military bases, Incduding hiare Island Naval Shipyard, Hunters Point
Mawal Shipyard, Treasure Island MNaval Station, Alameda Mawval Station, Mloffett Fleld, Mather Army
Alrfield, and Sacramento Army Depotl. Spedfic activities were as follows:

*  Led efforts to medel groundwater flow and contaminant transpeort, ensured adequacy of
monitoring nefworks, and assessed cleanup alternatives for contaminated sediment, sodl, and
groundwrater.

+ Initiated aregional program for evaluation of groundwater sampling praciices and laboratory
analysis at milifary bases.

+  Identified emerging issues, wrote technical guidance, and assisted in policy and regulation
development through work on four naional U.5. EPA workgroups, incuding the Superfund
Groundwater Technical Forum and the Federal Facilities Forum.

At the request of the State of Hawaii, Matt developed a methodeology to determine the vulnerability of
groundwater to contamination on the islands of Maui and Oahu. He used analytical models and a GIZ to
show zones of vulnerability, and the results were adopted and published by the State of Hawaii and
County of Maui.

As 5 hydrogeclogist with the EPA Groundswater Protaction Section, Matt worked with provisions of the
Safe Drinking Water Act and NEPA to prevent drinking water contamination. Specific activities indluded
the following:

*+ Feceived an EPA Bronze Medal for his confribution to the development of national guidance for
the profection of drinking water.

* Managed the Sole Source Aquifer Program and protectsd the drinking water of two commundties
through designation under the Safe Drinking Water Act. He prepared geologic reports,
conducted public hearings, and responded to public comments from residents who were very
concarned about the impact of designation.

Responses to Comments
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+  Feviswed a number of Environmental Impact Statements for planned major developments,
including large hazardous and sclid waste disposal facliies, mine reclamation, and water
transfer.

IMatt served as a hydrogeclogist with the RCEA Hazardous Waste program. Duties were as follows:

+  Supervised the hydrogeclogic investigation of hazardous waste sites to determine complianece
with Subitle C requirsments.

+  Feviewsd and wrote "part B” permits for the disposal of hazardous waste.

+  Conducted RCFA Corrective Action inwvestigations of waste siftes and led inspections that formed
the basis for significant enforcement actions that were developed in close coordination with 115,
EFA legal coumsel.

+  Wrote contract specifications and supervised contractor's investigations of waste sites.

With the MNational Park Servics, Matt directed service-wide investigations of contaminant sources to

prevent degradation of water quality, including the following tasks:

+  Applied perfinent laws and regulations including CEECLA, ECRA, NEPA, NEDA, and the
Clzan Water Act to control military, mining, and landfill contaminants.

+  Conducted watershed-scale investigations of contaminants at parks, incuding Yellowstone and
Olvmpic National Park.

+  Identifisd high-lavals of perchlorate in sodl adjacent to & national park in Mew Mexdico
and advised park superintendent on appropriate response actions under CERCLA.

+  Served as a Park Service representative on the Interagency Perchlorate Steering Commities, a

Ebt national workgroup.

contod +  Developed a program to conduct environmental compliance audits of all Wational Parks while
serving on a national workgroup.

+  Co-aunthored two papers on the potential for water contamination from the operation of personal
watercraft and snowmobiles, thesa papers sarving as the basis for the development of nation-
wide pelicy on the use of these wehicles in Watonal Parks.

+  Contributed to the Faderal Mulbi-Agency Source Water Agreement under the Clzan Water
Action Flan.

Policy:
Served senior management as the Senior Scence Policy Adwvisor with the U5, Environmendal Protecton
Agency, Fegion 9. Activities included the following:

+  Advised the Fegional Adminisirator and senior management on emerging issues such as the
potential for the gasoline additive MTEE and ammaonium perchlorate to contaminate drinking
water suppliss.

+  Shaped EFPA's national response to these threats by serving on workgroups and by contributing
to guidance, including the Oiffice of Research and Development publication, Owygenates in
Water: Critical Information and Fesearch Meads.

+ Improved the technical training of EFA's scentific and engineering staff.

+ Eamned an EPA Bronze Medal for representing the region’s 300 sdendists and enginears in
negotations with the Administrator and senicr management to better integrate scentific
prindples into the policy-making procass.

+  Established national protocel for the peer review of scientific documents.
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Geologyv:
With the U5, Forest Service, Matt led Investigations to determine hillslope stabilitv of areas proposed for
timber harvest in the central Oregon Coast Fange. Spedfic activities were as follows:
+ Mapped geology in the field, and usad aerial photegraphic interpretation and mathematical
models to determine slope stability.
+  Coordinated his research with community members who were concerned with natural resource
protection. ’
+  Characterized the geology of an aquifer that serves as the sole source of drinking water for the
city of Medferd, Oregon.

As 3 consultant with Dames and Moore, Matt led geclogic investigations of bvo contaminated sites (later
listed on the Superfund IWFPL) in the Portland, Oregon, area and a large hazardous waste site in eastern
Oregon. Duiies included the following:

+  Supervised vear-long effort for soil and groundwater sampling.

+  Conducted aquifer tests.

+  Inwvestigated active faults benzath sites proposed for hazardous waste dispozal.

Teaching:
From 1920 to 1996, Matt taught at least one course per semester at the community cellage and undversity
levels:
+ At San Francisce State University, held an adjunct faculty position and taught courses in
environmental geclogy, oceancgraphy (lab and lecture), hydrogeclogy, and groundwater
contamination.

Eb.G
+  Served as a committes member for graduate and undergraduate students.
*  Taught courses in environmental geclogy and oceanography at the College of Marin.

Matt taught physical geology (lecturs and lab and infroductory geology at Gelden Weast College in
Huntington Beach, California from 2010 to 2014.

Invited Testimony, Reports, Papers and Presentations:
Hagemann, M.F., 2008, Disclosure of Hazardous Waste [ssuss under CEQA. FPresentation to the Public
Environmental Law Conference, Eugene, Oregon.

Hagemann, M.F., 2008, Disclosure of Hazardous Waste [ssuss under CEQA. Invited presentation to TS,
EFPA Fegion 9, San Francisco, California.

Hagemann, MLF., 2005. Use of Elecironic Databases in Environmental Fegulation, Policy Making and
Public Parficipation. Brownfields 2005, Drenvver, Colnradas,

Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Perchlerate Contamination of the Celorade Eiver and Impacts to Drinking Water
in Mevada and the Southwestern 1.5 Presentation to a mesting of the American Groundswater Trust, Las
WVegas, NV (served on conferance crganizing committes).

Hagemann, M.F,, 200<. Invited testimeony o a California Senate commitiee hearing on air toxdns at
schools in Southern California, Los Angeles.
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Brown, A, Farrow, [, Grav, A and Hagemann, M., 2002 An Estimate of Costs to Address MTEE
Feleases from Underground Storage Tanks and the Eesulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells.
Presentation to the Ground Water and Environmental Law Conference, Mational Groundwater
Association.

Hagemann, M.F., 2004 Parchlorate Contamination of the Colorade Fiver and Impacts to Drinking Water
in Atizona and the Southwestern 115, Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust,
Phoenix, AZ (served on conference organizing committea).

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlerate Contamination of the Celorado Eiver and Impacts to Drinking Water
in the Southwestern 115, Invited presentafion to a spedial commitiee meeting of the National Academy
of Sdences, Irvine, CA.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorade River. Invited presentationtoa
tribal EFA mesting, Pechanga, CA

Hagemann, M.F_, 2003. Ferchlorate Contamination of the Celorade Fiver. Invited presenfationioa
meeting of fribal 1epeseniaiives, Parker, AZ.

Hagemann, M.F., 20035. Impact of Perchlorate on the Colorade Fiver and Associated Drinking Water
Supplies. Invited presentafion to the Inter-Tribal Ieeting, Torres hiartinez Tribe.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. The Emergence of Perchlorats as a Widespread Drinking Water Contaminant
Inwited presentation to the U5, EFA Fegion 2.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. A Deductive Approach to the Assessment of Perchlorate Contamination. Invited
presentation to the California Assembly Natural Resources Committea.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003, Perchlorate: A Cold War Legacy in Drinking Water. Presentation to a mesting of
the Mational Groundwater Association.

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. From Tank to Tap: A Chrenology of MTEE in Groundwater. Presentationtoa
meeting of the National Groundwater Assodation.

Hagemann, M.E., 2002. A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater and an Estimate of Costs to Address
Impacts to Groundwater. Presentation to the annual meeting of the Sodety of Environmental
Journalists.

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. An Estimate of the Cost to Address MTEE Contamination in Groundwater
{(and Wheo Will Fav). Presentation to a meeting of the National Groundwater Association

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. An Estimate of Costs to Address MTEE Felzases from Underground Storage
Tanks and the Fesuling Impact to Drinking Water Wells. Presentation to a meeting of the U5 EFA and
State Underground Storage Tank Program managers.

Hagemann, M.F., 2001. From Tank o Tap: A Chronclogy of MTEE in Groundwater. Unpublished
report.
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Hagemann, M.F., 2001. Estimated Cleanup Cost for MTEE in Groundwater Usad as Drinking Water.
Unipublished report.

Hagemann, M.F., 2001. Estimated Costs to Address MTEE Feleases from Leaking Underground Storage
Tanks. Unpublished report.

Hagemann, MF., and Vanblouwerilk, M., 1592 Potenbial Wat er Quality Concerns Felated
to Snowmebile Usage. Water Resources Division, Naticnal Park Service, Technical Report.

Manhdouwerik, M. and Hagemann, M.E. 1329, Water Quality Concerns Felated to Personal Watercraft
Usage. Water Fesources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report.

Hagemann, M.F., 1993, Is Diluticn the Sclubtion to Pollufion in Mational Parks? The George Wright
Sodety Biannual Meeting, Asheville, North Carolina.

Hagemann, M.F.,, 1997, The Potential for MIBE to Ceontaminate Groundwater. US. EPA Superfund
Groundwater Technical Forum Annual Mesting, Las Vegas, MNevada.

Hagemann, M.F, and Gill, b, 1555, Impediments to Intrinsic Remediafion, Moffett Fisld Mawval Adr
Eh.6 Station, Conference on Intrinsic Femediation of Chlerinated Hydrocarbons, Salt Lake City.

Hagemann, M.F., Fukunaga, G.L., 199&, The Vulnerability of Groundwater to Anthropogenic
Contaminants on the Island of Maui, Hawaii. Hawaii Water Works Association Anmual Meeting, hMaui,
October 1996,

Hagemann, M. F. Eukanaza, ©. L., 1995, Fanking Groundwater Vulnerability in Central Oahus,
Hawail. Froceedings, Geographic Information Systems in Environmental Fescurces Management, Adr
and Waste Management Assodation Publication VIP-&1.

Hagemann, MF., 1994, Groundwater Chafacigrization and Clgagpup at Closing Military Bases
in California Proceedings, Californda Groundswater Fesources Association Meefing.

Hagemann, M.F. and Sabol, M.A, 1553, Fole of the U5 EPA In the High Flains States Groundwater
Fecharge Demonstration Frogram. Froceedings, Sixth Blannial Symposium on the Artifidal Recharge of
Groundwater.

Hagemann, M.F., 1223, U.5. EFA Policy on the Technical Impracticability of the Cleanup of DMNAFPL-
centaminated Groundwater. Californda Groundwater Fesources Assodation Mesting,
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Hagemann, M.E., 1922, Dense INonagueous Fhase Liquid Confamination of Groundwater: An Ounce of
Prevention... Proceedings, Assodation of Engineering Geclogists Annual Meeling, v. 35,

Eb.6 Other iences
eRRRA Selected as subject matter expert for the California Professional Geeologist licensing examination, 2002-
2011
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Letter 8a — Mitchell M. Tsai
Commenter: Mitchell M. Tsai
Date: May 3, 2021
Response 8a.1:

The commenter provides an introduction to the Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters,
represented by the commenter. The comment also states that the commenter reserves the right
to supplement comments and requests further notices referring or related to the Project.

The commenter’s introductory comments do not specifically contain any issues related to either
the Project’s DEIR or analysis contained therein. This comment does not relate to the adequacy
or content of the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis in
the DEIR, and does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR. This
comment is noted for the record and revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 8a.2:

The commenter states the City should require the Applicant to provide additional community
benefits such as requiring local hire and use of a skilled and trained workforce to build the Project
which can be helpful to reduce the length of vendor trips and reduce greenhouse gas emissions
and associated environmental impacts of the Project.

Employee training and workforce requirements are outside the purview of CEQA; however, this
comment will be provided to the City decision makers for their consideration. It should be noted
that temporary employment opportunities generated during construction of the Project are
expected to come from the existing regional workforce. (p. 6.0-5.) Further, as outlined in the
DEIR, Section 5.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions (p. 5.7-34):

As shown in Table 5.7-5, the Project will result in approximately 2,706.33 MTCOze per year, which
would not exceed the SCAQMDICity’s screening threshold of 3,000 MTCOze per year. Thus,
Project-related emissions would have a less than significant direct or indirect impact on GHG

As the Project will not result in significant impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions, there is
no obligation pursuant to CEQA to further reduce these potential impacts. This comment does
not relate to the adequacy or content of the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence
related to the analysis in the DEIR, and does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions
provided in the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and revisions to the DEIR are not
required.

Response 8a.3:

The commenter stated the City should also require the Project to be built to standards exceeding
the current 2019 California Green Building Code to mitigate the Project’s environmental impacts
and to advance progress towards the State of California’s environmental goals.

According to the 2019 California Green Building Standards Code California Code of Regulations,
Title 24, Part 11 under the Preface section on pp iii, “A city, county, or city and county may
establish more restrictive building standards reasonably necessary because of local climatic,
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geological or topographical conditions.” The DEIR building standards are consistent with the 2019
CalGreen building code. The analysis contained in the DEIR concludes the Project will not result
in significant and unavoidable impacts. (p. 6.0-3.) As the Project does not result in significant
impacts related to air quality, energy, greenhouse gas emissions, there is no obligation pursuant
to CEQA, to further reduce the Project’s potential impacts and there are no further environmental
impacts that need to be mitigated that are not already addressed as part of the DEIR.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and
revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 8a.4:

The commenter provides a general summary and the commenter’'s own interpretation of CEQA.
However, the commenter makes no specific comment on how these relate to either the Project’s
DEIR or analysis contained therein. This comment does not relate to the adequacy or content of
the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis in the DEIR, and
does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR. This comment is
noted for the record and revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 8a.5:

The commenter provides a general summary and the commenter’s own interpretation of CEQA
and asserts that for the reasons outlined in the letter (Comments 8.6 through 8.16) the DEIR
should be revised and recirculated for additional public comment.

For all the reasons set forth in this Final EIR, including as set forth below in Responses to
Comments 8.6 through 8.16, no new information of substantial importance has been added to the
EIR, and no new significant environmental impacts or substantial increases in existing
significance impacts exist. Accordingly, recirculation of the DEIR is not required. (State CEQA
Guidelines 15088.5)

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 8a.6:

The commenter stated that due to the COVID-19 crisis, the City must adopt a mandatory finding
of significance that the Project may cause a substantial adverse effect on human beings and
mitigate COVID-19 impacts. The commenter goes on to explain that CEQA requires that an
agency make a finding of significance when a Project may cause a significant adverse effect on
human beings, and public health risks related to construction work requires a mandatory finding
of significance under CEQA. The commenter recommends that the Lead Agency adopt additional
CEQA mitigation measures to mitigate public health risks from the Project’s construction activities.
The commenter also requests that the Lead Agency require safe on-site construction work
practices as well as training and certification for any construction workers on the Project site, and
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includes a list of recommended measures. The COVID pandemic is not a CEQA required topic
and is not required to be analyzed in the DEIR pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines or CEQA case
law. Public Resources Code section 21083(b)(3) and CEQA Guidelines section 15065(a)(4)
provide a project may have a significant effect on the environment if the environmental effects of
a project will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.
However, COVID-19 is not an environmental effect of the Project — it is already present in the
population unrelated to Project development. As a general rule, CEQA does not require an
analysis of the impact of the existing environment on a proposed project unless the project will
worsen existing environmental hazards or conditions. California Bldg. Indus. Ass’n v. Bay Area
Air Quality Mgmt. Dist. (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369, 377.

Development of the Project will not worsen COVID-19 conditions. The City is subject to Statewide
COVID requirements. The State reopened on June 15, 2021, lifting most restrictions on
businesses and the public. As part of the State’s reopening, all industries must maintain
compliance with California workplace standards, which consist of the COVID-19 Prevention
Emergency Temporary Standards for the construction industry.

Specifically, the California Department of Industrial Relations, Division of Occupational Safety and
Health (DOSH) protects workers from safety hazards through its Cal/OSHA program and provides
consultative assistance to employers. (https://www.dir.ca.gov/occupational safety.html)

Workplace safety and health regulations in California require employers to take steps to protect
workers exposed to infectious diseases like the Novel Coronavirus (COVID-19), which is
widespread in the community. Cal/lOSHA has posted resources to help employers comply with
these requirements and to provide workers information on how to protect themselves and prevent
the spread of the disease. (https://www.dir.ca.gov/dosh/coronavirus/) The applicant’s contractor
is required to comply with all Cal/OSHA requirements in place at the time of construction.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and
revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 8a.7:

The commenter stated that the DEIR’s mitigation measures are impermissibly vague and defer
critical details. The commenter claims that the DEIR improperly defers critical details of mitigation
measures. The commenter states that here, the DEIR features several mitigation measures
which are impermissibly vague and defer critical details, including:

o MM AES-1: DEIR states a Photometric Plan will be drafted and reviewed by the City before
issuing of building permits to prevent light spillage.

As set forth in Comment 8.9, the commenter concludes that as a result of deficiencies in the
DEIR’s analysis and mitigation efforts, the DEIR needs to be revised and recirculated.

The commenter begins by providing the commenter’s interpretation of CEQA requirements
regarding deferral of mitigation measures. The commenter notes impermissible deferral of
mitigation occurs when an EIR calls for mitigation measures to be created based on future studies,
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but the agency fails to commit itself to specific performance standards. What the commenter
failed to note, however, is that a lead agency may rely on future studies to devise the specific
design of a mitigation measure when the results of later studies are used to tailor mitigation
measures to fit on-the-ground environmental conditions. See City of Maywood v. Los Angeles
Unified Sch. Dist. (2012) 208 Cal.App.4th 362, 411 (upholding mitigation measure, based on
further investigation of contamination at project site, calling for development of hazardous
materials remediation plan); City of Hayward v. Board of Trustees of Cal. State Univ. (2015) 242
Cal.App.4th 833, 855 (upholding transportation demand management program that identified
measures to be evaluated and included monitoring plan, performance goals, and schedule for
implementation). Mitigation performance standards are sufficient if they identify the criteria the
agency will apply in determining that the impact will be mitigated. Citizens for a Sustainable
Treasure Island v. City & County of San Francisco (2014) 227 Cal.App.4th 1036, 1059.

The commenter then suggests that MM AES-1 is vague and improperly defers details of
mitigation. The details of each environmental impact and corresponding mitigation measures can
be found in the DEIR Table ES-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigations Measures, and
Residual Impacts on pp. 1.0-8 — 1.0-53.

The commenter does not provide the complete citation of MM AES-1, and thus it is set forth in full
below:

MM AES-1 (DEIR pp. 1.0-8) states that, “Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant
shall submit a photometric (lighting) plan for approval by the Community & Economic
Development Department, Planning Division. The approved light design requirements shall be
included on the final building plan sheets. The lighting plan shall incorporate the following
requirements:

o The Project shall be designed in such a manner as to prevent light spillage from the project
to the adjacent and nearby open space areas.

e Lighting levels shall comply with Chapter 19.556 of the Riverside Municipal Code.

e Shielding shall be employed, where feasible.

e Any night lighting shall be directed away from natural open space areas and directed
downward and towards the center of the development.

e No project lights shall blink, flash, oscillate, or be of unusually high intensity or brightness.

e Energy-efficient LPS or HPS lamps shall be used exclusively throughout the project site
to dampen glare.

e Exterior lights shall be only “warm” LED lights (<3000K color temperature).

Mitigation measure MM AES-1 does not indicate “will” as commenter claims, but “shall” as shown
above and therefore is a requirement that will be reviewed and approved by the City before
building permits are issued and is therefore measurable and enforceable and is not impermissibly
vague or defer critical details. Further, MM AES-1 contains a number of performance standards,
including that the Project will be designed to prevent light spillage to the adjacent and nearby
open space areas, Project lighting shall comply with Chapter 19.556 of the Riverside Municipal
Code, shielding be employed where feasible, night lighting be directed away from natural open
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space and will be directed downward towards the center of development, lights shall not blink,
flash, oscillate, or be of an unusually high brightness or intensity, energy efficient LPS or HPS
lamps shall be used exclusively, and exterior lights shall be only “warm” LED lights. Mitigation
Measure MM AES-1 clearly sets forth the criteria the City will apply in determining that the impact
is mitigated, including the type of lamps to be used, their intensity, and the direction lighting will
face. Therefore, it contains sufficient performance standards and does not constitute an improper
deferral of mitigation.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and
revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 8a.8:

The commenter claims the DEIR failed to include a Burrowing Owl Protection and Relocation
Plan. The commenter also claims under MM BIO-10 that the DEIR defers drafting and submitting
a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan.

As detailed on page 5.3-25 in Section 5.3 Biological Resources of the DEIR, “the Project site lacks
mammal burrows capable of providing suitable roosting and nesting opportunities. The only
burrows observed during the site investigation were too small (less than 4 inches in diameter) to
be used by Burrowing Owl (BUOW).). Despite a systematic search of all burrows and open habitat
throughout the Project site, no burrowing owl or sign (pellets, feathers, castings, or whitewash)
was observed. Additionally, focused surveys for BUOW were conducted in 2006/2007 by Michael
Brandman Associates, and the focused survey results were negative. Therefore, BUOW is
presumed absent from the Project site and no additional focused surveys are recommended or
required. (ELMT(a) pp. 39).” MM BIO-2 has been implemented as an additional layer of protection
should burrowing owls be present prior to ground disturbance. As stated in MM BIO-2, a 30-day
pre-construction survey for burrowing owls is required prior to initial ground-disturbing activities
(e.g., vegetation clearing, clearing and grubbing, grading, tree removal, site watering, equipment
staging) to ensure that no burrowing owls have colonized the site in the days or weeks preceding
the ground-disturbing activities in accordance with the Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions for the
Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan. As noted in Response 8.7
above, a lead agency may rely on future studies to devise the specific design of a mitigation
measure when the results of later studies are used to tailor mitigation measures to fit on-the-
ground environmental conditions. No BUOW have been observed on site. A Burrowing Owl
Protection and Relocation Plan is only required if on-the-ground conditions change and burrowing
owls have colonized the project site prior to the initiation of ground-disturbing activities. For this
reason, the DEIR does not include a Burrowing Owl Protection and Relocation Plan and there is
no improper deferral of mitigation.

Please refer to Response 5a.29 regarding the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
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not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and
revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 8a.9:

The commenter claims that MM CUL-2 is vague and improperly defers details of mitigation as it
fails to include an Archeological Monitoring Plan. As demonstrated below in the length and detail
of MM CUL-2, it is not impermissibly vague or defer critical details.

Per MM CUL-2 (DEIR Table ES-1 pp. 1.0-26 — 1.0-28), “Archaeological and Paleontological
Monitoring: At least 30 days prior to application for a grading permit and before any grading,
excavation and/or ground disturbing activities take place, the developer/applicant shall retain a
Secretary of Interior Standards qualified archaeological monitor to monitor all ground-disturbing
activities in an effort to identify any unknown archaeological resources.

