Final Environmental Impact Report
SCH#2020079023

prepared for

City of Riverside

Community Economic Development Department, Planning Division
3900 Main Street, 3 Floor

Riverside, California 92522

Contact: Veronica Hernandez, Senior Planner

prepared by

Ruth Villalobos & Associates, Inc.
3602 Inland Empire Blvd., Suite C310
Ontario, CA 91764

November 2021



RVA

Final Environmental Impact Report
SCH#2020079023

prepared for

City of Riverside

Community Economic Development Department, Planning Division
3900 Main Street, 3 Floor

Riverside, California 92522

Contact: Veronica Hernandez, Senior Planner

prepared by

Ruth Villalobos & Associates, Inc.
3602 Inland Empire Blvd., Suite C310
Ontario, CA 91764

November 2021



City of Riverside Table of Contents

Sycamore Hills Distribution Center FEIR

L0 INEFOTUCTION Lttt s 1.0-1
1.1 Purpose of the EIR PrOCESS .....oooiiiiiiiieeeeee e 1.0-1
1.2 EIR Certification Process and Consideration of Project Approval ................ 1.0-1
1.3 PUDIIC REVIEW SUMMAIY ...cociiieiiiie e e e e e 1.0-2
2.0 ReSPONSES t0 COMIMENTS ..iiiiii it ee et e e e e e e e e e e e e ra e e e eaannees 2.0-1
2.1 Environmental REVIEW PrOCESS .....coiiiiiiiiiei e 2.0-1
2.2 Organization of Comment Letters and RESPONSES ....cccoeeevvvveviiiiiieeeeeeeiiiinn. 2.0-2
2.3 Comment Letters and RESPONSES .....cvvviiiiiiie e e e e e 2.0-3
2.4 REIEIBNCES .. et e e e e e et e e e 2.0-474
3.0 ReVISIONS 1O thE DEIR ......ui et e e e e et e e e e e e 3.0-1
3.1 Text Revisions to the Draft EIR ..........oooiviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieieeeeeee 3.0-1
3.2 Appendix Revisions to the Draft EIR and New Final EIR Appendix ............... 3.0-9
Appendices

Appendix C — Revised Air Quality Analysis

Appendix D — Revised Burrowing Owl Focused Survey Report

Appendix H — Revised Greenhouse Gas Analysis

Appendix M — Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Determination Letters
Appendix N — Construction Health Risk Assessment

Appendix O — Floor Plans for Buildings A and B

RVA i



City of Riverside Section 1.0

Sycamore Hills Distribution Center 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 Sycamore Hills Distribution Center Project
(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, including 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 June 8, 2021
through July 22, 2021. Notices of Completion and Availability of the DEIR were circulated to the
State Clearinghouse, responsible agencies, trustee agencies, and other interested parties on
June 8, 2021.

General public Notice of Availability of the DEIR was also given by publication in The Press-
Enterprise daily circulation newspaper on June 8, 2021. As required by Public Resources Code
Section 21092.3, a copy of the public notice was posted with the Riverside County Clerk on June
8, 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
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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 Sycamore Hills Distribution Center (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 revises
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.

2.1 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 July 28, 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 August 12, 2020, virtual EIR scoping meeting held by the City are
summarized in Table 2.0-1 of the DEIR. These comments were considered during the preparation
of the DEIR.

The DEIR was made available for public review on June 8, 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: (1) Riverside City Hall, Community & Economic
Development Department, Planning Division, 3900 Main Street, Third Floor, Riverside, CA 92522;
and (2) Riverside Public Library, Orange Terrace Branch, 20010-B Orange Terrace Parkway,
Riverside, CA 92508.

The 45-day CEQA public comment period began on June 8, 2021 and ended on July 22, 2021.
The City of Riverside received eleven (11) comment letters on the DEIR prior to the close of the
public comment period. The City also received four (4) comment letters on the DEIR after 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.
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Table 2.2-1 -