1. The project archaeologist, in consultation with consulting tribes (those that
requested consultation under AB52 and SB 18), the Developer, and the City,
shall develop an Archaeological Monitoring Plan to address, the details, timing,
and responsibility of all archaeological and cultural activities that will occur on the
project site. Details in the plan shall include:

a. Project grading and development scheduling;

b. The development of a rotating or simultaneous schedule in coordination with the
developer/applicant and the project archaeologist for designated Native American
Tribal Monitors from the consulting tribes during grading, excavation, and ground-
disturbing activities on the site, including the scheduling, safety requirements,
duties, scope of work, and Native American Tribal Monitors’ authority to stop and
redirect grading activities in coordination with all Project archaeologists;

c. The protocols and stipulations that the Applicant, tribes, and Project
archaeologist/paleontologist will follow in the event of inadvertent cultural
resources discoveries, including any newly discovered cultural resource deposits,
or nonrenewable paleontological resources that shall be subject to a cultural
resources' evaluation;

d. Treatment and final disposition of any cultural and paleontological resources,
sacred sites, and human remains if discovered on the project site; and

e. The scheduling and timing of the Cultural Sensitivity Training noted in mitigation
measure MM-CUL-4.”

MM CUL-2 therefore requires an Archeological Monitoring Plan 30 days prior to grading permits.
The details of what the Plan shall include are spelled out within MM CUL-2. Further, the City and
the consulting tribes agreed that, in the event of the inadvertent discovery of previously unknown
cultural resources of tribal or Native American importance during construction activities,
appropriate mitigation measures would be implemented and followed. All consulting tribes
accepted the City’s standard mitigation measures (MM CUL-1 through MM CUL-4), to ensure that
potential impacts in the event of an inadvertent discovery of resources remain at less than a
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significant level. (p. 5.11-8.) Therefore, MM CUL-2 is an accepted mitigation measure, contains
sufficient performance standards, and does not constitute an improper deferral of mitigation.

The commenter requests that the DEIR be recirculated. As set forth above and throughout these
responses, the commenter does not provide credible evidence that the Project would result in new
or substantially increased impacts, that there is significant new information, or that any of the other
criteria for recirculation under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 has been met. Therefore,
recirculation of the DEIR is not required.

Response 8a.10:

The commenter provides a general summary and the commenter's own interpretation of
substantial evidence under CEQA. However, the commenter makes no specific comment on how
these relate to either the Project’'s DEIR or analysis contained therein. This comment does not
relate to the adequacy or content of the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence
related to the analysis in the DEIR, and does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions
provided in the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and revisions to the DEIR are not
required.

Response 8a.11:

The commenter provides its interpretation of the CEQA Guidelines relative to GHG analyses and
states that the DEIR fails to support its findings on GHG impacts with substantial evidence. The
commenter argues the DEIR used an incorrect and unsubstantiated quantitative analysis and the
DEIR failed to identify a potentially significant GHG impact when using a 2.6 MT CO2e/SP/year
threshold.

However, both DEIR Section 5.7 and the DEIR’s supporting Greenhouse Gas Analysis (DEIR
Appendix G) provide the methodologies and quantitative analyses upon which the Project’s
potential GHG impacts were evaluated. Regarding commenter’s arguments regarding the DEIR’s
analysis and methodology, please refer to Responses 5b.13 through 5b.16.

As outlined in the DEIR Technical Appendix B, Section 3.5.3.1 (pp. 33-34), trip lengths used for
calculating mobile source air pollutant emissions are based on the applicable regional travel
demand model, the Riverside County Transportation Analysis Model (RivTAM). RivTAM was
prepared for the Riverside County Transportation Department as a sub-regional model based on
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) model, which includes the entire SCAG
region. SCAG is the nation’s largest metropolitan planning organization, representing six counties
(Ventura, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Imperial), 191 cities and more
than 19 million residents. The goal in developing RivTAM was to provide a greater level of detail
for Riverside County. These types of models, including RivTAM, require regular updates to remain
relevant and reflect the current state of infrastructure.®

The use of a travel demand model like RivTAM is more specific to the region and Project area,
as compared to the broader SCAG model, and for the land use type being proposed. The average

6 Riverside County Traffic Analysis (RIVTAM) Update, SCAG Model Task Force Meeting, March 22, 2017.
https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/mtf032217_rivtamreport.pdf?1602995725
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trip length for the Project using the RivTAM travel demand model is 11.5 miles. This average trip
length for the Project is appropriate and conservative, as in comparison the WRCOG’s RivTAM
model run for the entire City of Riverside is 10.77 miles for home based average VMT. Therefore,
using the VMT calculated for the Project for the GHG analysis, is more conservative than using
the City’s average VMT, and results are still below the appropriate GHG threshold, and therefore
less than significant. And as outlined in Response 5a.10, the proposed Project is residential land
use and thus, the Tier 3 screening value of 3,000 MT CO2e per year was appropriately applied,
without any requirement to determine if a project qualifies as a “small project.”

Furthermore, the use of travel demand models is also a recommended practice that is promoted
by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) in its updated CEQA guidelines with
respect to Senate Bill (SB) 743. Specifically, the latest technical advisory documentation
published by OPR (December 20187), on pages 30-31 explicitly states that:

“...agencies can use travel demand models or survey data to estimate existing trip lengths
and input those into sketch models such as CalEEMod to achieve more accurate results.
Whenever possible, agencies should input localized trip lengths into a sketch model to
tailor the analysis to the project location.”

The procedure described by OPR in their SB 743 technical advisory is precisely the method that
was used to calculate trip lengths and consequently total VMT for the Project.

Therefore, this comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the
DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the
DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for
the record, and revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 8a.12:

The commenter incorrectly states the DEIR fails to support its findings on transportation impacts
with substantial evidence for VMT. The commenter claims the RivTAM estimates for project trips
and lengths for a significance determination underestimates resident and worker trips for the
Project site and is unsubstantiated. Commenter also opines the VMT analysis should be based
upon the actual conditions at the Project site and not on any City-wide estimates for home-based
VMT.

The City recently adopted updated Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines for VMT and LOS
Assessment (City Guidelines). The City Guidelines include VMT thresholds that were recently
reviewed and adopted by City Council on June 16, 2020. Based on the adopted VMT thresholds,
a significant impact would occur if the following condition is met:

e For new residential Projects, utilizing a threshold consistent with 15 percent below the
City’s current baseline VMT Per Capita. (DEIR, p. 5.10-19.)

The City Guidelines provide the methodology for non-screened projects, and calls for an analysis
using RivTAM, the rationale of which is mirrored in the DEIR’s VMT Analysis (see City Guidelines,

7 https://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/technical-advisories.html
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p. 26.) Additionally, the City Guidelines provide for the use of home-based VMT in analyses (see
City Guidelines, pp. 40-41.)

The VMT Analysis states on pp. 3-4:

The Riverside Transportation Analysis Model (RIVTAM) is a useful tool to estimate VMT
as it considers interaction between different land uses based on socio-economic data such
as population, households and employment. The City Guidelines identifies RIVTAM as the
appropriate tool for conducting VMT analysis for land use projects in Riverside County.

Project VMT has been calculated using the most current version of RIVTAM. Adjustments
in socioeconomic data (SED) (i.e., population) have been made to the appropriate traffic
analysis zone (TAZ) within the RIVTAM model to reflect the Project’s proposed land use
(i.e., residential use).

Adjustments to SED to represent the Project were made for a separate TAZ in both the
base year model and cumulative year model. A separate TAZ was utilized to isolate
Project generated VMT. Project generated Home-Based (HB) VMT was then calculated
for both the base year (2012) model and cumulative year (2040) model and linear
interpolation was used to determine the Project’s baseline HB VMT. Project HB VMT is
then normalized by dividing the population value. As shown in Table 2, the Project
baseline (2019) HB VMT per capita is 9.59 and the Project cumulative (2040) HB VMT per
capita is 7.66.

Based on the City’s Guidelines, which contain the applicable thresholds for analyzing VMT
impacts, the DEIR accurately estimates the Project’'s VMT.

The commenter then opines that, “even if the DEIR determined that there would be significant
impact requiring mitigation — it does not demonstrate that MM-TRANS 1-3 would mitigate the
significant effects of VMT without a more accurate analysis of VMT based upon OPR’s guidance.”
OPR’s guidance was followed with the Project’'s VMT analysis and the VMT Analysis states,

Based on OPR’s Technical Advisory, the Western Riverside Council of Governments
(WRCOG) prepared a WRCOG SB 743 Implementation Pathway Document Package
(March 2019) to assist its member agencies with implementation tools necessary to adopt
analysis methodology, impact thresholds and mitigation approaches for VMT. To add to
the previous work effort, WRCOG in February 2020 released its Recommended Traffic
Impact Analysis Guidelines for Vehicle Miles Traveled and Level of Service Assessment
(WRCOG Guidelines), which provides each of its member agencies with specific
procedures for complying with the new CEQA requirements for VMT analysis. (VMT
Analysis, Appendix |, p. 478.)

Additionally, the DEIR demonstrates that MM TRANS-1 through MM TRANS-3 would mitigate
significant effects of current baseline VMT on pp. 5.10-41 where it states,

The following TDM strategies were identified to reduce project generated VMT:

Provide Pedestrian Network Improvements.

2.0-482 R\Mﬁ‘s



City of Riverside Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments

Providing on-site pedestrian access network to link areas of the Project site to the off-site
pedestrian network encourages people to walk instead of drive. This mode shift results in
people driving less for short/nearby trips (typically less than %4 mile and no greater than 2
mile) and thus a reduction in VMT. The Project would provide for onsite pedestrian
connections linking the site to existing pedestrian network along Central Avenue that
would provide pedestrian connectivity to existing and planned commercial and residential
uses in the area. In a suburban center context, a maximum 2.0% reduction in Project VMT
may be achieved. This TDM strategy is included as MM TRANS-1 in Section 5.10.6 below.

Provide Traffic Calming Measure.

Providing traffic calming measures encourages people to walk or bike instead of using a
passenger car. This mode shift would result in a decrease in VMT. Traffic calming features
may include: marked crosswalks, count-down signal timers, curb extensions, speed
tables, raised crosswalks, raised intersections, median islands, tight corner radii,
roundabouts or mini-circles, on-street parking, planter strips with street trees,
chicanes/chokers, and others. The Central Avenue corridor provides for sidewalk and bike
land enhancements. There is limited opportunity for the Project to implement meaningful
enhanced traffic calming measures in the area. A high visibility crosswalk feature with an
accessible pedestrian signal is a potential pedestrian enhancement along Central Avenue
identified by City staff. This measure on its own would provide a nominal 0.25% reduction
in VMT. This TDM strategy is included as MM TRANS-2 in Section 5.10.6 below.

Increase Transit Service Frequency and Speed.

This measure serves to reduce transit-passenger travel time through more reduced
headways and increased speed and reliability. This makes transit service more attractive
and may result in a mode shift from auto to transit which reduces VMT. The project area
is currently served by RTA. RTA Route 16 currently provides service along Central
Avenue. Transit service is reviewed and updated by RTA periodically to address ridership,
budget and community demand needs. Changes in land use can affect these periodic
adjustments which may lead to either enhanced or reduced service where appropriate. An
ADA compliant bus turnout along the Project’s frontage was requested by RTA. Providing
a bus stop in walking distance (less than 4 mile) of the Project site would help encourage
transit use and reduce VMT. The potential reduction in VMT related to providing enhanced
service near the Project site is estimated to be at the low end of the estimated range
between 0.1% and 10.5%. Given the suburban center context of the area it is
conservatively estimated that a maximum of a 4.0% reduction in Project may be achieved
with this measure. This TDM strategy is included as MM TRANS-3 in Section 5.10.6 below.

With implementation of the limited feasible TDM measures above, a potential reduction in
Project VMT of 6.25% would achieve the City’s target threshold of 15% below current
baseline HB VMT per capita that would result in a less than significant VMT impact based
on the City’s impact thresholds as described in the City Guidelines.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
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not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and
revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 8a.13:

The commenter provides aa summary and the commenter’s interpretation of law regarding
general plans and zoning. However, the commenter makes no specific comment on how these
relate to either the Project’s DEIR or analysis contained therein. This comment contains general
information and does not relate to the adequacy or content of the DEIR, does not provide new
information or evidence related to the analysis in the DEIR, and does not affect the analysis
completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and
revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 8a.14:

The commenter stated that the DEIR is required to review the Project’s consistency with regional
housing plans, sustainable community strategy, and regional transportation plans. CEQA
guidelines section 15125(d) requires that an environmental impact report “discuss any
inconsistencies between the proposed Project and applicable general plans, specific plans, and
regional plans.” The commenter asserts that the Project’s environmental documents fail as an
informational document since the Project DEIR fails to discuss consistency with the 2020
RTP/SCS - Connect SoCal.

The DEIR references the discussion of regional transportation plans and Connect SoCal in
section 5.10 Transportation, subsection 5.10.2.2 Regional Regulations, subsection Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (DEIR pp. 5.10-20 -5.10-21) as well as
Section 6.1 Consistency with Regional Plans (DEIR p. 6.0-3). The regional agency monitors
inconsistencies in accordance with relevant general plans, specific plans, and regional plans. As
stated in Section 6.1, with implementation of the improvements identified in the Traffic Analysis
(Appendix I) to address deficiencies to study area intersections Condition of Approval (COA LU-
1), and improvements for pedestrians and public transit (MM TRANS-1 through MM TRANS-3),
the Project would not conflict with applicable programs, plans, ordinances, or policies addressing
the local circulation system, and thus would be consistent with the 2020 RTP/SCS — Connect
SoCal. The analysis of the Project’s consistency with applicable plans related to the local
circulation system is found at DEIR pp. 5.10-25 — 5.10-37. Thus, the project aligns with the
overarching goal of the RTP/SCS - Connect SoCal, which is integrating land use and
transportation to increase mobility options and achieve a more sustainable growth pattern.
Therefore, the DEIR did evaluate consistency with the RTP/SCS - Connect SoCal and found that
it would not conflict with this plan.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and
revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 8a.15:
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The commenter states that the DEIR fails to demonstrate consistency with the state’s housing
law’s regional housing needs assessment requirements and the City’s obligation to fulfill those
requirements in its housing element. The commenter explains that state law requires that
jurisdictions provide their fair share of regional housing needs and adopt a general plan for future
growth (California Government Code Section 65300). The California Department of Housing and
Community Development (HCD) is mandated to determine state-wide housing needs by income
category for each Council of Governments (COG) throughout the state.

Within this comment, the commenter claims “CEQA requires the DEIR analyze the Projects
consistency with the State’s housing goals,” however no reference is made to which section of
the CEQA guidelines this is required, and there are none. The commenter further states that the
CEQA guidelines section 15125(d) requires that an environmental impact report “discuss any
inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans, specific plans, and
regional plans” which is correctly indicated in Section 15125(d).

The DEIR indicates the Project would not conflict with or is consistent with CEQA section 15125(d)
in Section 6.0 Other CEQA Topics subsection 6.1 Consistency with Regional Plans on page 6.0-
1 through 6.0-3. Section 5.8 Land Use and Planning of the DEIR also discuss consistency with
applicable general plans, specific plans and regional plans (pp. 5.8-1 — 5.8-27).

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and
revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 8a.16:

The commenter states that the City fails to conduct any consistency analysis with SCAG’s 6th
Cycle RHNA Allocation Plan. The DEIR should be revised and recirculated with an analysis of
how the Project is consistent with the City of Riverside’s 6th Cycle RHNA allocation.

It is the City’s responsibility to implement/analyze the SCAG 6th Cycle RHNA Allocation Plan, not
individual project developments and associated CEQA documents. The 6" Cycle RHNA
Allocation Plan was adopted on March 22, 2021, well after the June 30, 2020 release of the NOP
for the Project, which found no significant impacts related to Population and Housing. However,
the Project does support the City in meeting the RHNA allocation numbers in accordance with the
Project’s objectives as identified in the DEIR, Section 3.3.7 Project Objectives (p. 3.0-20) as
follows: “Provide housing to increase the type and amount of housing available consistent with
the goals of the City’s Housing Element and to assist the City in meeting project housing demand
as part of the City’s growth projections. Per Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA), the City
will need to make space for a minimum of 18,458 housing units, with an anticipated goal of 24,000
units, by 2029.”

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and
revisions to the DEIR are not required.
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Response 8a.17:

The commenter asserts that for the reasons outlined in the letter (comments 8.6 through 8.16)
the DEIR should be revised and recirculated for additional public comment.

For all the reasons set forth above in Responses to Comments 8.6 through 8.16, no new
information of substantial importance has been added to the EIR, and no new significant
environmental impacts or substantial increases in existing significance impacts exist. Accordingly,
recirculation of the DEIR is not required. (State CEQA Guidelines 15088.5)

Therefore, this comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the
DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the
DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for
the record and no changes to the DEIR are required.
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Letter 8b — SWAPE
Commenter: Matt Hagemann and Paul E. Rosenfeld
Date: March 8, 2021

Response 8b.1: The commenter provides a general summary of CalEEMod calculations and
equations and states there is a direct relationship between trip length and vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) as well as a direct relationship between VMT and vehicle running emissions. The equations
cited are from Appendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod, October 2017, for version
CalEEM0d2016.3.2. The commenter goes on to state that as trip length is increased, VMT and
vehicle running emissions increase as a result. The commenter concludes that vehicle running
emissions can be reduced by decreasing the average overall trip length via a local hiring
requirement or otherwise.

Please see Response 8a.2, which addresses the similar comment that the length of vendor trips
and amount of greenhouse emissions could be reduced by implementing a local hiring
requirement.

As stated in Response 8a.2, employee training and workforce requirements are outside the
purview of CEQA; however, this comment will be provided to the City decision makers for their
consideration. It should be noted that temporary employment opportunities generated during
construction of the Project are expected to come from the existing regional workforce. (p. 6.0-5.)
Further, as outlined in DEIR Section 5.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions (p. 5.7-34),

As shown in Table 5.7-5, the Project will result in approximately 2,706.33 MTCOze per year, which
would not exceed the SCAQMDICity’s screening threshold of 3,000 MTCOze per year. Thus,
Project-related emissions would have a less than significant direct or indirect impact on GHG

As discussed under Response 8a.2, the Project would not result in significant impacts related to
greenhouse gas emissions. The greenhouse gas analysis contained in the DEIR, used
CalEEM0d2016.3.2 (with the equations cited by the commenter), which identified less than
significant greenhouse gas impacts. As the Project would not result in significant impacts, there
is no obligation under CEQA to further reduce potential impacts via a local hiring requirement or
otherwise. This comment does not relate to the adequacy or content of the DEIR, does not provide
new information or evidence related to the analysis in the DEIR, and does not affect the analysis
completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and
revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 8b.2: The commenter states CalEEMod default worker trip parameters are important
to consider in understanding how local hire requirements and associated worker trip length
reductions impact greenhouse gas emissions calculations. The commenter goes on to state that
the efficacy of a local hire requirement is dependent upon the urbanization of the project site as
well as project location.

The commenter makes no specific comment related to either the DEIR or analysis contained
therein. The comment does not discuss the Project’s location nor level of urbanization, which the
commenter specifically states impact the efficacy of a local hire requirement. This comment
contains general information and does not relate to the adequacy or content of the DEIR.
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Additionally, please see Responses 8a.2, 8a.11, and 8b.1, which address similar comments
regarding trip length reductions, reduced greenhouse gas emissions, and local hire requirements.
As discussed in Responses 8a.2 and 8b.1, the Project would not result in significant impacts
related to greenhouse gas emissions; thus, there is no obligation under CEQA to further reduce
potential impacts via local hiring requirement or otherwise. Further, as discussed in Response
8a.11, per DEIR Technical Appendix B, Section 3.5.3.1, Trip Length (pp. 33-34), the trip lengths
used for calculating mobile source air pollutant emissions are based on the applicable regional
travel demand model: the Riverside County Transportation Analysis Model (RivTAM). As noted
in DEIR Technical Appendix B, RivTAM calculates the average trip length to be 11.5 miles for the
Project. The use of a travel demand model like RivTAM is supported by substantial evidence
since the information contained in the model is specific to the region and for the land use type
being proposed.

Furthermore, the use of travel demand models is also a recommended practice that is promoted
by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) in its updated CEQA guidelines with
respect to Senate Bill (SB) 743. Specifically, the latest technical advisory documentation
published by OPR (December 20188) see Pages 30-31 explicitly states that:

“...agencies can use travel demand models or survey data to estimate existing trip lengths
and input those into sketch models such as CalEEMod to achieve more accurate results.
Whenever possible, agencies should input localized trip lengths into a sketch model to
tailor the analysis to the project location.”

The procedure described by OPR in their SB 743 technical advisory is precisely the method that
was used to calculate trip lengths and consequently total VMT for the Project.

Therefore, this comment does not relate to the adequacy or content of the DEIR, does not provide
new information or evidence related to the analysis in the DEIR, and does not affect the analysis
completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and
revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 8b.3: The commenter provides an example of the potential impact of a local hire
provision on construction-related greenhouse gas emissions. The commenter then states that the
example does not indicate that local hire requirements would result in reduced construction-
related greenhouse gas emissions for all projects and that the significance of a local hire
requirement depends on factors such as trip length.

It should be noted that the commenter makes no specific comment related to the DEIR or the
analysis contained therein. The comment does provides an example from a different jurisdiction
but does not provide any discussion of how similar requirements would affect this Project. The
commenter also expressly qualifies its statements, providing “it does not indicate that local hire
requirements would result in reduced construction-related GHG emission for all projects.” This
comment contains general information and does not relate to the adequacy or content of the
DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis in the DEIR, and does
not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR.

8 https://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/technical-advisories.html
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Please see Responses 8a.2, 8a.11, 8b.1, and 8b. 2, which address similar comments regarding
reduced trip lengths, reduced greenhouse gas emissions, and local hire requirements. As
discussed in these responses, the Project would not result in significant impacts related to
greenhouse gas emissions; therefore, there is no obligation under CEQA to further reduce
potential impacts via a local hiring requirement or otherwise.

The DEIR already notes that temporary employment opportunities generated during construction
of the Project are expected to come from the existing regional workforce. (p. 6.0-5.) Further, it is
discussed that the trip lengths used for calculating mobile source air pollutant emissions are
based on the applicable regional travel demand model: the RivTAM, which calculates the average
trip length to be 11.5 miles for the Project. This average trip length is close to the statewide
average and well below the 14.7 miles urban worker trip length in the South Coast Air Basin.

Moreover, as discussed above, the commenter admits that the example provided by the
commenter does not indicate that local hire requirements would in fact result in reduced
construction-related greenhouse gas emissions for all projects. Therefore, this comment does not
relate to the adequacy or content of the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence
related to the analysis in the DEIR, and does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions
provided in the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and revisions to the DEIR are not
required.

Response 8b.4: The commenter states that SWAPE retains the right to revise or amend their
report when additional information becomes available. This comment does not relate to the
adequacy or content of the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the
analysis in the DEIR, and does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the
DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 8b.5: Exhibit B is a resume for one of the authors of the comment letter, Paul
Rosenfeld. Exhibit B does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR,
does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and
does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record
and no changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 8b.6: Exhibit C is a resume for one of the authors of the comment letter, Matthew
Hagemann. Exhibit C does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR,
does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and
does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record
and no changes to the DEIR are required.
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Comment Letter 9 — Leonard Nunney, Friends of Riverside’s Hills

Comment letter 9 commences on the next page.
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May 2nd_ 2021

To: Candice Assadzadeh, Senior Planner, City of Riverside
From: Leonard Nunney for Friends of Riverside’s Hills (FRH)
Re: Response to Crestview Apartments Draft EIR (P19-0905).

(" The project being considered has a number. of potentially significant environmental
impacts that are not adequately considered and/or mitigated by the project DEIR. For this
{and other reasons documented elsewhere) Friends of Riverside’s Hills (FRH) opposes

a1 < this project in its current form. FRH 15 a 501(c)(3) non-profit group dedicated to the

preservation and enhancement of the quality of life of the residents of Riverside by
maintaining the natural beauty of the City, and by promoting the establishment of a
network of linked natural open space areas in the City of Raverside and in the

\_surrounding area.

(" In presenting the concerns of FRH, I need to point out that I am a professor at the
University of California Riverside and one aspect of my research concerns the ability of
small populations to avoid extinction. For example, two of my early (1990s) peer-
reviewed scientific papers (Assessing minimum viable population size: demography

92 < meets population genetics, and Estimating the effective population size of conserved
populations) have been cited 403 and 383 tumes, respectively, according to Google
Scholar (as of today). As a result of my expertise, I became a member of the Scientific
Advisory Panel that was mvolved in the establishment of the MSHCP, and that strongly

\ advocated for the critical role of linkages.

The proposed project site is 1n a very environmentally sensitive area near to Sycamore
Canyon Wildemess Park (SCWP), a park of approximately 1500 acres, and 1t adjoins
Quail Run Park (QRP), another natural open space area of about 30 acres. These two

9.3 natural open space areas are critical components 1n the conservation of biodiversity in
Western Riverside County and are important to the enjoyment of natural open space by
residents of the area and visitors. The concerns documented in this letter focus on these
two issues.

SCWP is core area within the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat

04 Conservation Plan (the MSHCP). When the plan was developed 1t was recognized that 1t
was critical to link SCWP to the Box Springs Mountain Park, another core area to the
east by the establishment of constrained linkage 7.

1. Aesthetics (Section 5.1)

05 Threshold A: Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
The DEIR states there would be a less than significant impact without mitigation.
However, the DETR failed to consider the significant impact on those individuals using
the nearby natural space areas, and the impact on those who walk or bike along Central
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835 Avenue. The DEIR. analysis assumes only that any effect would be transient of those
Cont'd | driving on Central Avenue.

Furst, the Riverside Mumicipal Code Title 17 covening grading 1s quite clear in its intent to
preserve the aesthetic quality of hillside areas through its regulation of grading on

0§ properties with an average natural slope of 10% or greater. The subject property has a
current average slope of 25.9% (the DEIR incorrectly states this as the average natural
slope (ANS); this is incorrect, the ANS was significantly greater than this figure prior to
the extensive grading noted in section 4.2 of the DEIR)

The Grading Title states (section 17.04.010): a “purpose of this title [1s] to regulate
hillside and arroyo grading in a manner which minimizes the adverse effects of grading
on natural landforms, ... and that:

“The required review of hillside/arroyo grading includes regulations to:

A FEnsure that significant natural characteristics such as land form, vegetation,
wildlife communities, scenic qualities, and open space can substantially be
maintained; to preserve unigue and significant geologic; biclogic and hydrologic
features of public value; to encourage alternative approaches to conventional hillside
construction practices by achieving land use patterns and intensities that are consistent
with the natural characteristics of hill areas such as slope_ landform vegetation_ and
scenic quality.

B. Maintain the identity, image and environmental quality of the City; and to achieve
land use densities that are m keeping with the General Plan.

C. Minimize the visual impact of grading.
D. Minimize grading which relates to the natural contour of the land, and which will

round off, in a natural manner, sharp angles at the top and ends of cut and fill
slopes, and which does not result in a staircase or padding affect

I Preserve major hillsides yiewscapes visible from points within the city so that they
are not detrimentally altered by the intrusion of highly visible cut and/or fill slopes,
building lines and/or road surfaces.™

(Bold emphasis added).

The project totally 1gnores the hillside/arrovo grading regulations, and instead proposes to
change the form of the slopes and create a “staircase™ of tall walls and 2:1 slopes that
total up to about 30ft (See DEIR Fig 3.0-7). This design 1s in direct conflict with 1tem I
above. These slopes are along Central Ave, used by many people exercising and biking to
UCE. and along the south west adge bordering QRP, that 1s visible not only from this
\open space areas, but also by the large number of people using a major trail in SCWP (as
shown in the next paragraph). The extreme degree to which this “staircasing™ has a major
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27 impact on the landform and the scenic vista can be seen in Fig 5.1-5 “Overhead View of
Cont'd Basin & Walls"™.

Second, the height (approximately 50ft) of these buildings is entirely inconsistent with
the yiewscape in the area In particular, SCWP is a very heavily used park, with the major
pount of entry on Central Ave, west of the project. From the parking area, a major trail
first heads up hill towards the project and then follows the high ground south (see Fig 1
map). This stretch of trail provides dramatic views of the Box Springs Mountains to the
east, looking over the project site. The project will severely impact this viewscape. Part
of the line of sight does cross a few, largely hidden, single story homes, but the view 15
otherwise entirely undisturbed by buldings.

9.8

Fig 1: Lines (pink from SCWP vista point #1; white from SCWP vista point #2)
show the undisturbed line of sight over the project site to the Box Springs
MAlountains. The project will create a huge 50ft high complex in this otherwise
undisturbed yiewscape.

In conclusion, the proposed project will have a significant impact on the yiewscape, both
P2 < due to its height and due to the very high staircase of slopes along its south and west
edges. These 1ssues have not been mitipated or even considered 1n the DETR_
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9.10 <

9.12 <

9.13 .<

(" Threshold D: Would the Project create a new source of substantial light or glare

which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

It can be seen from Fig 1 that the project will stick up mn the eveming and nighttime

viewscape from SCWP like a sore thumb, with lighted rooms at all levels of the building.
Thus lighting will dramatically degrade the yiewscape, with the only apparent mitigation
being to sigmificantly lower the height of the buildings to a height more compatible with

\_the single-story homes to the south of the project site.
i 2. Biological Resources (Section 5.3).

Threshold B: Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.5. Fish
and Wildlife Service?

The DEIR correctly identifies a blue line stream on the project site, although 1t
incorrectly classifies 1t as intermittent. I have been observing the stream for many years
and it has been flowing year-round. They also incorrectly identified the nature of the
culvert that brings the stream under Central Ave to the site as an “84-inch corrugate metal
culvert” (DEIR 5.3-10; App. C 5.1.1) when it actually almost immediately narrows to an
approximately 657 diameter culvert made of concrete (see Appendix B within Appendix

\_C, Photograph 8).

{ The conclusion that there is no wetland outside of the immediate stream bed is not based
on appropriate data. It is stated that “Within the project footprint, the substrate within the
drainage consisted of rock and loose sandy deposits that would not allow anaerobic
conditions within the soil. Therefore, 1t was determined that no areas met all three
wetland parameters and no junisdictional wetland features exist within the project site.”
(DEIR 5.; App. C 5.1.2). A minimum requirement would be to determine the depth of the
water table and perform other tests according to the guidelines in the Corps Arid West
Regional Supplement (cited in the DEIR and defined in Appendix C of Appendix C);
however, there 1s no indication that this was done (1.e. no data are provided). Thus, the
\_wetland delineation is based on inadequate data.

¢ Comments relating to both Threshold B and Threshold F (defined below). A critical
feature of protecting the conserved 0.53 acres surrounding the stream and the adjoining
QRP is to prevent any light or sound leakage. The MSHCP wildlands/urban interface
requires that “Shielding shall be incorporated in project designs to ensure ambient
lighting 1n the MSHCP Conservation Area is not increased”. Given that the location
currently has zero light, this means that there must be no light leakage whatsoever. While
AES-1 states that project lighting must not spill from the project area in_to the open space
areas, it also states that shielding will be used “where feasible™ and 1t does not address

\_lights installed by residents.

014 {Iﬂ addition, there needs to be additional constraints to prevent the degradation of the
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¢~ refers to Table 6.2. This 15 a good start, but 1t was not recognized in the DEIR analysis
that the list of invasive plant species 15 dynamic, and appropriate mitigation must ensure
that the plants have not been r3ecognized as invasive within inland Southern California
since Table 6 2 was constructed. This can be done by checking the California Invasive
Plant Council website and the Consortium of California Herbaria (CCH) and CalFlora
databases to see if non-native plants from horticulture are being recorded as naturalized
\_in local wildlands.

(" Fencing: the fencing separating the developed project from the 0.53 acres of open space

i and QRP must be of a construction that does not allow the passage of domestic cats, since

915 < they are a major wildlife predator. There appears to be no analysis of this concern in the
DEIR. Tt is not clear if the tubular steel fence will encompass all of this boundary, but in

\_ any event, 1t needs fo be specified how the passage of domestic cats will be prevented.

Threshold D: Would the Project interfere substantially with the movement of any

native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

014
Cont’d -<

and

Threshold F: Would the Project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

Contrary to the conclusions of the DEIR, as proposed and mitigated the project will have
a serious environmental impact on wildlife movement between SCWP and the Box
Springs Mountains, and as such will conflict with the stated goals of the Western
Raverside Muliiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The result will be a
serious environmental impact.

0.16 As noted in the DEIR, the project site 15 logated in the area of the proposed constrained
linkage 7 between these two locations as part of the MSHCP. Some of the relevant
description (bold emphasis added) 15 (MSHCP vol 1 3:79-80, attached):

“Proposed Constrained Linkage 7 1s comprised of upland Habitat in the vicinity of
Central Avenue. Tt is the only connection from Sycamore Canyon Park to Box
Springs Reserve. This Linkage is important for species dispersal and would reduce
the likelihood of species extinction as a result of population 1solation. ...

Since this Linkage 1s affected by edge, it is anticipated that treatment and
management of edge conditions along this Linkage will be necessary to ensure that 1t
provides Habitat and movement functions for species using the Linkage. ... ..
Maintenance of an adeqguate wildlife undercrossing at least 10-20 feet wide with
fencing and vegetative cover will be important to accommodate bobcat movement ™

Thus, the description defines minimum dimensions of the linkage (10-20 ft wide), that 1t
15 upland habitat, and that edge mitigation'management will be important. The edge
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[ mutigation involves adherence to the wildland‘urban interface puidelines (MSHCP voll
6:42-46).
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Fig 2: Western entrance to the (approximately) 450-foot-long 5-foot diameter
culvert under I215 freeway that is a non-feasible option for creating Constrained
Linkage 7. (photo June 2019 LN)

The precize location of a viable constrained linkage 7 1= undefined (see the RCA Jomt
Project Beview of the project at the end of Appendix C). However, if the plan does not
place it on the project site, then it appears that the RCA places it coming from the Park,
north to Quail Run Park, and then onto the SW comer of the project site before crossing
south under Central Avenue to APN 256-050-004. The linkage 1s then channeled by the
high retaming wall created by Sycamore Canvon Boulevard to the culvert passing under
the I215 freaway (Fig 2).

The culvert under the 1215 iz roughly 450ft long and less than 6t in diameter, ending in

APN 256-050-004 at 1ts eastern end. At 1ts western end, the entrance 1z blocked by a

permanent pond (Fig 2). Furthermore, the culvert under Central Ave is also about 250ft
\ long and less than 6ft in diameter, This route does not satisfy the basic necessary

conditions for the hinkage, which requires upland habitat and a mimmum 10-20ft wadth. It
15 also extraordinanily unlikely that any of the animals covered under the MSHCP would
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can be used by animals 1s narrow (perhaps 3ff) and most of that 1s taken up by running

(traw:l the length of esther of these culverts: the width at the bottom of the culverts that
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water, plus the entrance to the freeway culvert in AP 256-050-004 1s fronted by a deep
pool of water (Fig 2), and the entrance to the culvert under Central is habitually partially
blocked (Fig 3). Creation of a 10-20 £t wide useable tunnel under the freeway and under
Central do-cﬁ not appcar faasfl:rlc at thus time.

Fig 3: Southern entrance to the (approximately) 250-foot-long 5-foot diameter
culvert under Central Ave that is a non-feasible option for creating Constrained
Linkage 7.

(" The vastly superior (and much more straightforward) route for the linkage is to stay to the
north side of Central Ave, leaving Quail Run Park, and passing across the project site
before following Central Ave under the 215 freeway. In the absence of the impacts of
this project, this route is likely to be the one naturally followed by the main target
species, the bobcat, since this route avoids the very narrow, wet culvert under Central
Ave and the extraordinarily long and wet one under the freeway, noting that no route for

\_a functional constrained linkage 7 has vet been defined by the RCA.

(" The potential environmental impact of failing to create a functioning constrained linkage 7
18 very great. SCWP 1s a multi-species wildlife preserve that 1s a core area within the
MSHCP as well as being an enormously valuable resource for the City of Riverside and its
residents. However, it has one major drawback: 1t 1s of moderate size and has become

RA

. effectively 1solated from all other natural areas. This drawback 15 mimmized if 2 habitat
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{ connection can be maintained between Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park and the Box
Springs Mountain Park, 1.e. by constrained linkage 7.

Despite its size (about 1500 acres), the ammal populations of the Park are vulnerable to
extinction if the Park becomes completely isolated. Data from studies of habatat 1slands both
natural (1slands, mountaintops, etc.) and artificial (national parks) have establiched that
completely 1solated populations of moderate size go extinct, even if most of the time they
might seem robust and consist of several hundred individuals. Moreover, populations in
918 areas like the SCWP that are subject to environmental fluctuation (e.g. annual rainfall
Cont'd varnation associated with climate cycles and climate change) and disturbance (such as fire,
and invasion by exotic species) are at increased nsk of extinction. This outcome has been
established using mathematical and simulation models.

This concern over the potential loss of biodiversity via a local extinction was an
important factor influencing the design of the MSHCP, and mn the caze of SCWE,
constrained linkage 7 was proposed to mitigate its isolation, since apart from this
proposed linkage SCWP has become completely isolated from all other core areas of the
\ MSHCP.

'/- CENTRAL AVENUE LANDSCAPE EXHIBNT
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Fig 4: Commercial Project to the immediate east of the project showing the
inclusion of a 30ft wide buffer to encourage wildlife movement.

The only viable route for constrained linkage 7 appears to be from QRP along a habitat
corridor following the north side of Central Ave to the Freeway underpass. The option for
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¢ such a route has already been incorporated into the design of the commercial

development to the immediate east of the project. Specifically, the inclusion of a 30ft
wide buffer along Central Ave with natural vegetation and minimal to no light intrusion
(fig 4). In my expert opinion, it 1s essential that a similar 30ft {or more) buffer along
Central Ave be incorporated into the project, from the western edge of the property as a
continuous strip to the eastern edge at Sycamore Canyon Boulevard This wildlife buffer
should be planted with native vegetation and protected to the extent possible according to

' the MSHCP wildland/urban interface guidelines.

" Cumulative Environmental Effects:

RA

The DEIR concluded that there will not be any cumulative effects of the project:
“potential cumulative impacts to sensitive biological resources were found to be less than
significant with implementation of mitigation measures MW BIO-1 through MM BIO-15
and AES-17 (DEIR 5.3.7). However, there 1s no consideration of the most sertous
cumulative effect which has been the progressive 1solation of SCWP through
development, both commercial (notable warehouses) and suburban. At this point in time
the ONLY remaining link between SCWP and any other wildlife area 1s through
constrained linkage 7, which this project, as currently planned, will effectively destroy.
The 1solation of SCWP will inexorably lead to the progressive loss of its biodiversity

\. over time (as outlined above), a very considerable environmental impact.
(‘ 3. Wildfire (Section 5.13)

Threshold F: Would the Project expose people or structures, either directly or
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?

It 1s important to prevent wildfire mitigation undermining biological mitigation,
specifically so that the necessary wildfire mitigation does not degrade any of the open
space areas etther on or adjacent to the project. For example, MM FIRE-7 “Thinning
Zone 2 Required Maintenance™ involves the removal and/or thinning of “native
vegetation”. According to the Fire Zones “Fuel Treatment Site Plan™ (DEIR Appendix
K). there 15 no on-site Zone 2 protection along most of the western edge of the project.
Why is the project not mitigating for the fire risk by placing the buildings further back
from the open space areas (both onsite and QRP) along the projects western edge?
Furthermore, a portion of the zone 1 area in the center of this western edge appears to be
dangerously truncated. This zone mapping represents a failure to mitigate the wildfire
risk, creating a very serious environmental impact.

Thank you for your attention to these concerns.

Regards,
Leonard Nupney, (951 313 5386)
For Friends of Riverside’s Hills (email watkinshill@juno.com)
4477 Picacho Dr, Riverside, Ca 92507.
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Letter 9 — Leonard Nunney, Friends of Riverside’s Hills
Commenter: Leonard Nunney

Date: May 3, 2021

Response 9.1:

The commenter states the project has a number of potentially significant environmental impacts
that are not adequately considered, without specifying what those are. The commenter then states
the Friends of Riverside’s Hills (FRH) opposes this project in its current form.

This comment reflects the commenter’s opinion and does not affect the analysis completed or
conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the
analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR.
This comment is noted for the record, and revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 9.2:

The commenter states he is a professor at the University of California Riverside and focuses his
research concerns on the ability of small populations to avoid extinction. He then states the
number of scientific papers he has peer-reviewed. The commenter is also part of the Scientific
Advisory Panel that was involved in the establishment of the MSHCP.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and
revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 9.3:

The commenter states the proposed project site is in a very environmental sensitive area near to
Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park (SCWP) and it adjoin the Quail Run Park (QRP). The
commenter then states the importance of these two natural open space areas for the conservation
of biodiversity.

This comment provides the commenter’s opinion regarding the sensitivity of the site and generally
summarizes the uses surrounding the Project site. The comment does not affect the analysis
completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence
related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of
the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 9.4:

The commenter states the SCWP is core area within the MSHCP. The commenter then states
the MSHCP recognized that it was a critical link to SCWP to the Box Spring Mountain Park by the
establishment of constrained Linkage 7.

The DEIR does in fact describe Proposed Constrained Linkage 7 as follows (p.5.3-1) as quoted
from the MSHCP:

2.0-500 R\Mﬁ‘s



City of Riverside Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments

Proposed Constrained Linkage 7

As described in the MSHCP, the Proposed Constrained Linkage 7 is comprised of upland habitat
in the vicinity of Central Avenue west of Interstate 215/5tate Route 60. This constrained linkage
is the only connection from Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park to the south and the Box Spring
Reserve to the east (east of Interstate 215/5tate Route 60). This linkage is important for species
dispersal and would reduce the decline of species loss from population isolation. Habitat for
MSHCP species such as cactus wren and Bell's sage spamow occurs within this linkage. This
linkage is assumed to provide movement opportunities for common mammals such as bobcat.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and
revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 9.5:

The commenter states the DEIR failed to consider the significant impact on individuals who use
nearby natural space areas and those who walk or bike along Central Avenue in analyzing the
proposed Project’s potential impacts on a scenic vista. The commenter does not specify what
scenic vista they are referring to, so it is assumed the scenic vista in question refers to views of
the QROS Park from the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park (SCWP) and from Central Avenue
as the commenter references the QROS Park and SCWP in subsequent comments.

Please see Response 5a.2 for the response regarding public views of QROS Park from the
adjacent Central Avenue sidewalk to the south of the Park and how the proposed Project would
not significantly impact these views. The view of a person sitting in a vehicle traveling along
Central Avenue would be substantially similar to the view of a person walking along Central
Avenue sidewalk or a person riding a bike in the bike lane adjacent to the sidewalk towards the
QROS Park as eyelevel for all of these is generally between 4 and 7 feet in height from the road
surface or sidewalk. Therefore, the analysis of views and scenic vistas would be the same for car
passengers and those walking or biking along Central Avenue next to the QROS Park.

While the commenter states the DEIR does not consider potentially significant impacts to those
utilizing nearby natural space areas (i.e., SCW Park), the commenter fails to provide substantial
evidence to support the claim the proposed Project would significantly impact views from nearby
natural space areas. Though the commenter does provide an aerial view figure in a subsequent
related comment (see Comment 9.8 in Letter 9 above) of proposed views from SCWP toward the
QROS Park and proposed Project site to the northwest, the figure does not demonstrate what
these public views from the SCWP of the QROS Park and beyond actually entail. A reference
photo obtained utilizing available Google Maps photo points from the SCWP (see Reference
Photo 3 below) refutes the commenter’s claim that the proposed Project would significantly impact
scenic vista views of the QROS Park and beyond of the Box Springs Mountains when viewed
from the nearby natural open space area of SCWP. Reference Photo 3 depicts a viewpoint from
SCWP facing northeast toward the QROS Park (denoted by the yellow arrow) and the proposed
Project site (denoted by the red arrow), while the photo location provides a Google Map aerial
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reference of the location within SCWP and the view direction. As can be seen in photo location,
the photo point location is within the vicinity of Vista Point 1 and Vista Point 2 (identified by the
commenter in comment 9.8.) As Reference Photo 3 shows, implementation of the proposed
Project would not significantly impact scenic vista views of the QROS Park and beyond to the Box
Springs Mountains. As depicted, the current residential developments to the west and east of
QROS Park, which are situated at topographical elevations higher than the QROS Park, and do
not obstruct or significantly impact views of QROS Park or the mountain views beyond when
viewed from the SCWP. The proposed Project would be constructed east of the QROS Park at a
similar to lower topographic elevation than the current residential developments (as noted on
DEIR p. 5.1-24, the proposed Project site is generally close in elevation to the adjacent SR-60/I-
215 freeway, for reference). Thus, the proposed Project would not significantly impact public
scenic vista views from the nearby SCWP of the QROS Park or the mountain views beyond.

This comment is noted for the record and revisions to the DEIR are not warranted.

2.0-502 R\Mﬁ‘s



City of Riverside Section 2.0

Crestview Apartments Project FEIR Responses to Comments

pr

Response 9.5 reference photo 3: View from within SCWP northeast towards QROS Park and proposed Project site.
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Response 9.5 reference Photo 3: Photo location and direction of view.
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Response 9.6:

The commenter essentially states that as the proposed Project site has a current average slope
of 25.9%, the site is subject to Riverside Municipal Code (RMC) Title 17 — Grading as it relates to
preserving the aesthetic quality of hillside areas through regulating grading on properties with
average natural slopes of 10% or greater. The commenter states RMC Title 17 is “quite clear in
its intent to preserve the aesthetic quality of hillside areas” and it is implied that the proposed
Project site, due to its current slope, qualifies as a hillside of aesthetic quality.

As previously discussed under Response 5a.4, the proposed Project site shows evidence of
extensive past grading, with aerial photography indicating the site was utilized for construction
staging operations and grading in 2005 to 2006 for the realignment of Sycamore Canyon
Boulevard (DEIR p. 5.1-2). This is supported by proposed Project’'s Geotechnical Evaluation
(DEIR Appendix F), which additionally states that review of previous site documentation, including
reports from 1997 and 2007, indicate the site has been extensively graded (DEIR Appendix F, p.
6). These accounts of extensive grading occurred prior to the proposed Project site’s annexation
into the City in 2015.