DEIR Comment Letters Received

Responses to Comments

Letter Number and Commenter | Agency/Group/Organization/Individual | Page Number

1. Kim Ellis, Airport Manager Riverside Municipal Airport 2.0-4
County of Riverside Transportation and
2. Daniel Zerda, Student Intern Land Management Agency, Airport Land 2.0-9
Use Commission
3. Transmission Technical Services SoCalGas 20-12
Department
4. Jamle.N.ord, Cultural Resource San Manuel Band of Mission Indians 2.0-15
Technician
5. Mauricio Alvarez, Planning Riverside Transit Agency 2.0-18
Analyst
6. Diane Doesserlch, Team . The Metropolitan Water District of
Manager, Environmental Planning e 2.0-24
. Southern California
Section
7 Board of Directors quden State Environmental Justice 2.0-29
Alliance
8. Adam Salcido Adam Salcido 2.0-73
9. Matt Hagemann and Paul E. SWAPE on behalf of Golden State
: . . 2.0-76
Rosenfeld Environmental Justice Alliance
10. Deborah de Chambeau, Riverside County Flood Control and 2 0-399
Engineering Project Manager Water Conservation District '
11. Leonard Nunney Friends of Riverside’s Hills 2.0-408
Comment Letters Received After Close of the DEIR Comment Review Period
12. Ropert Krieger, Branch Chief Risk California Air Resources Board 2.0-434
Reduction Branch
13. Steven Piepkorn quden State Environmental Justice 2 0-459
Alliance
14. Lenora Mitchell Lenora Mitchell 2.0-467
15. Cindy Roth, President/CEO Riverside Chamber of Commerce 2.0-471

2.3

Comment Letters 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.

RVA
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Comment Letter 1 — Riverside Municipal Airport

Comment letter 1 commences on the next page.
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Letter 1 — Riverside Municipal Airport

Commenter: Kim Ellis
Date: June 8, 2021

Response 1.1:
The commenter states that the Riverside Municipal Airport has no comment.

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

Comment letter 2 commences on the next page.
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Letter 2 — County of Riverside Transportation and Land Management Agency, Airport Land
Use Commission

Commenter: Daniel Zerda
Date: June 8, 2021
Response 2.1:

The commenter indicates the project is in Zone C1 of the March Airport Influence Area (March Air
Reserve Base), that the project does not propose any legislative actions, and since the City’s
General Plan has been found consistent with the March Airport (March Air Reserve Base) Land
Use Compatibility Plan, City Staff may perform the Airport Compatibility review. The commenter’s
understanding and this information is consistent with the information contained in the DEIR,
Sections 5.8 Hazards & Hazardous Materials, and 5.10 Land Use and Planning.

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 3 — SoCalGas Transmission Technical Services Department

Comment letter 3 commences on the next page.
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—

Transmzsian Techrical
Services Department

9400 Cakd e A
Cliduaarth, CAS1311
S93i4

June 8, 2021

Veranica Hernandez
City of Riverside
vhernandez@riversideca gov

Subject: SYCAMORE HILLS DISTRIBUTION CENTER
CCF: 1027-21NC

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

T arcura an roanflirt witkh tha Dicrrihorian’c ninatina cuctam p[EBSE e-maoil them at:

Best Regards,

Safalzaz Tranemiczinn Terhniral Servires
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Letter 3 — SoCalGas

Commenter: Transmission Technical Services Department
Date: June 8, 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 will condition the Applicant to contact the Distribution Department of SoCalGas to ensure
the Project is not in conflict with the Distribution’s pipeline system, 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 — San Manuel Band of Mission Indians

Comment letter 4 commences on the next page.
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Letter 4 — San Manuel Band of Mission Indians

Commenter: Jamie Nord

Date: June 8, 2021

Response 4.1:

The commenter states that because the Project site is located outside of Serrano ancestral

territory, the Tribe will not be requesting consultation with the City on this 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.
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Comment Letter 5 — Riverside Transit Agency

Comment letter 5 commences on the next page.
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Herna nde;, Veronir..a'

From: Mauricio Alvarez <malvarez @riversidetransi coms>

Sent Wednesday, July 14 032 AM

To: Hernandez, Veronita

Subject: RE ZITY Of RIVERSIDE - MOTICE Of AVAILABILITY OF DRAFT EIR - SYCAMORE HILLS

Dl iven e «o NTER

Goo taronica,

When I last received the plans for this praject last year, the recommendation was, il possible, ta provide an ADA
compliant bus stap ah Alessandro, west of Vista Grande Dr. | don‘t know of the recommendation was moved forward at

LB | the time, Looking at the plans again, the recommendstion would <l be the same now, In sddition, there should be an
ADA pathway from the main entrance/street on Alessandro to the warehouse facility to ensure pedestrians have a safe
ared Lo walk.

Thank you for considering this comment.

Pt W o A .
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Letter 5 — Riverside Transit Agency
Commenter: Mauricio Alvarez

Date: July 14, 2021

Response 5.1:

The commenter indicates it is recommended that, if possible, to provide an ADA compliant bus
stop on Alessandro, west of Vista Grande Drive. In addition, there should be an ADA pathway
from the main entrance/street on Alessandro to the warehouse facility to ensure pedestrians have
a safe area to walk. The City Planning Department staff had a discussion with the RTA commenter
subsequent to receiving the comment for further clarification on the recommendations. The RTA
commenter indicated that only an ADA-compliant sidewalk which would accommodate a future
bus stop are being requested of the applicant to provide, not the actual bus stop. RTA will
construct the actual bus stop improvements in the future.