As previously discussed under Response 5a.4, although the DEIR indicates “per the City records,
the Project site has an average natural slope (ANS) of 25.9 percent, this City data is automatically
calculated based on topographic contours from 1998, and therefore, represents a prior site
condition to what exists today. The commenter argues that the site as a current slope of 25.9
percent, and the average natural slope was much larger due to the extensive grading on site.
"Average natural slope" is the slope determined pursuant to the City of Riverside's
adopted Average Natural Slope Formula specified in_ Section 19.100.050 of the RMC. (RMC §
17.08.150.) As stated in both relevant sections, the average natural slope shall be computed
from photogrammetric maps, grading permit plans and other data or evidence approved by the
Public Works Department. An updated Average Natural Slope (ANS) calculation for the Project
parcel was prepared in July 2021 by the Civil Engineer in accordance with the formula in the
Riverside Municipal Code (RMC), Title 17 — Grading, Chapter 17.08 Definitions to determine the
Project site’s current ANS, which is 14.8 percent. This calculation was made using topo of the site
flown in October 2018 at 40 scale 1 foot accuracy. The City Public Works Department reviewed
and accepted the calculation as it was found consistent with Public Works standards and with
common engineering practice. The Project site is not within or is adjacent to the boundaries of
the Mockingbird Canyon, Woodcrest, Prenda, Alessandro, Tequesquite, and Springbrook
Arroyos. The southwest corner of the site does contain a drainage feature that is mapped as a
blue-line drainage/ stream; however, the Project has been designed to avoid this drainage feature.

Due to the average natural slope of the project site and the presence of the blue line stream, the
Project is required to comply with the Hillside/Arroyo Grading Ordinance, Section 17.28.020 of
the Riverside Municipal Code. The Project is proposing a Grading Exception as allowed under
Chapter 17.32 of the RMC in order to construct retaining walls greater than 3 feet in height in an
area open to the public view and greater than 6 feet in height in an area not open to the public
view. A Grading Exception is also being requested for slopes to exceed 20 feet in height where
an existing hill in the northern part of the site will be partially recontoured. (p. 5.6-17.) Thus, while
the Project site is not located in the RC Zone, the Project will comply with the City’s Hillside
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Grading Ordinance, with the approval of a Grading Exception. The DEIR thus fully addresses the
grading proposed by the Project and compliance with City regulations put in place to, in part,
“preserve prominent landforms within the community” (RMC § 17.04.010.), consistent with the
purpose of Measure R to avoid destruction of City hills, ridgelines, arroyos, and watersheds.

Consistent with the City’s General Plan Policy LU-4.2 regarding enforcement of the hillside
grading provisions in the City’s Code (Title 17), the Project would utilize the more flat and
disturbed portions of the site created previously by undocumented grading operations. Areas with
the greatest extent of topographic relief and lack of disturbance on the site would not be graded
or impacted by the proposed development but will be preserved and left in place. (DEIR p. 5.8-
16.)

Therefore, this comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the
DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the
DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for
the record and revisions to the DEIR are not warranted.

Response 9.7:

The commenter states the proposed Project does not consider the hillside/arroyo grading
regulations cited in comment Letter 9 and instead proposes to create a “staircase” of 2:1 slopes
that would be in conflict with the cited grading regulations. The commenter goes on to state this
“staircasing” would have a significant impact on the landform and scenic vista from QROS Park
and SCWP and cites DEIR Figure 5.1-5 — Overhead View of Basin and Walls.

The commenter cites DEIR Figure 5.1-5 to support the commenter’'s argument of an “extreme
degree of staircasing” that would impact scenic vista views. However, based upon Figure 5.1-5,
the commenter’s description appears to be exaggerated and out of appropriate visual context.
The view of the proposed Project’s walls and 2:1 slopes depicted in DEIR Figure 5.1-5 is provided
from a relatively close-up overhead view. If Comment 9.7 is to be understood, the commenter’s
concern stems from proposed Project walls and 2:1 slopes significantly impacting scenic vista
views from trails in the SCWP in addition to impacting public views for those
traveling/biking/exercising along Central Avenue. However, the commenter fails to provide
adequate evidence or an explanation for how these impacts to public views along Central Avenue
would occur other than to state the “extreme degree” of “staircasing” would have a “major impact
on the landform.” As previously discussed in Response 5a.2, the proposed Project would not
significantly impact public views of QROS Park from Central Avenue (refer to Response 5a.2 for
a more detailed discussion). Moreover, potential impacts to scenic vista views from the SCWP
due to the “extreme degree” of “staircasing” stated in reference to DEIR Figure 5.1-5 would not
be as significant or “extreme” as the commenter implies. As discussed in Response 9.5,
implementation of the proposed Project would not significantly impact views from SCWP of QROS
Park or the mountain views beyond. Due to factors such as distance, topography, and existing
development, views of the “staircasing” the commenter identifies would be far less “extreme” and
exaggerated when viewed from trails within the SCW Park than the commenter alleges based on
DEIR Figure 5.1-5.
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Additionally, one of the stated objectives of the Project is to “incorporate design and landscaping
elements that complement and are responsive to the Canyon Crest community and edge
conditions that buffer the project’s effect on the nearby natural environments, including the City
of Riverside’s Quail Run Open Space and the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park.” (pp. 1.0-3 —
1.0-4.) The Project design and landscaping will comply with City’s Design Guidelines and the
Zoning Code and would not substantially degrade the existing visual character of the area. (p.
5.1-26.)Further, per Section 17.28.010 — General Requirements, under RMC Title 17 — Grading,
“the slope of cut surfaces shall be no steeper than is safe for the intended use and shall be no
steeper than two horizontal to one vertical (2:1)” unless a steeper slope has been justified by a
soils engineering and/or engineering geology report. Thus, the proposed Project’s 2:1 slopes
would be consistent with Title 17 General Requirements for slope and is not proposing a slope
greater, steeper, or more “extreme” than what is specified in Title 17 for slope.

Therefore, this comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the
DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the
DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for
the record and revisions to the DEIR are not warranted.

Response 9.8:

The commenter states that implementation of the proposed Project would “severely impact’
proposed viewscapes of the Box Springs mountains to the east when viewed from trails within
SCWP. The commenter provides an aerial map figure of the proposed viewscapes and identifies
two vista points facing east from the SCW Park trails, noting that these views provide an
“‘undisturbed line of sight over the project site to the Box Springs Mountains.”

The DEIR analyzed the impact of Project development on views of the Box Springs Mountains.
Specifically, the DEIR recognizes “the most notable scenic resource near the Project site is Box
Springs Mountain, located approximately 2 miles east, refer to Figure 3.0-3C, Photo 4.” The DEIR
notes that the SR-60 /1-215 freeway is located between the Project site and Box Springs Mountain
and that the Project may obstruct partial views of Box Springs Mountain for people traveling east
along Central Avenue, while immediately adjacent to the site, but as this would be for a short
distance and duration, it would not be considered significant. The DEIR concludes the Project
would not significantly impact views of the Box Springs Mountain due to the distance of this scenic
resource from the Project site as well as the higher elevations of these mountains compared to
the Project site. (p. 5.1-25.)

Refer to Response 9.5 and accompanying Reference Photo 3 for a discussion and visual
reference of how the proposed Project would not significantly impact scenic vista views/views
from SCWP trails when facing northeast toward QROS Park, the proposed Project site, and the
mountain views beyond. As discussed in Response 9.5 and displayed on accompanying
Reference Photo 3, implementation of the proposed Project would not significantly impact or
obstruct views of mountains to the east of SCWP.

Therefore, this comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the
DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the
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DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for
the record and revisions to the DEIR are not warranted.

Response 9.9:

The commenter provides a concluding statement that the proposed Project would impact the
viewscapes identified in Comments 9.5 — 9.8 due to the Project’s height and “very high staircase
of slopes.” The commenter states these issues have not been considered or mitigated in the
DEIR.

Please see Responses 9.5 — 9.8 for detailed discussions on and visual reference figures of how
the proposed Project would not significantly impact viewscapes identified by the commenter. The
aesthetics topics identified by the commenter have been fully discussed in the DEIR as set forth
in Responses 9.5 — 9.8, and found not to present actual or significant aesthetics issues or impacts.
Accordingly, no mitigation for such issues were required or included in the DEIR.

Therefore, this comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the
DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the
DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for
the record and revisions to the DEIR are not warranted.

Response 9.10:

The commenter states that proposed Project lighting would “dramatically degrade” the evening
and nighttime viewscapes from SCWP and implies that significantly lowering the height of the
buildings to a height compatible with the single-story buildings to the south of the proposed Project
site is the only adequate mitigation.

Please see Response 9.5 and accompanying Reference Photo 3 for a discussion and visual
reference of how the proposed Project would not significantly impact or obstruct viewscapes from
the SCWP. Both SCWP and QROS Park are undeveloped parks as defined in the RMC Chapter
9, and they are closed from a half hour after sunset to a half hour before sunrise, or when it is
dark. Therefore, nighttime viewscapes from SCWP for the public are not applicable/authorized.

As is discussed in Response 9.5 and shown in Reference Photo 3, the proposed Project would
not impact or obstruct views to the east from SCWP to the rather extreme or “dramatic” degree
the commenter alleges. When considered in the context of the photo reference view provided in
Reference Photo 3, there are existing single-story buildings (single family homes) to the south,
southwest, and northeast of the Project on hills at higher elevations than the Project. Therefore,
there are existing buildings with sources of night lighting on the hillsides surrounding the Project.
Night lighting from vehicles on the I-215/SR/60 Freeway adjacent to the Project site also
contributes to the existing night light in the Project area. Although the Project will introduce new
sources of interior lights inside the buildings, these do not generate substantial light spillage
outside of the buildings. As outlined in the DEIR, Section 5.1.5, p. 5.1-27:

“The proposed Project’s exterior lighting from the residential units or from the parking area
will meet the City’s Zoning Code requirements for support structure height, intensity,
flickering/flashing, placement, shielding, orientation and style. The City will require an
exterior lighting plan as a condition of project approval (City of Riverside Zoning Code,
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Chapter 19.566) ... Overall levels of light generated by the new buildings and passing cars
would be comparable to typical light levels in an urban environment and surrounding
areas. Additionally, the Project shall be designed to prevent light spillage from the Project
to the adjacent open space, to be confirmed with review and approval of a Photometric
Plan by the City’s Community & Economic Development Department, as outlined in MM
AES-1.”

The Project was also reviewed by the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) to
ensure that the project is consistent with the compatibility zone as well as in compliance with the
land use standards in the Riverside County Airport Land Use Plan (RCALUP), in which the March
Air Reserve Base/Inland Port Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (March ALUCP) is included.
On April 30, 2020, ALUC found the Project to be consistent with the 2014 March ALUCP, provided
that the City applies recommended conditions including:

1. Any new outdoor lighting that is installed shall be hooded or shielded as to prevent either the
spillage of lumens or reflection into the sky. Outdoor lighting shall be downward facing. (p. 7.0-6.)

The proposed Project would be compatible with the existing surrounding residential development
and lighting from the proposed Project would not “dramatically degrade the viewscape” or “stick
up like a sore thumb” when viewed from SCWP as implied by the commenter. Outdoor lighting
would be hooded or shielded to prevent spillage of lumens or reflection into the sky. Additionally,
the Project shall be designed to prevent light spillage from the Project to the adjacent open space,
to be confirmed with review and approval of a Photometric Plan by the City’s Community &
Economic Development Department, as outlined in MM AES-1.

Therefore, this comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the
DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the
DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for
the record and revisions to the DEIR are not warranted.

Response 9.11:

The commenter states the blue line stream has been incorrectly classified as he has seen the
stream flowing year-round. The commenter also states the DEIR has incorrect measurements for
the culvert under Central Ave.

As outlined in the Delineation of State and Federal Jurisdictional Waters Report (contained in
Appendix C of the DEIR), page 5:
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21 LS. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

Smee 1972, the Corps and TS5, Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) have jointly regulated the
discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, imncluding wetlands, pursuant to Scetion
404 ot the CWA. The Corps and EPA define *fill material™ to include any *“materal placed in waters of the
United States where the material has the elTect ofs (1) replacing any portion o a waler ol the United States
with dry land; or {11) changing the hottom elevation of any portion of the waters of the United States.”
Examples include, bul are not hmited 1o, sand, roek, ¢lav, construction debns, wood chips, and “materials
used Lo creale any struclure or mlrastructure mthe walers of the United States.™ In April of 2020, the Corps
and the EPA provided a new defimtion for waters of the United Stares [Tederal Register, Vol 83, No. 77
(April 21, 2020)] which encompass: the temitorial seas and traditional navigable waters: perennial and
intermittent fributaries that contribute surtace water flow to such waters, cerfain lalkes, ponds, and
mnpodments of jurisdictional waters: and wetlands adjacent to other jurisdictional waters. Additionally,
the new defimtion identifies 12 categories of those waters and teatures that are excluded from the detinition
of ““waters of the United State, such as features that only contain water in direct response to rainfall (e.z.,
ephemeral feamres), groundwater, many ditches, prior converted cropland, and waste treatment svstems

As such, waters of the US include the territorial seas and traditional navigable waters; perennial
and intermittent tributaries that contribute surface water flow to such waters (including the mapped
drainage course onsite), certain lakes, ponds, and impoundments of jurisdictional waters, and
wetlands adjacent to other jurisdictional waters.

As outlined in the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 33: Navigation and Navigable Waters, Part
328 — Definitions of Waters of the United States9, intermittent is defined as follows:

“(5) Intermittent. The term intermittent means surface water flowing continuously during
certain time of the year and more than in direct response to precipitation (e.g.,
seasonally when the groundwater table is elevated or when snowpack melts).”

Therefore, the definition of intermittent stream does include streams with surface water flowing
continuously and does not indicated a minimum or maximum amount of time to meet this
definition. Also as outlined in the Delineation of State and Federal Jurisdictional Waters Report
(contained in Appendix C of the DEIR), page 7: “The analysis presented in this report is supported
by field surveys and verification of site conditions conducted on October 17, 2018 and on
December 10, 2019.” As surface water was observed during both of these field surveys, the
stream was correctly classified as “intermittent.” The commenter simply states “I have been
observing the stream for many years and it has been flowing year-round" without providing any
substantial evidence, such as dates and times of observations and photographs of the stream
with surface water, whereas the DEIR findings are based on substantial evidence contained in
the Delineation of State and Federal Jurisdictional Waters Report (contained in Appendix C of the
DEIR), including site visit dates and photographs.

9https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-

idx?SID=80abfd5c8eac05a777958a831236dbed&mc=true&node=pt33.3.328&rgn=div5#se33.3.
328 13
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As stated on page 17 in the Jurisdictional Delineation report (Delineation of State and Federal
Jurisdictional Waters)(DEIR Appendix C), “Based on the results of this delineation and the
proposed project footprint, no impacts to Corps jurisdictional waters will occur from project
implementation.” The same is stated for the Regional Board and CDFW jurisdictional waters.
Additionally, the DEIR Section 5.3 Biological Resources, under the response to Threshold C
states:

“Based on design plans, no temporary or permanent impacts are anticipated to occur to
the willow riparian plant community or its associated drainage on the southwest corner of
the Project site. Therefore, development of the Project site will not result in impacts to
Corps, Regional Board, or CDFW jurisdiction and regulatory approvals will not be
required.”

As stated on page 14 of the Jurisdictional Delineation report (DEIR Appendix C) “Onsite, the
drainage feature begins at an 84-inch corrugate metal culvert extending under Central Avenue.”
Photograph 8’s description indicates “Looking at the 84-inch culvert under Central Ave.” The DEIR
and delineation report state the measurement of the beginning of the metal culvert. Although the
commenter indicates that the culvert narrows to an approximate 65” diameter culvert, this is not
supported by substantial evidence, and does not indicate that the description of the culvert as 84-
inches (Photograph 8) is incorrect.

These comments do not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, do
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and do
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. These comments are noted for the record,
and revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 9.12:

The commenter states the conclusion that there is no wetland outside of the immediate stream
bed is not based on appropriate data. The commenter then states that a minimum requirement
would be to determine the depth of the water table and perform other tests according to the
guidelines in the Corps Arid West Regional Supplement. The commenter then states this was not
done and therefore the wetland delineation is based on inadequate data.

As stated in the Jurisdictional Delineation report (DEIR Appendix C, page 131 of the Appendix C
PDF), “the Corps jurisdictional wetlands are delineated using the methods outlined in the Regional
Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region, Version
2.0. This document is one of a series of Regional Supplements to the Corps Wetland Delineation
Manual (Corps 1987). The identification of wetlands is based on a three-parameter approach
involving indicators of hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soil, and wetland hydrology. In order to be
considered a wetland, an area must exhibit at least minimal characteristics within these three (3)
parameters.” Per the jurisdictional delineation conducted by ELMT, under section 5.1.2 Wetland
Features, “Although evidence of hydrology (i.e., surface water) was present within the onsite
drainage feature and the drainage supported a dominance of hydrophytic vegetation, the drainage
feature would likely not meet the requirements of hydric soils.” Additionally, per the Regional
Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region, Version
2.0, water-table monitoring data is usually only collected during difficult wetland situations such
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as lack of indicators of hydrophytic vegetation (p.95). However, since the proposed Project
supported hydrophytic vegetation, determination of the water table is not required. Therefore, the
Jurisdictional Delineation report was correctly prepared using the methods outlined in the
Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region,
Version 2.0, a Regional Supplements to the Corps Wetland Delineation Manual (Corps 1987).

Furthermore, as outlined in Response 9.11 above, the DEIR Section 5.3 Biological Resources,
under the response to Threshold C states:

“Based on design plans, no temporary or permanent impacts are anticipated to occur to
the willow riparian plant community or its associated drainage on the southwest corner of
the Project site. Therefore, development of the Project site will not result in impacts to
Corps, Regional Board, or CDFW |jurisdiction and regulatory approvals will not be
required.”

The Project has been designed to avoid and not result in any direct (temporary or permanent)
impacts to the drainage feature and associated riparian vegetation.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and
revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 9.13:

The commenter is expressing concern over Threshold B and Threshold F under Section 5.3
Biological Resources of the DEIR. The commenter states a feature of protecting the conserved
0.53 acres surrounding the stream and the adjoining QROS Park is to prevent any light or sound
leakage. The commenter also states that the MSHCP Conservation Area states there should be
no increase in lighting and therefore since the given location has zero light, no light leakage should
occur.

The MSHCP wildlands/urban interface does require that shielding be incorporated in project
designs. As discussed in the DEIR, Section 5.1 Aesthetics, page 5.1-6 under Light and Glare,
“There are no existing lights within the Project site. However, there are existing streetlights at the
intersection of Sycamore Canyon Boulevard and Central Avenue and along Central Avenue to
the southwest of the Project site. Existing night lighting in the Project area also comes from
headlights on vehicles traveling along the adjacent roadways and the SR-60/I-215 freeway.
Overall, the level of light and glare in the project vicinity is typical of a residential area next to a
freeway and nearby commercial and institutional uses.” Although the Project site does not have
existing lights within the site, light is present from other sources surrounding the Project site.

Mitigation Measure MM AES-1 requires approval of a photometric (lighting) plan by the City and
compliance with the MSHCP. To minimize indirect impacts to species protected under Section
6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Mitigation Measures MM BIO-4, MM BIO-5, and MM BIO-6 are required to
ensure construction noise and vibration impacts on sensitive biological receivers are reduced to
less than significant levels (DEIR, p.5.9-38). Prior to construction, the proposed Project must have
an approved photometric plan. A Site Lighting Photometric Plan has been prepared for the
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Project, shown in FEIR Figure 2.0-1 below, identifies the exterior light types, locations, quantity,
description, lumens per lamp, and that the proposed lighting will not “spill” beyond the
development pad/footprint. As stated in the DEIR, Section 5.1.6 (p. 5.1-28), within Mitigation
Measure MM AES-1 outlined below, the Project shall be designed in such a manner as to prevent
light spillage from the Project to the adjacent and nearby open space areas and the purpose of
the photometric plan is to enable the City to ensure that the approved light design requirements
are included in the final building plan sheets, prior to issuance of building permits.

MM AES-1: Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall submit a photometric
(lighting) plan for approval by the Community & Economic Development Department, Planning
Division. The approved light design requirements shall be included on the final building plan
sheets. The lighting plan shall incorporate the following requirements:

+ The project shall be designed in such a manner as to prevent light spillage from the project
to the adjacent and nearby open space areas

= Project lighting shall not exceed an intensity of one foot-candle
+» Shielding shall be employed, where feasible

= Any night lighting shall be directed away from natural open space areas and directed
downward and towards the center of the development

= No project lights shall blink, flash, oscillate, or be of unusually high intensity or brightness

s Energy-efiicient LPS or HPS lamps shall be used exclusively throughout the project site
to dampen glare

« Exterior lights shall be only “warm” LED lights (<3000K color temperature).

Therefore, mitigation measure MM AES-1 is fully enforceable and does not improperly defer
mitigation. Additionally, as stated in Response 9.10, in order to comply with the March ALUCP,
the City shall impose conditions that any new outdoor lighting that is installed shall be hooded or
shielded as to prevent either the spillage of lumens or reflection into the sky. Outdoor lighting shall
be downward facing. (p. 7.0-6.) Thus, the conserved 0.53 acres surrounding the stream and the
adjoining QROS Park are adequately protected and the Project as conditioned and mitigated will
prevent any light or sound leakage into these areas.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and
revisions to the DEIR are not required.
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Response 9.14:

The commenter states there needs to be additional constraints to prevent the degradation of the
same area due to invasive species planted in the project. The commenter states the Table 6.2
[assumed to be of the MSHCP, although the commenter does not specify] is a good start but
checking the California Invasive Plant Council website and the Consortium of California Herbaria
(CCH) and CalFlora databases would be a good source to ensure that the plants have not been
recognized as invasive within inland Southern California since Table 6.2 was constructed.

The City of Riverside is a permittee of the MSHCP and is required to ensure that the Project is in
compliance with the Plan. Table 5.3-2 in the DEIR (p. 5.3-29) outlines the Project’s compliance
with MSHCP Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines, including invasives. As outlined in the DEIR
in Table 5.3-2:

“Plant species acceptable for the Project's landscaping must not be considered an
invasive species pursuant to Table 6.2 of the MSHCP. To ensure this, the final
landscape plans must be reviewed and verified by the RCA and the City for consistency
with the plant species list in Table 6.2 of the MSHCP. (ELMT(a) p. 38) Therefore, the
Project is consistent with the MSHCP Urban/Wildlands Interface invasive Guidelines.”

As part of the Design Review (DR) of the Project by the City, City staff already reviewed the
conceptual landscape plans for consistency with MSHCP Table 6.2. In addition, the Western
Riverside Regional Conservation Authority (RCA), as part of the Joint Project Review (DEIR
Appendix C), reviewed the Project for consistency with the MSHCP, and was also found
consistent with Section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP pertaining to Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines.

As outlined in the MSHCP, Volume 1, Section 6, page 6-3:

“Payment of the mitigation fee and compliance with the requirements of Section 6.0 are
intended to provide full mitigation under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Federal Endangered Species Act, and
California Endangered Species Act for impacts to the species and habitats covered by the
MSHCP pursuant to agreements with the US Fish and Wildlife Service, the California
Department of Fish and Game and/or any other appropriate participating regulatory
agencies as set forth in the Implementing Agreement for the MSHCP.”

For the following reasons the Project is not required to provide additional constraints on plants
used for the Project:

e The Project was determined to be consistent with the MSHCP, including with Section 6.1.4
of the MSHCP pertaining to Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines;

¢ The conceptual landscape plans have been reviewed by the City through the development
review process and determined to not include any of the invasive plants identified in Table
6.2 of the MSHCP;

e The MSHCP does not have any provisions for the Project’s landscaping to abide with the
California Invasive Plant Council, the Consortium of California Herbaria (CCH) and
CalFlora databases; and
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o Compliance with Section 6.0 of the MSHCP and payment of the mitigation fee provide full
mitigation pursuant to CEQA, NEPA and federal and state endangered species acts for
species and habitats covered under the Plan.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and
revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 9.15:

The commenter states the DEIR appears to have no analysis relating to the effectiveness of the
tubular steel fence to prevent passage of domestic cats. The commenter also states it is not clear
if the tubular steel fence will encompass all of the boundaries.

As stated in the DEIR, Section 5.3.3 Project Design Considerations, page 5.3-21:

“The Project proposes the construction of a 6-foot high tubular steel fence around the
outer edge of the development, which will function as a perimeter barrier and help retain
residents and their pets [emphasis added] within the developed portion of the site and
away from the conservation area in the southwest portion of the site. In addition, in the
southwest corner of the site, a series of terraced retaining walls is proposed that will further
separate the perimeter walkway and fence and the conservation area. The series of
terraced retaining walls includes five retaining walls, up to five feet tall, with a 2:1
slope between the walls. The project will be conditioned by the City to submit the fencing
plan to the RCA for review and approval prior to issuance of a building permit.”

As stated in the DEIR Project Description, Section 3.3.3 Open Space, Landscaping and
Walls/Fencing (page 3.0-16), “A 6-foot-high tubular steel perimeter fence, painted dark metallic
grey, is proposed around the perimeter of the property, Figure 3.0-8, Wall and Fence Exhibit.” Per
Figure 3.0-8 Conceptual Wall and Fence Exhibit of the DEIR shows the proposed fencing and
that it will surround the entirety of the apartment buildings, parking areas and common open space
areas, located on the outer edge of the walking perimeter loop trail and connecting to the two
gate-controlled driveways. Additionally, a series of terraced retaining walls in the southwest corner
of the site will serve as an additional barrier between the apartments and the conservation area.
As outlined in the Joint Project Review, Section c, vi, page 5 of 5 (contained in Appendix C of
DEIR):

“Proposed land uses adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area shall incorporate barriers,
where appropriate, in individual project designs to minimize unauthorized public access,
domestic animal predation, illegal trespass, or dumping into the MSHCP Conservation
Areas. Such barriers may include native landscaping, rocks/boulders, fencing, walls,
signage, and/or other appropriate mechanisms. The project proposes the construction of
6-foot-high tubular steel fence around the outer edge of the project site. In addition, in the
southwest corner of the site, a series of terraced retaining walls is proposed that will
separate the perimeter walkway and fence and the conservation area. The series of
terraced retaining walls includes 5 retaining walls, up to 5 feet tall, with a 2:1 slope between
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the walls. The project will be conditioned to submit the fencing plan to the RCA for review
and approval prior to issuance of the building permit.”

The purpose of the condition to submit the fencing plan to the RCA for review and approval prior
to issuance of the building permit is to ensure final plans include fencing that will provide an
appropriate barrier and minimize domestic animal predation, in accordance with the MSHCP.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and
revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 9.16:

The commenter discusses concern over Threshold D and Threshold F on Section 5.3 Biological
Resources. The commenter states the proposed Project will have a serious environmental impact
on wildlife movement between SCWP and the Box Springs Mountains. The commenter then cites
the MSHCP and states the importance on the Proposed Constrained Linkage 7 and how it would
reduce the likelihood of species extinction as a result of population isolation. Additionally, the
commenter discusses how this Linkage is affected by edge and how an adequate wildlife
undercrossing at least 10-20 feet wide with fencing and vegetation cover will be important to
accommodate bobcat movement and that creation of a 10-20-foot-wide usable tunnel under the
freeway and under Central Avenue does not appear feasible at this time.

The MSHCP defines what a constrained linkage is (Volume |, Section 3, pages 3-2479-3-80):
Constrained Linkage A constricted connection expected to provide for movement of
identified Planning Species between Core Areas, where options for
assembly ol the connection are limited due o existing patterns ol use,

Therefore, by definition a constrained linkage has limited options for assembly of the connection
due to existing patterns of development.

The commenter states the precise location of a viable constrained Linkage 7 is undefined, which
is correct, as that is the intent of the MSHCP, in order to provide flexibility as part of the long-term
MSHCP implementation process, as outlined in the MSHCP Volume |, Section 3, page 3-26
below:
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The Cores and Linkages depicted in Figure 3-2 are based on the Conceptual Reserve Design
developed for analvtical purposes for the MSHCP. Likewise, the quantitative information presented
with each Core or Linkage is based on the Conceptual Reserve Design. As described in Section 3.2,/
of this document, the Conceptual Reserve Design forms the basis for identifying target conservation
acreages and generating quantitative data for the MSHCP biological analyses. The Conceptual
Reserve Design is intended to describe one way in which the MSHCIP Conservation Area could be
configured consistent with MSTICP Criteria: it does notrepresent the only possible reserve that could
be assembled consistent with the MSHCP Criteria. Flexibility is intended to be incorporated in the
Reserve Assembly process to enable new information and data to be incorporated as part of the long-
term MSHCP implementation process.

As outlined in the Habitat Assessment and MSHCP Consistency Analysis report page 35 and
MSHCP Volume I, Section 3, pages 3-79 to 3-80, Proposed Constrained Linkage 7 is described
as:

Proposed Constrained Linkage 7 is comprised of upland Habitat in the vicinity of Central Avenue.
It is the only connection from Sycamore Canyon Park to Box Springs Reserve. This Linkage is
important for species dispersal and would reduce the likelihood of species extinction as a result of
population isolation. Habitat for Planning Species such as cactus wren and Bell's sage sparrow
occurs within this Linkage. This Linkage likely provides for movement of common mammals such
as bobcat. Maintenance of contiguous Habitat with appropriate refugia for resting, such as rockpiles,
brushpiles, windfalls, hollow snags and hollow trees, is important for dispersal of juveniles.

As outlined in the Habitat Assessment and MSHCP Consistency Analysis report pages 35-36:

Exhibit 7. MSHCPF Criteria Area and Targeted Conservation. shows the location of the project site within
Criteria Cell 721 and the targeted conservation area for cell 721. Conservation within this Cell 1s planned
as needed for the assemblage of Proposed Constrained Linkage 7.

The entire project site 1s located within Criteria Cell 721, which 1s an independent Cell that is not affiliated
with any Cell Group. Conservation within Criteria Cell 721 will contribute to the assembly of Proposed
Constrained Linkage 7, with an emphasis on the conservation of coastal sage scrub habitat and niparian
scrub, woodlands and forest. Areas conserved within Criteria Cell 721 will be connected to coastal sage
scrub habitat proposed for conservation to the north 1 Criteria Cell 635 and to the west in Criteria Cell 719
Conservation within Criteria Cell 721 will range from 35 to 45 percent of the Cell. focusing on its
northeastern and central portions.
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Using the mud-range area described for conservation (40%) within Critenia Cell 721, approximately 64 acres
are described for conservation within this approximate 160-acre Criteria Cell. To date. it 1s assumed that
none of these acres have been conserved. There are approximately 96 acres of developable lands within 1n
Crtenia Cell 721 located outside of the northeastern and central portions (35%-43%) of this Crteria Cell
that are not described for conservation. Based on the graphic depiction shown in Exhibit 7, the proposed
project site 1s not located within the targeted conservation area and would not conflict with the conservation
goals for Criteria Cell 721 or the assembly of Proposed Constrained Linkage 7.

The project site 1s located immediately north of the targeted conservation area for Proposed Constramned
Linkage 7 and 1s separated from the targeted conservation area by Central Avenue. The majornty of the
other undeveloped areas, outside of the area target conservation area provide minimal habitat for target
species. Most of the area outside of the target conservation area are developed or have been subject to
existing development and/or anthropogemic disturbances. Further, the willow forest plant community and
associated dramnage on the southwest corner of the project site will not be impacted. and will continue to
provide a wildlife movement cornidor under Ceniral Avenue south and west of the project site. It should be
noted that Proposed Constramned Linkage 7 has been confined by prior freeway expansion and residential
development on Lochmoor Drive, and has been re-routed up and over Central Avenue and across the
southwest commer of the site. The proposed project will provide 0.53 acre of conservation in the southwest
corner of the site for the re-routed Proposed Constrained Linkage 7. as identified in Exhibit § MSHCP
Conservation Area.

Potential mndirect umpacts to Proposed Constrained Linkage 7 (1.e.. noise, lighting. etc.) will be munimized
with implementation of the MSHCP Urbans Wildlands Guidelines descibed m Section 5.3.4 above and
with implementation of the mitigation measures listed in Section 7.4 below.

As stated above, the Proposed Constrained Linkage 7 has been confined by freeway expansion
and residential development on Lochmoor Drive and has been re-routed up and over Central
Avenue and across the southwest corner of the site.

As outlined in the DEIR page 5.3-27,

The Project site is located immediately north of the MSHCP Proposed Constrained Linkage 7,
which connects Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park to the south to the Box Springs Reserve to
the east (east of Interstate 215/5tate Route 60) and is generally constrained by urban
development. Habitat on the Project site is heavily disturbed and there is litfle to no incentive for
bobcats to occur on the upland portion of the Project site, as it is surrounded on three sides by
development (primarily transportation land uses). Box Spring Canyon, located south of the Project
site (south of Central Avenue), and the small portion of willow riparian plant community on
southwest corner of the Project site, have the potential to be used by migrating or dispersing
wildlife, including birds and mammals. (ELMT(a) p. 42)

Per the MSHCP Volume I, Section 3, pages 3-79-3-80:
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As shown in the table below, areas not affected by edge within this Linkage total approximately 65
acres of the total 175 acres of the Linkage. Since this Linkage is affected by edge., it is anticipated
that treatment and management of edge conditions along this Linkage will be necessary to ensure
that it provides Habitat and movement functions for species using the Linkage. Guidelines
Pertaining to Urban/Wildlands Interface for the management of edge factors such as lighting, urban
runoff, toxics, and domestic predators are presented in Section 6.1 of this document. The Linkage
is constrained by existing urban Development and roadways. Adjacent planned community
Development, urbanized areas ofthe Cityof Riverside and proposed widening activity of I-215 may
affect bobcat movement through this Constrained Linkage. Maintenance of an adequate wildlife
undercrossing at least 10-20 feet wide with fencing and vegetative cover will be important to
accommodate bobcat movement.

PROPOSED CONSTRAINED LINKAGE 7

Approximate Dimension Data far Linkage

Major Covered

Approx. Activities

Approx. Approx.  Perimeter) Adjacent Proposed Potentially
Total Approx.  Interior  Area Ratio Ganeral Plan Affecting
(ac.} Edge (ac.| (ae.) (ftlac] Planning Species Land Use Linkage

175 110 65 118 Bell's sage sparrow, cactus wren, and City  (Riverside) and 1215
bobcat

Community Devalopment

As outlined above, the 1-215 widening was a major covered activity project (planned project at the
time the MSHCP was developed and has since been completed) that was expressly identified as
potentially affecting bobcat movement through this Constrained Linkage.

As outlined above, the project site is located immediately north of the targeted conservation area
for Proposed Constrained Linkage 7 and is separated from the targeted conservation area by
Central Avenue. The riparian plant community and associated drainage on the southwest corner
of the project site will not be impacted and will continue to provide a wildlife movement corridor
under Central Avenue south and west of the project site. Alternatively, wildlife not utilizing the
culvert under Central Avenue could cross over Central Avenue roadway and continue along the
drainage and associated vegetation within and beyond the project boundaries. The project will
provide 0.53 acre of conservation in the southwest corner of the site for the re-routed Proposed
Constrained Linkage 7.

Furthermore, the Regional Conservation Authority (RCA) conducted a consistency conclusion, as
identified in the Joint Project Review of the Project (JPR # 08-01-29-01, dated 11/18/2020),
contained in Appendix C of the DEIR, and found “Consistency Conclusion: The project is
consistent with both the Criteria and other Plan requirements.” The JPR was submitted to the US
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)
as well for their review and also determined the project to be consistent with the requirements of
the MSHCP.
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Therefore, the Project will not conflict with the stated goals of the MSHCP, including for the
Proposed Constrained Linkage 7 and as outlined in the MSHCP, Volume 1, Section 6, page 6-3:

“Payment of the mitigation fee and compliance with the requirements of Section 6.0 are
intended to provide full mitigation under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Federal Endangered Species Act, and
California Endangered Species Act for impacts to the species and habitats covered by the
MSHCP pursuant to agreements with the US Fish and Wildlife Service, the California
Department of Fish and Game and/or any other appropriate participating regulatory
agencies as set forth in the Implementing Agreement for the MSHCP.”

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and
revisions to the DEIR are not warranted.

Response 9.17:

The commenter identifies a potential route for Linkage 7 that would be better suited for bobcat:
the proposed Linkage 7 starts on the north side of Central Ave, leaving QROS Park, and passing
across the Project site before following Central Avenue under the I-215 freeway. The commenter
then states that this route is likely to be the one naturally followed by bobcat, since this route
avoids the very narrow, wet culvert under Central Ave and the extraordinarily long and wet one
under the freeway.

As outlined in Response 9.16 above, the RCA is not required to define the route of Proposed
Constrained Linkage 7 and that the Proposed Constrained Linkage 7 has been confined by
freeway expansion and residential development on Lochmoor Drive and has been re-routed up
and over Central Avenue and across the southwest corner of the site. The RCA conducted a
consistency conclusion, as identified in the Joint Project Review of the Project (JPR # 08-01-29-
01, dated 11/18/2020), supporting this finding and the Project’s consistency with the MSHCP, and
further supported by consistency review by the wildlife agencies as well (USFWS & CDFW).

Although the Proposed Constrained Linkage 7 has been re-routed up and over Central Avenue
and across the southwest corner of the site through the Joint Project Review process, that does
not exclude bobcat from using the alternative route identified by the commenter. As identified in
the MSHCP (Volume |, Section 3, pages 3-79-3-80), “maintenance of an adequate wildlife
undercrossing at least 10-20 feet wide with fencing and vegetative cover will be important to
accommodate bobcat movement.” The proposed Project also supports this alternative movement
corridor for bobcat from the QROS Park to the west, along the drainage course and associated
vegetation (could be outside of and adjacent to in upland areas) in the southwest corner of the
site, which is being set aside and preserved (proposed 0.53-acre MSHCP Conservation). The
Project includes a landscaped slope on the north side of Central Avenue along the Project’s
frontage on Central Avenue. Per DEIR Figure 3.0-4: Conceptual Site Plan, of the width of the
landscaped slope between the perimeter fence of the apartment buildings and the sidewalk along
Central Avenue ranges from generally 20-37 feet wide, with 16 feet wide being the narrowest
point behind the bus turnout. This area includes terraced retaining walls ranging from 3-5 feet
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high running in an east-west direction, parallel to Central Avenue and would not block or restrict
the movement of bobcat along this corridor. Therefore, the Project provides a 10-20-foot-wide
area with vegetative cover, consistent with what is identified in the MSHCP and by the commenter,
adjacent to Central Avenue, for wildlife movement including bobcats, across the Project site
before following Central Avenue under the 1-215 freeway.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and
revisions to the DEIR are not required.
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Response 9.18: The commenter states the importance of creating a functioning constrained
Linkage 7 and then discusses the major drawback of SCWP which is its moderate size and the
probability of the park becoming isolated from other natural areas. The commenter then states
the Park’s vulnerability to extinction due to complete isolation and mentions studies have shown
completely isolated population of moderate size can go extinct. The commenter also states
populations within SCWP are at an increased risk of extinction per outcomes established using
mathematical and simulation models (although the commenter does not cite the models used).

The commenter also states, “Data from studies of habitat islands both natural (islands,
mountaintops, etc.) and artificial (national parks) have established that completely isolated
populations of moderate size go extinct, even if most of the time they might seem robust and
consist of several hundred individuals.” However, the commenter failed to provide any references
to studies (in the form of substantial evidence) related to isolated populations in SCWP to support
their claim.

As outlined in Response 9.16 above, the project site is located immediately north of the targeted
conservation area for Proposed Constrained Linkage 7 and is separated from the targeted
conservation area by Central Avenue. The riparian plant community and associated drainage on
the southwest corner of the project site will not be impacted and will continue to provide a wildlife
movement corridor under Central Avenue south and west of the project site. Alternatively, wildlife
not utilizing the culvert under Central Avenue could cross over Central Avenue roadway and
continue along the drainage and associated vegetation within and beyond the project boundaries.
The project will provide 0.53 acre of conservation in the southwest corner of the site for the re-
routed Proposed Constrained Linkage 7.

Furthermore, the Regional Conservation Authority (RCA) conducted a consistency conclusion, as
identified in the Joint Project Review of the Project (JPR # 08-01-29-01, dated 11/18/2020),
contained in Appendix C of the DEIR, and found “Consistency Conclusion: The project is
consistent with both the Criteria and other Plan requirements.” The JPR was submitted to the US
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)
as well for their review and also determined the project to be consistent with the requirements of
the MSHCP.

Therefore, the Project will not conflict with the stated goals of the MSHCP, including for the
Proposed Constrained Linkage 7, and as outlined in the MSHCP, Volume 1, Section 6, page 6-3,
“‘payment of the mitigation fee and compliance with the requirements of Section 6.0 are intended
to provide full mitigation under the California Environmental Quality Act  (CEQA), National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Federal Endangered Species Act, and California Endangered
Species Act for impacts to the species and habitats covered by the MSHCP...” The DEIR indicated
(p. 5.3-28) “Potential Project impacts to wildlife movement will be less than significant with
implementation of mitigation measures MM BIO-2 through MM BIO-15 and MM AES-1.”

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and
revisions to the DEIR are not required.
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Response 9.19:

The commenter states that since the only viable route for constrained Linkage 7 appears to be
from QROS Park along a habitat corridor following the north side of Central Ave to the Freeway
underpass the project should include a 30-foot-wide buffer along Central Ave with native
vegetation similar to another project east to the proposed Project.

Refer to Response 9.17 above, the proposed Project provides a 16 to 37-foot-wide buffer/slope
along the north side of Central Avenue, and thus is consistent with what is identified in the MSHCP
adjacent to Central Avenue (10-20-foot-wide area with vegetative cover), for wildlife movement
including bobcats, across the Project site before following Central Avenue under the 1-215
freeway. The buffer/slope along Central Avenue for the Proposed Project would be in alignment
with that of the project across Sycamore Canyon Boulevard.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and
revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 9.20:

The commenter states the DEIR does not consider the most serious cumulative effect which has
been the progressive isolation of SCWP through development, both commercial (notable
warehouses) and suburban. The commenter then states the only remaining link between SCWP
and any other wildlife area is through constrained Linkage 7 which the project would destroy.

Refer to Response 9.18 above.

Furthermore, as identified in DEIR Section 5.3.7 (pages 5.3-41 to 5.3-42):
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The primary effects of the proposed Project, when considered with the buildout of long-range
plans in the geographic area covered by the MSHCP, would be the cumulative loss of habitat for
sensitive species throughout the MSHCP area. Although the Project site is disturbed it still
provides open space for foraging, refuge, and potentially nesting habitat for birds, including
raptors and passerines.

The MSHCP addresses 146 Covered Species that depend on a broad range of habitats and
geographic areas within Western Riverside County and includes threatened and endangered
species and regionally- or locally- sensitive species that have specific habitat requirements and
conservation and management needs. The MSHCP addresses biological impacts for take of
Covered Species within the MSHCP Area. Impacts to Covered Species and establishment and
implementation of a regional conservation strategy and other measures included in the MSHCP
address federal, state, and local mitigation requirements for these species and their habitats.
Specifically, Section 4.4 of the MSHCP states that:

The MSHCFP was specifically designed fo cover a large geographical area so that it would
protect numerous endangered species and habitats throughout the region. It is the
projected cumulative effect of future development that has reguired the preparation and
implementation of the MSHCP to protect mulfiple habitats and multiple endangered
species.

The MSHCF goes on to state that:
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The LDMF [Local Development Mitigation Fee] is to be charged throughout the Plan Area
to all future development within the western part of the County and the Cities in order to
provide a coordinated conservation area and implementation program that will facilitate
the preservation of biological diversity, as well as maintain the region’s quality of life.

The reason for the imposition of the mitigation fee over the entire region is that the loss of habitat
for endangered species is a regional issue resulting from the cumulative effect of continuing
development throughout all the jurisdictions in Western Riverside County. Finally, Section 5.1 of
the MSHCP states that:

It is anticipated that new development in the Plan Area will fund not only the mitigation of
the impacts associated with its proportionate share of regional development, but also the
impacts associafed with the future development of more than 332,000 residential units
and commercial and industrial development projected to be built in the Plan Area over the
next 25 years.

Compliance with the MSHCP covers biological impacts to 146 species, and this Project complies
with the MSHCP. With implementation of Project design considerations, mitigation measures MM
BIO-1 through MM BIO-15, MM AES-1, and payment of the M3HCP Local Development
Mitigation Fee, the Project is fully consistent with the MSHCP. As the Project complies with the
MSHCP, compliance with the MSHCP provide a mechanism of mitigation for both project specific
and cumulative development mitigation. All development projects within the City of Riverside as
well as the City of Moreno Valley and Riverside County are required to comply with the MSHCF
as these agencies are all permittees under the plan. With implementation of mitigation measures
MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-12 and payment of the MSHCP Local Development Mitigation Fee,
potential cumulative impacts to sensitive biological resources were found to be less than
significant with implementation of mitigation measures MM BI1O-1 through MM BIO-15 and
AES-1.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and
revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 9.21:

The commenter is concerned with the project not mitigating for fire risk by placing the buildings
further backfrom the open space areas (both onsite and QROS Park) along the projects western
edge. Specifically, the commenter is considered with no on-site Zone 2 protection along most of
the western edge of the project.

Response to Threshold C in Section 5.13, Wildlife, in the DEIR, states “The Project site is
bordered by Sycamore Canyon Boulevard to the north and east and Central Avenue to the south.
The Quail Run Open Space borders the west side of the Project site and sits at a lower elevation
at the southwest border and a higher elevation at the northwest border. Generally, though, the
Quail Run Open Space follows an overall downslope as it spans further west from the Project
site.” The following sections address wildfire risks from the proposed Project’'s development
footprint.
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Per the DEIR, p. 5.13-21, “Sycamore Canyon Boulevard is to the north and east of the Project
site as well as the SR-60 and 1-215. A fire starting along the I-215/SR-60 corridor during a strong
Santa Ana wind condition would blow embers directly toward the Project site. However, the
combination of the boulevard and freeways results in over 200 feet of a near vegetation free
landscape. (FPP p., 11) Thus, the risk for the Project site to exacerbate wildfire risks for a wildfire
spreading to the Project site from these roadways or vice versa would be lessened as there is
generally little wildfire fuel on roadways and with the implementation of the AM&M design
considerations described in Section 5.13.3 Project Design Considerations.”