In the DEIR, Section 5.12 Transportation, page 5.12-50, it indicates “The Project is required to
provide sidewalk with the capability for RTA to install an Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
compliant RTA bus stop bench and pole marker in the future along Alessandro Boulevard, near
the Alessandro Boulevard/Vista Grande Drive intersection.”

The sidewalk that will be installed is ADA compliant and the road improvements installed as part
of the project will accommodate bus stop installation in the future by RTA. Therefore, the Project
as designed, accommodates the RTA’s 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 6 — The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California

Comment letter 6 commences on the next page.
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THE METROPOUTAN WATER DISTRICT
OF SCHOTHERN CATIFORNTA

July 15,2021 Via Electronic Mail

Veronica Hemandez, Senior Planner

Citv of Riverside

Community and Economic Development Department
Planning Division

3900 Main Street. 37¢ Floor

Riverside, California 92522

Dear Ms. Hemandez:

—Notice of Availability of a Draft
Environmental Tmpact Repart for the Svcamore Hills Distribution Center Project

The Metropolitan Water District of Southem California (Metropolitan) reviewed the Notice of
Availability of the Draft Entvironmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Sycamore Hills
Distribution Center (Project). The proposed Project would construct two warehouse buildings, a
trailhead parking lot, associated improvements including parking, fire lanes, fencing and walls,
landscaping. and water quality treatment areas, and w ould extend Barton Street to access the
Project in the city of Riverside. This letter contains Metropolitan's comments to the propesed
Project and DEIR as an affected responsible public agency.

Metropolitan previousty provided correspendence on the Project int August 2020 (copy attached)
in response to the Notice of Preparation for the DEIR stating that the Project had the potential to
impact Metropolitan‘s Box Springs Feeder and Perris Vallev Pipeline waterlines, Henry Mills
6.1 — Water Treatment Plant, and associated fee-owned property. "The attached exhibit provides an
updated depiction of these facilities and fee property in relation to the Project. Due to the
Project’s proximity to these facilities and property we provided a copy of Metropolitan's
"Guidelines for Improvements and Censtruction Projects Proposed in the Area of Metropolitan’s
Facilities and Rights-of-Way.”

While we appreciate that ouwr previous comments were noted and addressed in the DEIR, upen
review of the document and the more detailed project depictions provided therein, including
Figure 3.0-9, we determined that the Project would require the use of Metropolitan fee ovwned
property on Barton Street. Specifically, Metropolitan owns the portion of the street extending
westerly of its centerline. Metropolitan acquired the property, assigned MWD Parcel 1610-1-1,
by grant deed recorded as Document No. 87059 on August 29, 1966, and re-tecorded as
Document No. 39077, on October 6, 1966 (see grant deed artaa:hed) As described in the DEIR,
the Project would utilize Barton Street during construction and operation and would pave and
_extend the roadway north of its current terminus to provide access to Parcels 2 and C.
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State of Penueylvania)
) as.
County of Lackiwdrma )

77!& x _. 1968, hefore
. a4 No¥ary Public in and for

] County and Comnonweslth, perscnelly appeared ®. H, Colwvwiils

nnd W, B. Stoddard, persomally known to me to be the parsons
' whose names sre subperibed to the wichin {nstrument as the
Attorneve-in-Fact of amd far Cavoline H, Trmutwein, Emily
Trautwein 3%zoAdard, Archer I. Schwelrer, Margaret Trautwain
Stoddard, Josetie Colville Powel, Dorothy Colvilie Dann, aud

Williem Thomas Colville, Jr., und acknowledged to me that K. H.

e ==

Colwllle wubacribod rthe namgs of Caroline R, T!-nutui.n. Emily
[ ]

4

Trautwein Stnddacd, Archer I. Schweirer, lhq,n'nt' Traubwsin

Tiodderd, Jesnie Colville Powel, Dorothy Colviiie Dann, and

William Thomea Colville, Jr, thereto as prin:l;puls, ol rhelr
msn names ag Attomeyasin-Fact for esch and all orf seld prircipale
and grantors.

HIT!IES%S my hand and officisl seal the dmv and year

in this certificnce firat above writktenm,

AN biin

Notary Public In and for
said County and Comnotweaaith

C 1 b

et o B R emr

a [-] r iR
e m ﬂ Coromiscios Erpuas miw o -1, Lewd
faeal) iy Commissian Bipires .

()
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Letter 6 — The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
Commenter: Diane Doesserich

Date: July 15, 2021

Response 6.1:

The commenter indicates that upon review of the DEIR and the more detailed project depictions
provided therein, they determined that the Project would require the use of Metropolitan fee
owned property on Barton Street, specifically, the portion of the street extending westerly of its
centerline. The use of Metropolitan’s fee-owned property to extend Barton Street will require the
submittal of land use application (attached as part of the comment letter) for the granting of a
public road easement or the issuance of an entry permit. The comment states Metropolitan will
consider the FEIR to evaluate the applicants’ request for a public road easement or entry permit.