Per the DEIR, p. 5.13-21, “the eastern boundary of the Project site abuts Sycamore Canyon
Boulevard. The presence of Sycamore Canyon Boulevard along the eastern boundary is highly
important as this roadway is approximately 70 feet in width. The presence of this roadway in
addition to required irrigated fire resistant landscape planted along the west side of Sycamore
Canyon Boulevard; the installation of ignition resistant construction in all the buildings, parking
lots, emergency access roadways; and construction requirements provided in the Project’s FPP
would be sufficient to lessen any threat of wildfire and embers coming from the east of the Project,
and thus lessen the risk for the Project to exacerbate wildfire risks from this area of the Project
site. (FPP pp., 11-12)”

Per the DEIR, p., 5.13-21 - 5.13-22, “The southern boundary of the Project abuts Central Avenue,
which borders approximately 101 acres of undeveloped land on the other side of the road from
the Project. Southwest or west winds of up to 30 mph may occur along the southern boundary.
These “rare event’ dry winds pose a threat to the structures near the southern Project boundary,
mostly from embers from a wildland fire occurring to the south in the undeveloped land adjacent
to Central Avenue. However, the wildland fuels would be removed within the Project due to
grading and replaced with structures and Zone 1 landscaping. This removal of wildland fuels, in
addition to implementation of required fuel treatments, installation of ignition resistant
construction, and construction requirements per the Project’'s FPP would reduce the risk of the
Project exacerbating wildfire risks along the Project’s southern boundary. (FPP p., 12-13)”

Per the DEIR, p. 5.13-22, “The western Project boundary is the greatest wildland fire threat to the
Project. A wildland fire burning west of the Project during a “rare event” west or southwest wind
could burn with high intensity towards the Project site. Fuels in the area are light to moderate with
slopes in the adjacent open space area ranging from 25-40%. Most of the proposed buildings are
located uphill from the expected fire behavior, which is a concern as a fire will generally spread
uphill, as described above. However, several parking areas and roadways would separate
buildings 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and portions of buildings 6 and 7 from the wildland fuels, and per the FPP,
carports within the defensible space area(s) would be constructed with non-combustible materials
(FPP pp., 14, 24). As depicted in Figure 5.13-4 Fuel Treatment Site Plan, the portions of buildings
6 and 7 that are along/within closer proximity to the western Project boundary would be buffered
by Irrigated Zone 1 areas as well as portions of Thinning Zone 2 areas. Additionally, as is also
depicted and described in Figure 5.13-4, building 7 and the exposed faces of building 6 would be
wrapped with 2-hour rated walls, equipped with NFPA 13 sprinkler systems, and would have fire
hydrants located within close proximity to each building (see Figure 5.13-4).”
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For the reasons stated above, the proposed Project does not have additional Zone 2 protection
along the western edge of the Project. (see also FPP pp. 3, 4.) However, as stated on p. 5.13-22
of the DEIR, “The Project specific FPP was reviewed and approved by Riverside Fire Department
(RFD) and includes Project construction requirements as described in Section 5.13.3 above, as
well as proposed mitigation measures MM FIRE-1 through MM FIRE-17, that would reduce the
Project’s potential to exacerbate wildfire risks to a less than significant level. The Project will also
incorporate RMC standards related to fire suppression at the Project site such as smoke detectors
meeting the current CBC and CFCs installed in all units and other enclosed common areas such
as hallways, recreation rooms, and utility rooms. Additional fire suppression equipment such as
alarm systems, fire extinguishers and sprinklers will also be incorporated as recommended by the
RFD. Furthermore, Project structures would be required to comply with the CFC with regard to
emergency fire access and use of building materials that would limit the spread of wildfire to the
greatest extent possible. This would reduce potential spread of a wildfire from the Project site to
areas outside the Project site boundary, reducing the Project’s potential to exacerbate wildfire
risks.”

The wildfire mitigation, including the Thinning Zones, will not encroach into or degrade any of the
open space areas on or adjacent to the project. The Project will not encroach with any project
related improvements/impacts to the QROS Park or the onsite 0.53 MSHCP conservation area.
As outlined in the JPR (Appendix C of DEIR), page 4 of 5, “Manufactured slopes associated with
the proposed site development shall not extend into the MSHCP Conservation Area. Fuel
management areas shall not extend into the MSHCP Conservation Area.”

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and
revisions to the DEIR are not required.

2.4 Comment Letters Received After Public Comment
Period

The following letters were received after the CEQA public comment period ended on May 3, 2021.
As outlined in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a), a lead agency is only required to prepare
written responses to comments received during the noticed comment period. Although the City is
not required to prepare written responses to comment letters received after close of the noticed
comment period of the DEIR, which was from March 19, 2021, until May 3, 2021, the City has
prepared written responses, as outlined below.
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Comment Letter 10 — Everett DeLano, DeLano & DeLano

Comment letter 10 commences on the next page.
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DELANO & DELANO

May 26,2021

Planning Commission

City of Riverside

3900 Main Street
Fiverside, California 923132

Re: May 27, 2021 Meeting., Agenda Item No. 3: Crestview Apartments Pro‘iect Plo-
0775 P19-0776. P19-0777. P20-0307. P20-0308. P20-00309. P20-0310 & PI19-
0903

Dear Honorable Members of the Planning Commission:

This letter is submitted on behalf of Friends of Riverside's Hills in connection
with the proposed Crestview Apartments project ("Project”) and related Environmental
Impact Report ("EIR").

I The Project Is Inconsistent with the General Plan and Municipal Code

Al The Project Violates the General Plan

"The propriety of virtually any local decision affecting land use and
development depends upon consistency with the applicable general plan and its
elements " Orange Citizens for Parks and Recreation v. Sup. Cf. (2016) 2 Cal. 51 141,
133 (citation omitted). If a Project "will frustrate the General Plan's goals and policies,
it 15 inconsistent with the County's General Plan unless it also includes definite
affirmative commitments to mitigate the adverse effect or effects " Napa Citizens for
Honest Government v. Napa County Board of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal App.4® 342,
379, "[G]eneral consistencies with plan policies cannot overcome 'specific, mandatory
and fundamental inconsistences' with plan policies." Clover Valley Foundation v. City

101 orRockiin (2011) 197 Cal App.4% 200,239,

iz in violation of Policy LU-4.1, which requires that developments adhere to the
protections for hillside development set forth in Proposition R and Measure C. The Staff
Report features extensive commentary on the constrained topography of the Project site, as
seen in the two proposed vanances on page six of the Staff Feport and the three proposed
grading exceptions on page seven. These proposed exceptions and variances concede that
the Project Site is "significantly restricted due to topography and boundary conditions.”
Staff Feport, Exhibit 8 at 1. The exceptions and variances also viclate the Land Use
Element of the General Plan.
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Cont’d

The first proposed variance 1s to allow installation of retaining walls within the
front vard setback to exceed three feet in height. This is inconsistent with Objective LTU-3
which seeks to preserve prominent ridgelines and hillsides as important community
visual, recreational, and biological assets. Retaining walls that exceed three feet in height
do not preserve this hillside as an important community visual set.

The second proposed variance is to allow installation of improvements within the
15-foot fully landscaped front yard setback, which include trellises, raised planters,
signage, shade structures, retaining walls, perimeter fencing, gates. and parking lot
paving. This proposed variance is incompatible with LU-3.1, which calls for pursuing
methods to preserve hillside open space and natural habitat.

The first grading exception, to allow up to 11.7-foot-high retaining walls, where
the Grading Code allows a maximum height of six feet, is also inconsistent with LTU-3.
Also inconsistent with LTU-3 is the second grading exception, to allow the height of
retaining walls visible from the public to be up to 5 feet where the Grading Code allows a
maximum height of 3 feet.

The third grading exception, to allow slopes with a ratio of 3.9:1 or steeper to be
up to 28 feet in vertical height, 15 inconsistent with LU-4.2, which enforces the hillside
grading provisions of the City's Grading Code to minimize ground disturbance associated
with hillside development.

The wvariance justifications provided by the developer claim that the granting of
the variances are consistent with the goals set forth by the Riverside General Plan Open
natural open spaces. General Plan at OS-5. A six-foot wall does little to protect scenic
views. Changing the form of the slopes and creating a "staircase” of tall walls and slopes
that total up to 30 feet as proposed in the Project does little to complement prominent
landforms or natural open spaces. Each proposed variance or exception violates the
| General Plan.

e

B. The Project Violates the Mumicipal Code

To uphold a variance, the approving agency must provide an "affirmative
showing that the subject property differs substantially and in relevant aspects from other
parcels in the zone." Topanga Assn. for a Scenic Community v. County af Los
Angeles (1974) 11 Cal.3d 506, 522 "[D]ata focusing on the qualities of the property and

10.2 — Project for which the variance is sought, the desirability of the proposed development, the
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attractiveness of its design, the benefits to the community, or the economic difficulties of
developing the property in conformance with the zoning regulations, lack legal
significance and are simply irrelevant to the controlling izsue of whether strict application
of zoning rules would prevent the would-be developer from utilizing his or her property
o the zame extent as other property owners in the same zoning district.” Orinda dssn v

| Board of Supervisors (1986) 182 Cal. App 3d 1145, 1166 (emphasis added).
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RA

California Government Code Section 65906 establishes the authority of the City
to grant variances in cases where the strict application of the Zoning Code deprives such
property of privileges enjoyed by other property in the vicinity and under identical land
uze zones. Riverside Code § 19.720.010. Variances may not be approved for uzes or
activities not otherwise expressly authorized by the Zoning Code. Riverside Code §
19.720.020(B). In this case, the activities of the Project are not expressly authorized by
the Zoning Code, which, if applied properly, zones the Project site in the Residential
Conservation Zone, Therefore, the proposed variances related to the Project cannot be
approved.

The Residential Conservation Zone ("RC Zone™) was codified via the adoption by
the people of Riverside in 1979 of Measure B Measure R provides that the RC Zone as
described in the Riverside Municipal Code is applied to all property with an average
slope of fifteen percent or more. Muonicipal Coded 19.10.030{A)(3). The establishment of
the R.C Zone is consistent with the Riverside General Plan objectives and voter- approved
initiatives to protect prominent ridges, hilltops and hillsides, slopes, arroyos, ravines amd
canyons, and other areas with high visibility or topographic conditions that warrant
sensitive development. fa § 19.100. The RC Fone preserves and enhances the beauty of
the city's landscape, maximizes the retention of the City's natural topographic features,
assures unobtrusive residential use of said topographic features, reduces the scarring
effects of excessive grading, prevents the construction of slopes inadequately protected
from erosion, and conserves the city's natural topographic features. /4. A lot area for RC
Zone land is based on the average natural slope and the date the property waszoned to be
in the RC.

All lots having an average natural slope of fifteen to thirty percent shall be limited
to one single-family dwelling unit per two acres. Municipal Code §19.100. Further, the
only permitted use of an RC Zone for any residential dwellings are "one-family dwellings
of a permanent character placed in a permanent location and of not less than 730 square
feet ground floor area, exclusive of open porches and garage." 7a § 19.100.030(B). The
Project Site has an average natural slope of 25 9 percent. Becanse the Site has an average
natural slope of 25.9 percent, the Municipal Code limits development to one single-
family dwelling unit per two acres.

The Project's proposed grading also violates the Municipal Code. Where grading
is proposed on anv parcel having a natural slope of ten percent or greater, the grading
must be confined to the mimmum grading necessary. The ungraded terrain must be left in
its natural form for the remainder of the site. Riverside Municipal Code § 17.28.020. The
proposed grading exceptions, in proposing slopes with a ratio of 3.9:1 or steeper be up to
28 feet in vertical height, does not confine the grading on the site to the minimum grading
necessary for the Project. Therefore, the Project's proposed grading exceptions violate

\_the Municipal Code.
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Paged of 5

B 0. Failure to Make Adequate Findings

The proposed findings to approve the variances and exceptions are inadequate.
The Munictpal Code requires that a variance muet satisfy the following findings, or it will
be denied:

(1) The strict application of the provisions of the Zoning Code would
result it practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with
the general purpose and intent of the Foning Code;

(2) There are zpecial circumestances or conditionz applicable to the
property involved or to the intended use or development of the property
that do not appl}r generally to other property n the vicinity and uader the
identical zoning classification;

(3) The granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to
the public welfare or injurious to the property or improvements in the
zone or aeighborhood 1n which the property 1z located; and

(4) The granting of the variance will aot be contrary 1o the objectives of
any part of the General Plan

Municipal Code §19.720.040. The Project doez not face any practical difficulties or
unnecessary hardships preventing the applicant from developing the Project site consistent
with the surrounding residential areas, and the Municipal Code. In addition, as noted
above, the Project i3 inconsistent with several objectives of the General Plan

The Municipal Code requires that an exception must satisfy the following
findings, or it will be denied:

(1) The strict application of the provizions of this title would result i practical
difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and
intent of this title;

(2) There are exceptional circumstances or conditions applicable to the property
imvolved or to the intended use or development of the property that do not apply
generally to other property in the same zone or neighborhood; and

{3) The granting of a waiver will not be materially detrimental to the public
welfare or injurious to the property or improvements in the zone or neighborhood
it which the property is located.

Municipal Code §17.32.020. As noted above, the Project is inconsistent with several
objectives of the General Plan and the Municipal Code.

B III. The Project Viclates Measure B and Proposzition C

In 1979, the residents of Riverside passed the voter mitiative Measure B The
California Supreme Court has explained: "The initiative and referendom are not rights
'granted the people, but... power{s] reserved by them... If doubts can reasonably resolved
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A

10.6 —

™ in favor of the use of this rezerve power, courts will preserve it.'" Rossi v. Brown (1999)
9 Cal 4% 688 6935 Measure R was passed to protect and enhance the City's natural
landscape and topographic features. The Project disregards the protection of natural
landscape and topographic features that the City and its people desired when adopting
Measure B 1n 1979 and later affirmed in passing Proposition C. Thus, any path in which
the Project could use this incorrect zoning assighment to its advantage would be invalid in

__ thatit does not comply with the requirements of Measure E and Proposition C.

IV, Failure to Comply with CEQA's Procedural Mandates

The California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") iz premized in part on "a
belief that citizens can make important contributions to environmental protection and ...
notions of democratic decizion-making " Concerned Citizens aof Costa Mesa, Inc. v.
327 Agricultural Assoc. (1986) 42 Cal 3d 929, 936. "Environmental review derives its
vitality from public participation " Ocean View Estates Homeowners Assn v. Monteciio
Water Dist. (2004) 116 Cal. App.4™ 396,400, There were extensive comments submitted on
the Draft EIR. A final EIR has not been prepared, and responses to the many comments
have yet to be provided. It 13 therefore premature for the Planning Commission to
|__consider the EIR and make recommendations.

V. Concluzion

For the foregoing reasons, Friends of Riverside's Hills requests you deny the

RA

Project and EIR. Thank you for your consideration of these concerns.

Everett Delano

ce: Candice Aszadzadeh, Senior Planner
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Letter 10 — DeLano & DeLano
Commenter: Everett DelLano
Date: May 26, 2021

Response 10.1:

The commenter provides a collection of various references to and abbreviated excerpts from the
California Public Resources Code and CEQA case law. However, the commenter makes no
specific comment on how these relate to either the Project’s DEIR or analysis contained therein.

The commenter alleges the Project violates the City’s General Plan Land Use Element,
specifically Policy LU-4.1. The Project site is not, and has never been, located within the RC zone
as discussed in Response 5a.4, and thus the protections for hillside development set forth in
Proposition R and Measure C do not apply to the development of the Project site. However, the
Project is consistent with the intent of Proposition R and Measure C in that it is designed to avoid
destruction of City hills, arroyos, watersheds, and ridgelines. The areas with the greatest extent
of topographic relief and lack of disturbance on the site would not be graded or impacted by the
proposed development but will be preserved and left in place.

The Project also would not impact adjacent RC-zoned areas (the Quail Run Open Space to the
west of the Project, the residential area south of Central Avenue, off of Lochmoor Drive), as well
as property to the north of the Project (across the SR-60/I-215 freeway) in accordance with
Proposition R and Measure C. One of the Project objectives is to incorporate design and
landscaping elements that complement and are responsive to the Canyon Crest community and
edge conditions that buffer the Project’s effect on nearby natural environments, including the City
of Riverside’s Quail Run Open Space (QROS) Park and the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park.
In terms of complementing and responding to the visual character of the site adjacent to the
QROS Park, the Project will not disturb natural features of the Project site that complement the
QROS Park. Specifically, there is a rock outcropping located along the western edge of the
property, which is partially located within the Project property line and largely located in the
adjacent property, the City’s QROS Park. (DEIR, p. 5.1-26.) Within the Project property line this
area will not be graded or disturbed but left in place and preserved. (See DEIR pp. 5.8-13, 5.8-
15.)

The commenter then states that the Project’s proposed variances and grading exceptions violate
the City’s General Plan Land Use Element. Please see Responses 5a.4, 9.6, and 9.7 for
discussions of how the Project would not be in violation of Proposition R and Measure C (as cited
by the commenter), nor would the Project conflict with the Grading Code or with guidelines
regulating hillside/arroyo grading. As is discussed in Responses 5a.4, 9.6, and 9.7, the Project
would not result in the substantial impacts cited by the commenter to natural landforms or natural
open spaces, nor would the Project result in a significant “staircasing” effect as described by the
commenter and previous commenters. As outlined in the DEIR, Section 5.8 Land Use and
Planning, the GP 2025 Land Use and Urban Design Element and Open Space and Conservation
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Element includes the following Objectives and Policies, referenced by the commenter (DEIR, pp.
5.8-6 and 5.3-21):

Objective LU-3: Preserve prominent ridgelines and hillsides as important community visual,
recreational and biological assets.

Policy LU-3.1: Pursue methods to preserve hillside open space and natural habitat.

Policy LU-4.2: Enforce the hillside grading provisions of the City’s Grading Code (Title 17)
to minimize ground disturbance associated with hillside development; respect existing land
contours to maximum feasible extent.

Objective 0S-5: Protect biofic communities and critical habitats for endangered species
throughout the General Plan Area.

Refer to Responses 5a.2 and 5a.3 related visual impacts, to Response 5a.4 related to Proposition
R, Measure C, and the Grading Code, and Response to 5a.5 related to the preservation of on-
site biological habitats/resources/assets. As outlined in the DEIR p. 5.3-9, the Project site is not
located within designated critical habitat.

Therefore, this comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the
DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the
DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for
the record, and revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 10.2:

The commenter provides a collection of various references to and abbreviated excerpts from the
California Public Resources Code and CEQA case law. However, the commenter makes no
specific comment on how these relate to either the Project’s DEIR or analysis contained therein.

The commenter states the Project’s average natural slope and proposed grading exceptions
violate the RMC and cites RMC guidelines regarding Residential Conservation (RC) Zones to
support the comment’s claim. Please see Responses 5a.4, 5a.5, 9.6, and 9.7 for discussions of
how the Project would not conflict with or violate applicable zoning or grading requirements for
the Project site.

As outlined in the Staff Report May 27, 2021, Exhibit 1 — Findings (pp. 15-16),

“Granting of the variance requests will not be contrary to the objectives of the General
Plan.

Variance A and B: The proposed project complies with this finding. The project is
consistent with the following General Plan 2025 Policies, which seeks to:

Policy H-2.2: “Encourage the production and concentration of quality mixed-use and high-
density housing along major corridors and infill sites throughout the City in accordance
with smart growth principles articulated in the General Plan.”

The project proposes to construct a high-density housing project at the intersection of
Sycamore Canyon Boulevard and Central Avenue, and near the SR-60/1-215 corridor. The
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project will comply with the following smart growth principles provided in the General Plan
2025:

a. Foster distinctive, attractive communities with a strong sense of place;
b. Preserve open space, farmland, natural beauty, and critical environmental areas; and
c. Strengthen and direct development toward existing communities.

Policy LU-3: “Preserve prominent ridgelines and hillsides as important community visual,
recreational, and biological assets.”

The project proposes to leave the westerly portion of the project site undisturbed,
preserving the prominent ridgelines and hillsides and the biological assets within the
jurisdictional feature located at the southwest corner of the project site, which consists of
a willow riparian plant community, riparian/riverine habitat, and associated drainage.

LU-7.2: “Design new development adjacent and in close proximity to native wildlife in a
manner which protects and preserves habitat.”

The project is located Criteria Cell 721 of the Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The southwest corner of the project site contains a
jurisdictional feature consisting of a willow riparian plant community, riparian/riverine
habitat, and associated drainage. The project will be conditioned to convey a 0.53-acre
area, including the riparian/riverine area, to the Regional Conservation Authority (RCA),
to ensure long-term conservation. Therefore, the site was designed to be proximate to
native wildlife, in a manner which protects and preserves habitat.

Based on the above findings, staff finds that granting the Variance will not be contrary to
the objectives of the General Plan.

As the commenter correctly notes, in 1979, Riverside voters approved Measure R (or Proposition
R): “Taxpayer’s Initiative to Reduce Costly Urban Sprawl by Preserving Riverside’s Citrus and
Agricultural lands, Its Unique Hills, Arroyos and Victoria Avenue.” The two main features of
Measure R relate to: 1) preservation of agriculture through application of the RA-5 - Residential
Agricultural Zone to specific areas of the City; and 2) protection of hillside areas through
application of the RC - Residential Conservation Zone to areas of the City based on slopes over
15 percent. The two areas of the City which were zoned RA-5 are: 1) the Arlington Heights
Greenbelt, in the south and central portion of the City; and 2) an area commonly known as Rancho
La Sierra lying on a bluff above the Santa Ana River and bordered by Tyler Street on the east and
Arlington Avenue on the west. (Riverside General Plan, OS-13.) The Project site is not located
within either of the two specified areas and thus the first feature of Measure R does not apply.

In 1987, Riverside voters passed Measure C, a bolstering amendment to Proposition R, entitled
“Citizens’ Rights Initiative to Reduce Costly Urban Sprawl, to Reduce Traffic Congestion, to
Minimize Utility Rate Increases and to Facilitate Preservation of Riverside’s Citrus and Agricultural
Lands, its Scenic Hills, Ridgelines, Arroyos and Wildlife Areas”. (Riverside General Plan, OS-14.)
Measure C had a variety of functions, among them: (a) Amending Measure R so as to delete the
authority of the City's council to amend or repeal Measure R; (b) amending Measure R so as to
further promote and encourage agriculture by protecting agricultural lands from premature
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development; and (c) requiring the City to develop a general plan for those areas within the City's
sphere of influence that had not already been encompassed by the City's extant general plan.

Measure C required the City to initiate a planning process leading to the development and
adoption of a plan for the ultimate development of the City’s Sphere of Influence (Measure C,
Section 7.) The plan was to expand the provisions of Measure R to the Sphere of Influence Area,
including Measure R’s application of the RC Zone to all property having an average natural slope
of 15 percent or more, and limiting development to one single family dwelling per two acres for
lots having an average natural slope of 15 to 30 percent. (Measure R, Section 4; Riverside
Municipal Code § 19.100.050(A)(3).)

The Project site was formerly located within the City’s Northern Sphere of Influence (Riverside
General Plan, Figure LU-1). Pursuant to the City’s General Plan, the Project site was not identified
as within an area noted as maijor hills and canyons or an arroyo. (Riverside General Plan, Figure
LU-3.) The zoning for the site, at the time it was annexed into the City, was not challenged and
the statute of limitations for a challenge has since expired. Please refer to FEIR Appendix L which
includes Planning Commission Memorandum for Case Numbers P14-0246 (ANX), P14-1059
(GPA), and P14-0901 (Pre-Zoning), dated May 21, 2015, and City of Riverside City Council
Memorandum for Annexation 118. As stated in both documents, at the time of its annexation from
Riverside County to the City, the proposed Project site held a County General Plan land use
designation of CR — Commercial Retail, and subsequently a City land use designation of C —
Commercial. Further, the County zoning at the time of the site’s annexation was C-P-S — Scenic
Highway Commercial and the subsequent City zoning was CG — Commercial General. Thus, even
though the City’s General Plan designated much of the surrounding property as HR - Hillside
Residential land use designation with a RC - Residential Conservation Zoning designation, the
proposed Project site was not designated by the County or City of Riverside as residential, and
the parcel was not included in the City’s Residential Conservation (RC) Zone as part of the
annexation into the City. The zoning for the site, at the time it was annexed into the City, was not
challenged and the statute of limitations for a challenge has since expired. As the Project site is
not, and has never been zoned RC, there is no conflict between the site’s proposed zoning and
Measure R/ the RC Zone.

Further, although the DEIR indicates “per the City records, the Project site has an average natural
slope (ANS) of 25.9 percent,” that information was from City data that is automatically calculated
based on topographic contours from 1998, and therefore, represents a prior site condition to what
exists today. Also, the Project site conditions existing today would be what existed at the time of
the annexation in 2015, as the disturbance to the site for the realignment of Sycamore Canyon
Boulevard occurred in 2005-2006, prior to the annexation. An updated Average Natural Slope
(ANS) calculation for the Project parcel was prepared in July 2021 by the Civil Engineer in
accordance with the formula in the Riverside Municipal Code (RMC), Title 17 — Grading, Chapter
17.08 Definitions, to determine the Project site’s current ANS, which is 14.8 percent. This
calculation was made using topo of the site flown in October 2018 at 40 scale 1 foot accuracy.
The City Public Works Department reviewed and accepted the calculation as it was found
consistent with Public Works standards and with common engineering practice. Therefore, as the
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Project site does not have an ANS over 15 percent, the RC - Residential Conservation Zone
would not be applicable.

The DEIR is revised to reflect the most accurate ANS calculation of 14.8 percent for the Project
site, as follows on pages 3.0-4, 4.0-1, 5.1-23, 5.1-24 of the DEIR:

Per City recordstheThe Project site has an average natural slope (ANS) of 14.8 25.9 percent.
As outlined in the Staff Report May 27, 2021, Exhibit 1 — Findings (pp. 18-19),

“Granting of the Grading Exception [Grading Exception B to allow slopes with ratio of 3.9:1
or steeper to be up to 28 feet in vertical height where the Grading Code limits these to a
maximum of 20 feet] will allow typical development of the property in accordance with the
Objectives and Policies of the General Plan 2025 and the Grading Code. The conceptual
grading design balances the significant and varied constraints and conditions described
in the findings above. The existing knoll has a vertical slope height of 28 feet. The condition
of the know is unstable and could potentially become public safety hazard. The knoll as
existing, in its natural form, does not comply with the provisions of the Grading Code. The
applicant proposes to stabilize and recontour the existing know, with proposed vertical
slope height of 28 feet.

Granting the Grading Exception will allow the knoll to be stabilized and recontoured
without increasing the overall height or altering the crown. Since the overall vertical height
of the slope will not increase, granting the Grading Exception will not be materially
detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to the property or improvements in the zone
or neighborhood in which the property is located.”

Therefore, this comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the
DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the
DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for
the record, and revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 10.3:

The commenter states that the findings to approve the variances and exceptions are inadequate.
The commenter simply lists the requirements for the findings without making any specific
comment on how or why they are inadequate. Staff Recommended Findings for the Variances
and Grading Exceptions are contained in the May 27, 2021 Planning Commission Staff Report,
pages 12-19 (Exhibit 1 of the Staff Report). Therefore, adequate Findings of fact are contained in
the May 27, 2021 Planning Commission Staff Report. As the Planning Commission is an advisory
body, staff provided recommended findings and detailed findings of fact will be made by the City
Council, as the decision-making body. And as outlined in Response 10.2 above, the Project is not
inconsistent with the objectives and policies in the GP 2025 referenced in the previous comment.

Therefore, this comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the
DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the
DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for
the record, and revisions to the DEIR are not required.
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Response 10.4:

First the commenter erroneously refers to the City’s Proposition R and Measure C as “Measure
R and Proposition C.” The commenter then erroneously states that the Project does not comply
with them. Please see 5a.4 above for a discussion of Project compatibility with Proposition R,
Measure C and the RMC Title 17 Grading Code.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 10.5:

The commenter provides a collection of various references to and abbreviated excerpts from the
California Public Resources Code and CEQA case law. However, the commenter makes no
specific comment on how these relate to either the Project’s DEIR or analysis contained therein.

The commenter indicates that a final EIR has not been prepared and thus it is premature for the
Planning Commission to consider the EIR and make recommendations.

As outlined in the CEQA Guidelines §15089 Preparation of Final EIR,
“(a) The Lead Agency shall prepare a final EIR before approving the project.”

The Planning Commission on May 27, 2021 considered the project but did not approve the project.
In many instances, proposed projects are considered by an advisory body before they are
considered by the decision-making body. For example, many land use approvals must be
recommended to the City Council by a Planning Commission acting as an advisory body. (See
Govt Code § 65354, 65356.) That is exactly what is required here, as the Project is requesting
legislative actions, such as a General Plan Amendment and Rezone. (Riverside Municipal Code,
§ 19.800.040.) In cases such as this, the advisory body is required to review the EIR, but CEQA
expressly permits that the EIR can be reviewed in either draft or final form. (State CEQA
Guidelines, § 15025(c).) The Planning Commission’s review of the EIR and recommendation of
approval is thus proper under CEQA.

As required by CEQA, written detailed responses to each comment letter received during the
noticed comment period, are contained herein, in Section 2 Responses to Comments of this Final
EIR, which will be considered by City Council prior to any certification of the EIR. Therefore, as
the Planning Commission did not certify the EIR or approve the Project, no failures to comply with
CEQA'’s procedural requirements has occurred.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 10.6:
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The commenter provides an opinion and urges the Project and DEIR as proposed to be rejected.
This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.
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Comment Letter 11 — Kevin Akin

Comment letter 11 commences on the next page.
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Andrade, Frances

From: Kevin Akin <kevinakin1950@hotmail.com >

Sent: Wednesday, May 26, 2027 17:37 PM

To: Andrade, Frances

Subject: [External] Comments to Planning Commission re: Crestview Apartments Project. meeting of 27 May
2021

To the members of the Riverside City Planning Commission

i regards to 27 May 2021 Meeting of the Commission, Agenda [tem Mo. 3: Crestview Apartments Project,
P19-0775, P15-0776, P15-0777, P20-0307, P20-0308, P20-0309, P20-0310 & P19-1905.

Iy name is Kevin Akin. | live, and have lived for more than 45 years, at 20212 Harvard Way, Riverside CA
52507, There are no structuras between my house and the proposed apartment complex, the site of which is
clearly wisible across the Box Spring Creek and its arroyo from my yard. IF it is built, it will be clearly visible
from the north-facing windows of my house and will be much the closest set of structures in that direction.

| have followed the process of this project with some interest. | have noted, too, the eagerness with which the
developers have poured money into the campaign -::{:rFFerls of certain city officials. As should be expected from
this developer, a group with a very bad reputation for honesty, much of the material submitted by them and
their allies to city bodies has been largely composed of falsehoods. If this project is approved, | look forward
to the proof of this assertion in court by those who oppose this ghastly, ugly, fantastically offensive project,
hwhich is not merely likely but certain to disrupt the lives and habitat of important wildlife that we in my
11.1<neighborhood enjoy. One of the principles of the development company has, in the past, declared at @ public
maeting that the wildlife does not belong where it now lives, and we might as well get usad to it. | believe
that the developer does not belong in my home town of Riverside, where | was born in 1950, and | hope that
City officials pay sufficient attention to send them packing.

The lot from which they intent to eradicate wildlife is, as they know from previous discussions, home to a
lereat many species that travel between the Box Spring Mountains ar2a and the Sycamore Canyon Park area,
as well as inhabiting the wildlife reserve smmediately adjoining the site. | moyself have repeatedly observed
miountain lions (several times), bobcats (frequently], and many smaller species on the site and the adjoining
land. The developer is yell gware, but chooses to make false statemeants denying, that the wildlife corridor
(mostly used at night) actually goes under the 80215 Freeway along Central Avenue. [The nominal path along
the creek in the tunnel under the freeway is blocked by deep pools of water, is guite constricted, and is in fact
not used at all by the big cats, or by much of anything but bats and frogs.) Coyotes, rabbits and jackrabbits,
snakes, and many other wildlife species can be seen year-round Erassing under the freeway along Central, and
in the roadway.

[This enormous apartment block simply does not belong on this plot of land. The slopes are wrong under the
lawis in Riverside, the damage to the local environment would be too great, and there is simply no public
benefit to putting this apartment complex here instead of somewhere closer in to the center of the City, or at
least away from this vital wildlife corridor.

11.2 +
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My entire neighborhood is outraged by this propesal. | wish circumstances were such that we could fill the
chamber with protesting neighbors, but under current conditions this cannot be done. Please listen to us
reject this proposal. -Kevin Akin 26 May 2021

i1z

Kevin Akin

20212 Harvard Way
Riverside, California 92507
(951) 787-0318
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Letter 11 — Kevin Akin
Commenter: Kevin Akin
Date: May 26, 2021
Response 11.1:

In regard to the aesthetics of the Project, the commenter states the Project “will be clearly visible
from the north-facing windows of my home.” CEQA distinguishes between public and private
views by focusing on whether a project will affect the environment of persons in general, not
whether a project will affect particular persons. Private views, such as from individual homes,
generally are not analyzed under CEQA and potential impacts on such views would not be
considered to be environmentally significant. Please see Responses 5a.2, 5a.3, 9.5, 9.6, and
9.8 above for discussion of impacts to scenic vistas. Furthermore, the Project’s aesthetics and
potential impacts to scenic vistas are analyzed in the DEIR (Section 5.1). Specifically, impacts
on public views from Harvard Way, the street cited by the commenter, were included in the DEIR
(see Figures 5.1-1a and 5.1-1b.) As stated in the DEIR, “There are public views of the Project
site from the residential neighborhood to the south and southeast of the Project site along public
streets including Harvard Way and Westpoint Drive. However, these views are partially blocked
and limited due to the existing topography and vegetation (including trees) as well as residential
development and associated landscaping and other improvements. This is demonstrated in two
views of the Project site from Harvard Way and Westpoint Drive, as show in Figure 5.1-1A and
5.1-1B. Although the views from the residential neighborhoods to the south and southeast of the
Project site include the Project site, the proposed Project would not block or substantially obstruct
the scenic vista of the Downtown Riverside area viewed from the residential neighborhood to the
south and southeast, as it will be set in amongst other hills surrounding the Project site.” (DEIR,
p. 5.1-24.)

The commenter goes on to provide an opinion regarding the Project developer, but does not
provide any information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR. In regard to
the commenter’s statements about impacts to local wildlife, the commenter does not specify any
impacts on endangered or threatened species. Additionally, please refer to Responses 5a.7,
5a.30, 5a.32, 9.11, 9.13, 9.16, 9.17, 9.18, and 9.19 above regarding wildlife movement.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and
revisions to the DEIR are not warranted.

Response 11.2:

The commenter states the Project’s “slopes are wrong under the laws in Riverside.” Please see
Responses 5a.4, 9.6, and 9.7 for discussions of how the Project would not conflict with or violate
applicable zoning or grading requirements for the Project site.

As explained in Responses 5a.4 and 9.6 above, and as stated on DEIR p. 5.1-2, the proposed
Project site shows evidence of extensive past grading, with aerial photography indicating the site
was utilized for construction staging operations and grading in 2005 to 2006 for the realignment
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of Sycamore Canyon Boulevard. This is supported by proposed Project’'s Geotechnical Evaluation
(DEIR Appendix F), which additionally states that review of previous site documentation, including
reports from 1997 and 2007, indicate the site has been extensively graded (DEIR Appendix F, p.
6).

Due to the average natural slope of the project site and the presence of the blue line stream, the
Project is required to comply with the Hillside/Arroyo Grading Ordinance, Section 17.28.020 of
the Riverside Municipal Code. The Project is proposing a Grading Exception as allowed under
Chapter 17.32 of the RMC in order to construct retaining walls greater than 3 feet in height in an
area open to the public view and greater than 6 feet in height in an area not open to the public
view. A Grading Exception is also being requested for slopes to exceed 20 feet in height where
an existing hill in the northern part of the site will be partially recontoured. (DEIR p. 5.6-17) Thus,
the Project will comply with the City’s Hillside Grading Ordinance, with the approval of a Grading
Exception. The EIR thus fully addresses the grading proposed by the Project and compliance with
City regulations put in place to, in part, “preserve prominent landforms within the community”
(RMC § 17.04.010.), consistent with the purpose of Measure R to avoid destruction of City hills,
ridgelines, arroyos, and watersheds.

Additionally, as stated in Response 9.7 above, per Section 17.28.010 — General Requirements,
under RMC Title 17 — Grading Code, “the slope of cut surfaces shall be no steeper than is safe
for the intended use and shall be no steeper than two horizontal to one vertical (2:1)” unless a
steeper slope has been justified by a soils engineering and/or engineering geology report. Thus,
the proposed Project’s 2:1 slopes would be consistent with Title 17 General Requirements for
slope and is not proposing a slope greater, steeper, or more “extreme” than what is specified in
Title 17 for slope.

The commenter goes on to state that the damage to the local environment would be too great
and there is no public benefit to the Project’s location. The EIR includes extensive analysis and
concludes that the Project would not result in any significant environmental impacts that could not
be mitigated to a less than significant level. (DEIR, p. 6.0-3). Thus, the Project would not cause
any significant or “great” damage to the environment. Development of the Project at this location
serves a number of public benefits. Notably, the Project will comply with smart growth principles
by providing high-density housing near the SR-60/1-215 freeway, a major regional transportation
corridor. The Project site is approximately 4 miles drive on surface streets from the Hunter
Park/UCR Metrolink station and about 4 2 miles from the Riverside Metrolink station. Metrolink
is a commuter rail system that provides service to Los Angeles, Orange County, and San Diego
County. (DEIR, p. 6.0-1.)

The Project site is located immediately north of the MSHCP Proposed Constrained Linkage 7,
which connects Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park to the south to the Box Springs Reserve to
the east (east of Interstate 215/State Route 60) and is generally constrained by urban
development. Habitat on the Project site is heavily disturbed and there is little to no incentive for
bobcats to occur on the upland portion of the Project site, as it is surrounded on three sides by
development (primarily transportation land uses). Box Spring Canyon, located south of the Project
site (south of Central Avenue), and the small portion of willow riparian plant community on
southwest corner of the Project site, have the potential to be used by migrating or dispersing
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wildlife, including birds and mammals. The Project will not directly impact, prevent or restrict the
use of Box Spring Canyon or the willow riparian plant community as a corridor by wildlife.
Development of the Project also provides 0.53 acre of conservation in the southwest corner of
the site for the re-routed Proposed Constrained Linkage 7, maintaining existing wildlife corridors.
(DEIR, p. 5.3-27.)_Please also refer to Responses 5a.7,and 9.16 through 9.20 regarding the
Project’s location in relation to wildlife corridors.

Therefore, this comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the
DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the
DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for
the record and revisions to the DEIR are not warranted.

Response 11.3:

This comment provides the commenter’s opinion regarding the Project, but does not affect the
analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does not provide new information or
evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or
content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and revisions to the DEIR are not
required.
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Comment Letter 12 — Mitchell M. Tsai

Comment letter 12 commences on the next page.
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F: (62a) 381-5248 9 135 South El Molino Avetmae

F: (626) 389-5414 Mitchell M. Tsai Suite 104
E: infol@rmitchtszailaw.com Attomer At Law Pasadens, California 91101

VIA U.S. MATT & E-MAITL
May 27, 2021

Candance Assadzadeh Semor Planner
City of Riversade Commumity & Eeononue Development Dept.

Plansung Diwnision

3900 Mam Street, 3% Floor

Riveraide, CA 92522

E: cassadzadeh(@iniversideca gov
Frances Andrade

City of Riverside Planmng Comnmussion
3900 Mamn Street

Riverside, CA 92522

Em fandrade(@nversideca gov

RE: Crestmew Apartments Project
Dear Ms. Assadzadeh and Mr. Andrade,

(" On behalf of the Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters (“Commenter” or
“Carpenter”), my Office i3 submmutting these comments on the City of Riverside’s
“City” or “Lead Agency”) Draft Esmnronmental Impact Report (“DEIR™) (SCH
No. 2020069047) for the Crestmew Apartments Project, a new residential development
proposed for 237 residential urts and supporting uses (“Project”).

The Southwest Carpenters is a labor wmion representing 50,000 vruon carpenters in six

states and has a strong interest i well ordered land use planmng and addressing the
environmental impacts of development projects.

and surroundmg communmities and would be directly affected by the Project’s

environmental impacts.

Commenters expressly reserves the right to supplement these comments at or prior to

heanings on the Project, and at any later heanngs and proceedings related to thus
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(" for Local Control v. Bakergfield (2004) 124 Cal App. 4th 1184, 1199-1203; see Galants
Vineyards v. Monterey Water Dist. (1997) 60 Cal. App. 4th 1109, 1121.

Commenters expressly reserves the night to supplement these comments at or prior to
hearings on the Project, and at any later hearings and proceedings related to thus
Project. Cal. Gov. Code § 65009(b); Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21177(a); Bakersfield Catrzens
Jor Local Control v. Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal. App. 4th 1184, 1199-1203; see Galanse
Vimeyardr v. Monterey Water Dist. (1997) 60 Cal App. 4th 1109, 1121.

submitted priot to certification of the EIR for the Project. Citfzenr for Cleaw Enerpy v City

of Woodland (2014) 225 Cal. App. 4th 173, 191 (finding that any party who has objected

E}nr a < to the Project’s environmental documentation may assert any 1zsue tumely raised by

other parties).

Meoreover, Commenter requests that the Lead Agency provide notice for any and all

notices referring or related to the Project 1ssued under the Califorma Envmironmental

Qualty Act ("CEQA™), Cal Public Resources Code (“"PRC”) § 21000 ¢f seg, and the

California Planming and Zoming Law (“Planning and Zoning Law™), Cal. Gov't

Code §f§ 63000-65010. Cakforma Public Resources Code Sections 210922, and

21167(f) and Government Code Section 63092 requure agencies to mail such notices to

any person who has filed a wntten request for them wath the clerk of the agency’s

\_govermng body.

The City should require the Applicant promde additional community benefits such as
requiring local hire and use of a skilled and tramed workforce to build the Project. The
City should require the use of workers who have graduated from a Joint Labor
Management apprenticeship trasmng program approved by the State of Califorma, or

have at least as many hours of on-theob expenience in the appheable craft which
would be required to graduate from such a state approved apprenticeship tramming
program or who are remstered apprentices :n an apprenticeship training program
approved by the State of Cahforma.

ta
ko
A

Commumty benefits such as local hire and skilled and trained workforce requirements
can alzo be helpful to reduce enmironmental impacts and improve the positive
econotme mmpact of the Project. Local hire promsions requaning that a certain
percentage of workers reside wathun 10 muiles or less of the Project Site can reduce the
|_length of vendor trips, reduce greenhouse gas emussions and providing localized
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[ economic benefits. Local hire provisions requiring that a certain percentage of workers
ressde within 10 trules or less of the Project Site can reduce the length of vendor trips,
reduce greenhouse gas ermissions and providing localized economuc benefits. As
environmental consultants Matt Hagemann and Paul E. Rosenfeld note:

[A] iy local hire requirement that results in a decreased worker trip length
from the default value has the potential to result 1n a reduction of
construction-related GHG emissions, though the sigmificance of the
reduction would vary based on the location and urbamzation level of the

project site.

122 March 8, 2021 SWAPE Letter to Mitchell M. Tsai re Local Hire Requirements and
Coord \ Conzderations for Greenhouse Gasz Modeling.

Skalled and trained workforce requirements promote the development of skilled trades
that vield sustainable economic development. As the Califormia Workforce
Development Board and the UC Berkeley Center for Labor Research and Education
concluded:

. . . labor should be conaidered an investment rather than 2 cost — and

nvestments in growing, dwersifying, and upskilling Califorma’s workforce

can positively affect returns on chmate mutigation efforts. In other words,

well tramed workers are key to delmrenng emmssions reduction: and
\ moving Califorma closer to its clumate targets

The City should also require the Project to be budt to standards exceeding the current
2019 Cahformia Green Buidlding Code to mutipate the Project’s environmental impacts
123 and to advance progress towards the State of Califorma’s environmental poals.

Thus letter 15 intended to supplement Commenter’s May 3, 2021 comment letter

concermung the Project.

*California Workforee Development Board (2020 Putting Califormiz on the High Boad: A
Jobs and Climate Action Plan for 2030 at p. 4, aweilabie af bt [ dakorconter. berkeloy.odn/ wo-
content) wtidsads )/ 202009 Putting- Califormig-on-the-Hrph-Fload paf”
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L THE PLANNING COMMISSION SHOULD CONTINUE THIS
ITEM TO CONSIDER THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT

The City 15 currently recommending that the Planming Commmussion recommend
approval of this Project and certification of the environmental smpact report without
even considenng or reviewing the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Project.

The City’s approach wiolates the Califorma Environmental Quality Act, Cal. Pub. Res.
Code § 21100 ef reg (“CEQA™) and the City’s mumcipal code. CEQA requures that a
lead agency certify a Final Envmironmental Impact Report (“Final EIR”) that includes
responses to any comments submutted to the Diraft Environmental Impact Report
(“Draft EIR”) as well 2: changes, i any, made to the Final EIR from the previous
draft. CEQA Gudelines § 15090.

The Mumcipal Code requires that the Planning Commussion “[t]emiew and approve
environmental documents prepared pursuant to [CEQA] .7 Riverside Municipal
Code § 19.020.030(B)(9). Sinee the City must ultimately certsfy a Final Environmental
Impact Report, and since the Project’s Environmental Impact Report 13 currently in
mere draft form the Planmng Commuszion would be abandoning its duties to review
and approve the Project’s Enwmironmental Impact Report 1f 1t were to pass this Project

|_onto the City Council having only reviewed the a mere draft of the Project’s EIR.
III. CONCLUSION

Commenters request that the City revise and recirculate the Project’s environmental

concerns, feel free to contact my Office.

Sincerely,

w2 7
Mitchell M. Tsai -

Attorneys for Southwest Regional
Couneil of Carpenters
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Letter 12 — Mitchell M. Tsai
Commenter: Mitchell M. Tsai
Date: May 27, 2021
Response 12.1:

The commenter provides a collection of various references to and abbreviated excerpts from the
California Public Resources Code and CEQA case law. However, the commenter makes no
specific comment on how these relate to either the Project’s DEIR or analysis contained therein.
The commenter requests the lead agency provide notice for any and all notices related to the
Project. The City has added the commenter to its CEQA notice transmittal list. This comment
does not relate to the adequacy or content of the DEIR, does not provide new information or
evidence related to the analysis in the DEIR, and does not affect the analysis completed or
conclusions provided in the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and revisions to the Draft
EIR are not required.

Response 12.2:

The commenter states the City should require the Applicant to provide additional community
benefits such as requiring local hire and use of a skilled and trained workforce to build the Project
which can be helpful to reduce the length of vendor trips and reduce greenhouse gas emissions
and associated environmental impacts of the Project.

As outlined in the DEIR, Section 5.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions (p. 5.7-34):

As shown in Table 5.7-5, the Project will result in approximately 2,706.33 MTCOze per year, which
would not exceed the SCAQMDICity’s screening threshold of 3,000 MTCOze per year. Thus,
Project-related emissions would have a less than significant direct or indirect impact on GHG

Please also see Responses 5b.4 through 5b.17 for the discussions that address SWAPE's claims
that the DEIR has not adequately evaluated impacts or adequately mitigated for impacts. As the
outlined in Responses 5b.4 through 5b.17, the DEIR has fully evaluated potential air quality, GHG
emissions, and health risk impacts based upon appropriately applied methodologies and
screening thresholds. Further, it is shown that all potential impacts as they relate to air quality,
GHG emissions, and health risk impacts were correctly found to be less than significant; thus, no
mitigation is required.

As the Project will not result in significant impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions, there is
no obligation pursuant to CEQA to further reduce these potential impacts. This comment does
not relate to the adequacy or content of the DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence
related to the analysis in the DEIR, and does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions
provided in the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and revisions to the DEIR are not
required.

Response 12.3:
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The commenter stated the City should also require the Project to be built to standards exceeding
the current 2019 California Green Building Code to mitigate the Project’s environmental impacts
and to advance progress towards the State of California’s environmental goals.

According to the 2019 California Green Building Standards Code California Code of Regulations,
Title 24, Part 11 under the Preface section on pp iii, “A city, county, or city and county may
establish more restrictive building standards reasonably necessary because of local climatic,
geological or topographical conditions.” The DEIR building standards are consistent with the 2019
CalGreen building code. The analysis contained in the DEIR conclude the Project will not result
in significant and unavoidable impacts. (p. 6.0-3.) As the Project does not result in significant
impacts related to air quality, energy, greenhouse gas emissions, there is no obligation pursuant
to CEQA, to further reduce the Project’s potential impacts and there are no further environmental
impacts that need to be mitigated that are not already addressed as part of the DEIR.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record, and
revisions to the DEIR are not required.

Response 12.4:

The commenter asserts that the City’s approach of Planning Commission considering the Project
and the EIR prepared for the Project to be in violation of CEQA.

As outlined in Response 10.5 above, per the CEQA Guidelines §15089 Preparation of Final EIR,
“(a) The Lead Agency shall prepare a final EIR before approving the project.”

The Planning Commission on May 27, 2021 considered the project but did not approve the project.
In many instances, proposed projects are considered by an advisory body before they are
considered by the decision-making body. For example, many land use approvals must be
recommended to the City Council by a Planning Commission acting as an advisory body. (See
Govt Code § 65354, 65356.) That is exactly what is required here, as the Project is requesting
legislative actions such as a General Plan Amendment and Rezone. (Riverside Municipal Code,
§ 19.800.040.) In cases such as this, the advisory body is required to review the EIR, but CEQA
expressly permits that the EIR can be reviewed in either draft or final form. (State CEQA
Guidelines, § 15025(c).) The Planning Commission’s review of the EIR and recommendation of
approval is thus proper under CEQA.

As required by CEQA, written detailed responses to each comment letter received during the
noticed comment period, are contained herein, in Section 2 Responses to Comments of this Final
EIR, which will be considered by City Council prior to any certification of the EIR. Therefore, as
the Planning Commission did not certify the EIR or approve the Project, no failures to comply with
CEQA'’s procedural requirements has occurred.

This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the DEIR, does
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the DEIR, and does
not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no
changes to the DEIR are required.
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The commenter asserts that for the reasons outlined in the letter (comments 12.1 through 12.4)
the DEIR should be revised and recirculated for additional public comment.

The Final EIR will be publicly available prior to consideration by the City Council. For all the
reasons set forth above in Responses to Comments 12.1 through 12.4, no new information of
substantial importance has been added to the EIR, and no new significant environmental impacts
or substantial increases in existing significance impacts exist. Accordingly, recirculation of the
DEIR is not required. (State CEQA Guidelines 15088.5)

Therefore, this comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the
DEIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the
DEIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the DEIR. This comment is noted for
the record and no changes to the DEIR are required.

2.5

References

The following references were used in the preparation of this section of the FEIR:

Cal/lOSHA Cal/OSHA website https://www.dir.ca.gov/dosh/coronavirus/
California State Water Resources Control Board (Water Boards), 2009-0009-
Water DWQ Construction General Permit, July 2010.
Boards https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/constper
mits.html
CBIA VS.
BAAQMD California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management
California District. December 2015. Available at: https://caselaw.findlaw.com/ca-
Supreme supreme-court/1721100.html
Court case
DOSH California Department of Industrial Relations, Division of Occupational Safety
and Health (DOSH) website https://www.dir.ca.gov/occupational safety.html
MSHCP Dudek & Associates, Inc., Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan, June 2003. https://www.wrc-rca.org/document-library/
OPR California Office of Planning and Research, Technical Advisory on Evaluating
Technical Transportation Impacts in CEQA, December 2018.
Advisory https://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/technical-advisories.html
SCAG RTP Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), 2016-2040 RTP
2016 SCS, Demographics & Growth Forecast Appendix, Table 11 Jurisdictional
Forecast 2040. April 2016. Appendix N.
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SoCal 2020 | Forecast 2040. September 2020. Appendix N.
Urban . .
Urban Crossroads. Construction Health Risk Assessment (HRA) and Output
crossroads | g June 2021. Appendix M
2021 ' - PP '
City of Moreno Valley, World Logistics Center Traffic Impact Assessment
WLC TIA (WLC TIA), available at http://www.moval.org/cdd/documents/about-
projects.html
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3.0 Revisions to the Draft EIR

This section presents other specific changes to the text of the Draft EIR that have been made to
clarify information presented in the Draft EIR or to update information presented in the Draft EIR
based on new regulatory or policy guidance since preparation of the Draft EIR. The changes in
this section are in addition to the changes and revisions to the Draft EIR that have been made in
response to the comments received on the Draft EIR, as presented in Section 2.0, Response to
Comments. However, the revisions presented above in Section 2.0 are also shown below. These
revisions are not considered significant new information that would trigger Draft EIR recirculation
pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. For example, they do not disclose a new or
substantially worsened significant environmental impact, or a new feasible mitigation measure or
alternative not proposed for adoption. Rather, the revisions correct or clarify information
presented.

Where revisions to the main text are called for, the section and page are set forth, followed by the
appropriate revision. Added text is indicated with underlined text. Text deleted from the Draft EIR
is shown in strikethrough. Page numbers correspond to the page numbers of the Draft EIR.
Furthermore, any and all revisions related to mitigation measures have been incorporated into
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP).

3.1 Text Revisions to the Draft EIR
Section 1.0, Executive Summary, pp. 1.0-8 — 1.0-39 changes as follows:

MM AES-1: (2™ bullet)

o Projectlighting-shall-not-exceed-an-intensity-of onefoot-candle Lighting levels shall
comply with Chapter 19.556 of the Riverside Municipal Code.

MM BIO-1: Pursuant to the MBTA and Fish and Game Code, removal of any trees, shrubs, or
any other potential nesting habitat should be conducted outside the avian nesting season. The
nesting season generally extends from February 1 through August 31, beginning as early as
January 1 for raptor species, but can vary slightly from year to year based upon seasonal weather
conditions. If ground disturbance and vegetation removal cannot occur outside of the nesting
season (September 1 through FebruaryJanuary 31, a pre-construction clearance survey for
nesting birds shall be conducted within three (3) days of the start of any ground disturbing
activities to ensure that no nesting birds will be disturbed during construction.

If the biologist finds an active nest on the Project site and determines that the nest may be
impacted, the biologist shall delineate an appropriate buffer zone around the nest. The size of the
buffer shall be determined by the biologist and shall be based on the nesting species, its sensitivity
to disturbance, expected types of disturbance, and location in relation to the construction
activities. These buffers are typically 300 feet from the nests of non-listed species and 500 feet
from the nests of raptors and listed species. Any active nests observed during the survey shall be
mapped on an aerial photograph. Only construction activities (if any) that have been approved by
a Biological Monitor shall take place within the buffer zone until the nest is vacated. The biologist
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shall serve as a Construction Monitor when construction activities take place near active nest
areas to ensure that no inadvertent impacts on these nests occur. Results of the pre-construction
survey and any subsequent monitoring shall be provided to the Property Owner/Developer and
the City. The monitoring report shall summarize the results of the nest monitoring, describe
construction restrictions currently in place, and confirm that construction activities can proceed
within the buffer area without jeopardizing the survival of the young birds.

MM BIO-8: (2" and 5" bullet)

o Pave, periodically water, or apply acceptable non-toxic chemical stabilizer as identified in
the SWPPP to construction access/egress points.

o Cover all stockpiles that would not be utilized within three days with plastic or equivalent
material, to be determined by the on-site construction superintendent, or spray them with
an acceptable non-toxic chemical stabilizer as identified in the SWPPP.

MM BIO-10: (2™ bullet)

o All fiber rolls reles?, straw wattles waddles, and/or hay bales utilized within and adjacent
to the Project site shall be free of non-native plant materials.

Land Use and Planning

Threshold B: Would | Sighificant——without | MM—LAND—USE-1—In | Less than significant
the Project cause a | mitigation order—to—alleviate—an
significant S
environmental impact Less than significant associated—conflictwith
due to a conflict with any GP—policies,——the

land use plan, policy, or Sycamore———Canyon
regulation adopted for Boulevard—and-—Central

the purpose of avoiding Avenue——intersection
or mitigating an traffic—signal—shall—be
environmental effect? modified—to—implement
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MM FIRE-2: Fuel treatment in the Project shall require meeting the minimum City fuel treatments
of 50-feet of Irrigated Zone 1 (described in Section 5.13.3 Project Design Considerations), which
includes all manufactured slopes located within the Project. Irrigated Zone 1 additionally includes
30 feet of fuel treatment on either side of each roadway. Thinning Zone 2 fuel treatment (described
in Section 5.13.3 Project Design Considerations) shall be required between 50 and 100 feet of
any structure. The establishment of the Project fuel treatment Zones 1 and 2 shall be inspected
reviewed and must be approved by the Riverside Fire Department prior to the issuance of building
permits.

Section 3.2.1 Project Description, p. 3.0-4 changes as follows:

PerCityrecords;theThe Project site has an average natural slope (ANS) of 14.8 25:9 percent.
Section 4.2 Project Site Setting, p. 4.0-1 changes as follows:

Per-CityrecerdstheThe Project site has an average natural slope (ANS) of 14.8 259 percent.
Section 5.1 Aesthetics, pp. 5.1-23 and 5.1-24 changes as follows:
Per-CityrecerdstheThe Project site has an average natural slope (ANS) of 14.8 259 percent.
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Section 5.1 Aesthetics, p. 5.1-28 changes as follows:
MM AES-1: (2" bullet)

o Projectlighting-shall-not-exceed-an-intensity-of onefoot-candle Lighting levels shall
comply with Chapter 19.556 of the Riverside Municipal Code.

Section 5.3 Biological Resources, pp. 5.3-37 — 5.3-39 changes as follows:
MM BIO-8: (2" and 5™ bullet)

o Pave, periodically water, or apply acceptable non-toxic chemical stabilizer as identified in
the SWPPP to construction access/egress points.

o Cover all stockpiles that would not be utilized within three days with plastic or equivalent
material, to be determined by the on-site construction superintendent, or spray them with
an acceptable non-toxic chemical stabilizer as identified in the SWPPP.

MM BIO-10: (2™ bullet)

o All fiber rolls reles?, straw wattles waddles, and/or hay bales utilized within and adjacent
to the Project site shall be free of non-native plant materials.

Section 5.6 Geology and Soils, p. 5.16-17 is changes as follows:

The project is proposing a Grading Exception as allowed under Chapter 17.32 of the RMC in
order to construct retaining walls greater than 3 feet in height in an area open to the public view
and greater than 6 feet in an area not open to the public view.

Section 5.8 Land Use, p. 5.8-14 is changed as follows:

As outlined in the Transportation section, Section 5.10.5, based on the City’s deficiency criteria,
the following intersection was found to be deficient:

e Sycamore Canyon Boulevard & Central Avenue (#3) — The addition of Project traffic
increases the pre-project delay by more than 2.0 seconds during the AM peak hour
resulting in a cumulative deficiency.

Intersection improvements are required to alleviate this Project-related deficiency at the
intersection of Sycamore Canyon Boulevard & Central Avenue (#3) in order to achieve
consistency with GP 2025 goals and policies for transportation within the Circulation and
Community Mobility Element. Where the Project will result in LOS deficiencies at intersections or
roadway segments, below the standards set forth in the General Plan Circulation Element, the
Prolect would confllct with General Plan policies addressing the circulation system and-would-be

. Implementation of mitigatioh-measure-MM Condition of Approval (COA)
LAND USE-1 through MM COA LAND USE-3 is required to ensure the Project is consistent with
GP 2025 Circulation and Community Mobility Element goals and policies. Mitigation-measure- MM
COA LAND USE-1 through MM COA LAND USE-3 are detailed in Section 5.8.5 below. Potential
impacts from conflict with GP 2025 Circulation and Community Mobility Element policies is
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reduced-te less than significant with implementation of mitigatien-measure-MM COA LAND
USE-1 through MM COA LAND USE-3.

Section 5.8 Land Use, p. 5.8-26 is changed as follows:

With implementation of mitigation-measure MM COA LAND USE-1 through MM COA LAND
USE-3, the Project will not conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect and potential impacts are less than
significant.

5.8.6 Proposed Mitigation Measures

An EIR is required to describe feasible mitigation measures which could minimize significant
adverse impacts (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4). The following conditions of approval
mitigatioh-measures are based on the improvements needed under Opening Year Cumulative
(2022) and Horizon Year (2040) traffic conditions, mitigatieon-measures MM COA LAND USE-1
through MM COA LAND USE-3, to meet LOS standards set forth in the General Plan Circulation
Element and not conflict with the General Plan. While the Traffic Analysis examined LOS within
the Project vicinity, a deficiency in LOS is no longer considered a significant traffic related impact
pursuant to updated CEQA guidelines. Instead, the assessment of LOS is intended to identify key
access, circulation and operational issues within the Project area, and to confirm consistency with,
and reduce potential impacts associated with conflict with, the City’s land use/General Plan
consistency analysis. Horizon Year (2040( traffic conditions are analyzed in Section 5.10.7. The
improvements needed to address Opening Year Cumulative deficiencies are typically a sub-set
of those improvements recommended under Horizon Year (2040) traffic conditions.

MM COA LAND USE-1: In order to alleviate an LOS deficiency and associated conflict with GP
policies, the Sycamore Canyon Boulevard and Central Avenue intersection traffic signal shall be
modified to implement overlap phasing on the northbound (NB) right turn lane. The Project will
not be conditioned to pay fair share for these improvements as the adjacent Sycamore
Commercial Development will construct them.

MM COA LAND USE-2: In order to alleviate an LOS deficiency and associated conflict with GP
policies, the Sycamore Canyon Boulevard and Central Avenue intersection traffic signal shall be
modified to add a 2" NB right turn lane and to implement overlap phasing on the eastbound (EB)
right turn lane. The Project shall contribute its fair share of 8.6% of the cost to the County of
Riverside.

MM COA LAND USE-3: In order to alleviate an LOS deficiency and associated conflict with GP
policies, Watkins Drive & SR-60/I-215 Westbound (WB) on-ramp shall be improved with
installation of a traffic signal, addition of a 2" NB left turn lane, and addition of a 2" Southbound
(SB) through lane. The Project shall contribute its fair share of 4.2% of the cost to the County of
Riverside and Caltrans.

Section 5.8 Land Use p. 5.10-27 is changed as follows:

While the Traffic Analysis examined LOS within the Project vicinity, a deficiency in LOS is no
longer considered a significant traffic related impact pursuant to updated CEQA guidelines.
Instead, the assessment of LOS is intended to identify key access, circulation and operational
issues within the Project area, and to confirm consistency with, and reduce potential impacts
associated with conflict with, the City’s land use/General Plan consistency analysis. The Project
will contribute to the following intersection that is anticipated to operate at a deficient LOS during
peak hours for Opening Year Cumulative (2022) without the Project:
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e Sycamore Canyon Boulevard & Central Avenue (#3) — LOS E AM peak hour only

With implementation of mitigation—measure MM COA LAND USE-1, the intersection would
operate at acceptable LOS standard as set forth in the General Plan Circulation Element. The
effectiveness of the proposed recommended intersection improvements from MM COA LAND
USE-1 to meet LOS standards is presented in Table 5.10-15 below for Opening Year Cumulative
(2022) traffic conditions.

With the implementation of the intersection recommendations in MM COA LAND USE-1, there
are no Project-related deficiencies anticipated to the study area intersections. MM COA LAND
USE-1 is required to ensure the Project is consistent with GP 2025 Circulation and Community
Mobility Element goals and policies. The Project would not conflict with General Plan policies
addressing the circulation system and potential impacts would be less than significant without
mitigation. Section 5.11 Tribal Cultural Resources, p. 5.11-2 is changed as follows:

Senate Bill 18 Consultation Process

Pursuant to SB 18 consultation, the City sent letters to the nineteen (19) tribes identified by the
NAHC whose ancestral territory includes the area of project site. The Soboba Band of Mission
Indians and the Morongo Band of Mission Indians responded to the City’s SB 18 letter. Of the
two tribes, Qonly the Soboba Band of Mission Indians requested government-to-government
consultation under SB 18. See Table 5.11-1 — SB 18 Response Log, below.

Section 5.11 Tribal Cultural Resources, p. 5.11-3 is changed as follows:

Table 5.11-1 — SB 18 Response Log

Native American Tribe ‘

(Individual Responding) Comment

e In _a letter dated January 30, 2020, the Tribe indicated the

Morongo Band of Mission proposed Project area is located within _the Tribe's aboriginal
Indians territory.

e The Tribe did not request further consultation pursuant to SB 18.

e In a letter dated April 8, 2020, the Tribe indicated its office would
like to initiate government-to-government consultation.

e The City consulted with the Tribe on April 20, 2020

e The Tribe requested a Tribal Cultural Landscape study (TCL) be

Soboba Band of Mission completed for the Project. However, the City determined that it

Indians would not require a TCL study because of the currently disturbed
nature of the site, the history of disturbances to the site from prior
construction activities and grading, and the lack of tribal cultural
resources on site.

e Consultation with the Tribe concluded July 30, 2020.

Section 5.13 Wildfire, p. 5.13-25 is changed as follows:

MM FIRE-2: Fuel treatment in the Project shall require meeting the minimum City fuel treatments
of 50-feet of Irrigated Zone 1 (described in Section 5.13.3 Project Design Considerations), which
includes all manufactured slopes located within the Project. Irrigated Zone 1 additionally includes
30 feet of fuel treatment on either side of each roadway. Thinning Zone 2 fuel treatment (described
in Section 5.13.3 Project Design Considerations) shall be required between 50 and 100 feet of
any structure. The establishment of the Project fuel treatment Zones 1 and 2 shall be inspected
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reviewed and must be approved by the Riverside Fire Department prior to the issuance of building
permits.

Section 6.1 Consistency with Regional Plans, p. 6.0-3 is changed as follows:

Section 5.10 Transportation includes a discussion of whether the Project would conflict with an
applicable program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system. With
implementation of improvements identified in the Traffic Analysis (Appendix 1) to address
deficiencies to study area intersections (MMCOA LU-1), and improvements for pedestrians and
public transit (MM TRANS-1 through MM TRANS-3), the Project would not conflict with applicable
programs, plans, ordinances, or policies addressing the local circulation system. Therefore, the
Project will not conflict with the Connect SoCal — 2020-2045 RTP/SCS.

Section 6.4 Growth-Inducing Impacts, p. 6.0-6 is changed as follows:

Economic Growth: The proposed Project would generate temporary employment opportunities
during construction. Because workers would be expected to come from the existing regional work
force, construction of the proposed Project would not be growth-inducing from a temporary
employment standpoint. The operations (on-site leasing office) and maintenance of the
development (cleaning and landscape maintenance of the on-site amenities) would generate new
employment opportunities. However, the proposed Project would not provide a substantial
number of long-term jobs and workers would be expected to come from the existing regional work
force. The proposed Project would not be expected to induce substantial economic expansion in
the proposed Project vicinity to the extent that direct physical environmental effects would result.

Section 8.0 Alternatives, pp. 8.0-18 to 8.0-21 is changed as follows:

Table 8.0-1 — Comparison of Alternatives Matrix, indicates whether each alternative’s
environmental impact is reduced, increased, or similar compared to that of the proposed Project
for each of the issue areas studied. Based on the alternative’s analysis provided above,
Alternative 1: No Project/Development Alternative, would be the environmentally superior
alternative. The No Project/Development Alternative would either avoid or lessen the severity of
all significant impacts of the proposed project, as nothing would be constructed. However, the No
Project/Development Alternative would not fulfill the objectives of the proposed Project.

When the “No Project/Development” alternative is determined to be environmentally superior,
State CEQA Guidelines also requires identification of the environmentally superior alternative
among the development options. Of the other alternatives evaluated in this EIR, Alternative 2:
Commercial Development, is determined to not be the environmentally superior alternative, as
this Alternative would result in an increase in impacts for more environmental issues (aesthetics,
air quality, energy, greenhouse gas emissions, operational noise, traffic, utilities, wildfire) than it
would reduce impacts (land use/planning, VMT), compared to the proposed Project. hewever; ilt
is also not consistent with the proposed Project’s Objectives and Goals. As outlined above in 8.1.2
the Project applicant previously considered development of the site as commercial and had a
conceptual site plan prepared, refer to Figure 8.0-1 - Alternative 2 Commercial Development
Conceptual Site Plan. The applicant tried to solicit tenants for the commercial development and
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were not able to do so. As there was no demand identified for commercial development at this
site, that type of development was determined to be not economically viable. Therefore, a
commercial development was eliminated as a feasible alternative.

8.4 Comparison of Alternatives

Table 8.0-1 — Comparison of Alternatives Matrix, below, compares the potential environmental
impacts of each alternative to the proposed Project.

Table 8.0-1 — Comparison of Alternatives Matrix

Proposed Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Project No Project/No Commercial Mixed Use

Environmental Issue Development Development Development

Aesthetics LTSM Reduced Increased Increased

Air Quality LTS Reduced Increased Increased

Biological Resources LTSM Reduced Similar Similar

Cultural Resources LTSM Reduced Similar Similar

Energy LTS Reduced Increased Increased

Geology and Soils LTSM Reduced Similar Similar

Greenhouse Gas LTS Reduced Increased Similar

Emissions (GHG)

Land Use and Planning LTSM Reduced Reduced Increased

Noise LTSM Reduced Similar/ Similar/ Increased
Increased

Transportation LTSM Reduced Increased/ Increased /Reduced
Reduced

Tribal Cultural LTSM Reduced Similar Similar

Resources

Utilities LTS Reduced Increased Increased

\Wildfire LTSM Similar Reduced Similar
Increased
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Proposed Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Project

No Project/No Commercial Mixed Use
Environmental Issue Development Development Development

Meets Project Alternative does | Alternative 2 does [Alternative 2 does not

Objectives? not meet any of | not meet all of the |meet all of the Project
the Project Project objectives objectives
objectives

LTS = Less than Significant Impact
LTSM = Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation

SU = Significant and Unavoidable

Project Objectives Alternative 1 Alternative 2 | Alternative 3

No Project/ No A Commercial Mixed Use
Development Development | Development

Achieve the Project Objectives?

Provide a high-quality residential development in No No Yes - Partially
close proximity to the University of California,
Riverside, Downtown Riverside and high-quality
transit corridors.

Increase the type and amount of housing No No Yes - Partially
available consistent with the goals of the City’s
Housing Element.

Provide new residential development to assist the | No No Yes - Partially
City of Riverside in meeting its Regional Housing
Needs Assessment (RHNA) allocation of 18,419
new housing units for the 2021-2029 Housing
Element Cycle and the State’s current housing
crisis

Use land resources more efficiently by providing a | No Yes Yes
well-planned, infill development on a currently
vacant and largely disturbed site.

Implement green building practices and other No Yes Yes
sustainable development methods throughout the
project, consistent with the City’s Climate Action
Plan.

Preserve the existing natural bed and bank of the | Yes Yes Yes
drainage course and associated sensitive
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Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3

No Project/ No = Commercial Mixed Use

Development Development | Development

Achieve the Project Objectives?

vegetation outside of the development footprint to
maintain its hydrologic and biological function for
water flow conveyance and wildlife movement.

Incorporate design and landscaping elements that
complement and are responsive to the Canyon
Crest community and edge conditions that buffer
the project’s effect on the nearby natural
environments, including the City of Riverside’s
Quail Run Open Space Park and the Sycamore
Canyon Wilderness Park.

No Yes Yes

3.2 Appendix Revisions to the Draft EIR

Appendix L — Planning Commission Memo & City Council Memo Annexation 118

Appendix M — Construction Health Risk Assessment (HRA) Output Files
Appendix N — SCAG RTP 2016 & 2020 Connect SoCal Data
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