The applicant will apply for a public road easement from Metropolitan. As outlined in the DEIR,
Section 5.12 Transportation (DEIR, p. 5.12-50), “The Project would construct Barton Street
between the Project’'s northern boundary and southern boundary at its ultimate full-section
pavement width as a Local Street (66-foot right-of-way). Thus, the roadway improvements to
Barton Street including within Metropolitan’s fee-owned property are a part of the Project and is
considered as part of the Project’s construction impacts. The Project’s potential direct, indirect,
and cumulative impacts, including those from within Metropolitan’s fee-owned property in Barton
Street, are considered throughout the entire DEIR analysis, Section 5.0 Potentially Significant
Environmental Effects to 8.0 Alternatives. Therefore, the potential impacts associated with the
use of Metropolitan’s fee owned property on Barton Street and issuance of a public road easement
by Metropolitan are analyzed and described in this EIR. The DEIR, Section 3.4 Discretionary
Actions and Approvals pp. 3.0-42-3.0-43, is revised as follows:

Metropolitan Water District

¢ |ssuance of Public Road Easement

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.
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Comment Letter 7 — Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance

Comment letter 7 commences on the next page.
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15 proposed on Parcel 2 and will be 203,100 square feet in size, including 10,000 square feet of
office area, 193,100 square feet of warehouse area, 34 dock doors, 238 passenger car parking
spaces and 4> truck parking spaces.

The project site contains an exusting area of approximately 11.6 acres lepally designated as
“Restricted Property”™ which land locks proposed Parcel 1. The Restricted Property area supports
a jurisdictional drainage and associated riparian habitat and was required as a condition of the
Clean Water Act Section 404 permit from the U.5. Army Corps of Engineers for construction of
the Grove Community Church at an off-site localion, approximately one mule southhwest. The
7o —i Restricted Property is intended for preservation in a natural condition. The project proposes to
Cont’d | remove 0.81 acres of the Restricted Property to create a driveway connecting Parcel 1/Building A
to Alessandro Boulevard. 1.44 acres of land elsewhere on the project site will be incorporated
into Parcel A, for a net gain of 0.63 acre of new Restricted Property. Parcel A and B are proposed
to have a total of 12.23 acres of Restricted Property.

Proposed Parcel C totaling 1.18 acres is proposed to be developed with a trailhead parking lot to
serve the Sycamore Canyvon Wildemess Park and subsequently dedicated to the City.
Improvements include a parking lot, sidewalk, shade structure. bike rack dnaking fountain,
fencing, and a Fire Department access gate.

3.0 Project Description

The project site has a General Plan Land Use designation of Business'Office Park (B'OF), a
Zoning designation of Business Manvfacturing Park - Specific Plan Overlay (BMP-SP), and an
Industrial (T) designadon within the Sycamore Canvon Business Park Specific Plan. The B.OP
General Plan designation provides for "light mmdustrial and small warehouse uses (up to 10,000
square feet per site)l.” A conflict exists between the quantity of warehousing allowed by the
site’s General Plan designation and the quantity allowed by the Zoning designation and Specific
7.3 7\ Plan. A General Plan Amendment to the Indusirial Land Use designadon which provides for
larger warehousing: distribution uses is required for the proposed project to proceed. This
information 1s not disclosed or analyzed anywhere throughout the EIR. The Land Use and
Planning section and the Project Description do not provide a description of the B‘OF Land Use
designation. A revised FIR must be prepared which mcludes this information and provides an

Riverside General Plan 2073 - Land Use and Urban Design Element »niversideca gonycedd sites
les pdf : -plan-
vr_raus_wec_aws w.ban Design Flement with®e20maps?e20COMPTETE?]0AUGUST4202019.pdf
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lan Land Use designation.

23 {:cumte, adequate analvsis of the proposed project’s incomsistency with the existing General
cont'd |P

.

The EIR provides a list of the required entitlements and discrelionary actions necessary for the
proposed project to proceed. The EIR states that a Minor Conditional Use Permit is required
pursuant to Riverside Mumicipal Code Section 19.150.020 - Base Zones Permitted Land Uses?
for Business and Mamufacturing Park (BMP) Zone. However, Section 19.150.020 notes that a
7.4 — Conditional Use Permit is required for any warehouse‘distribution facility in the BMP Zone that
exceeds 100,000 square feet (sf). The project proposes 603,100 sf of warehousing distribution
facilities; therefore, a CUP is required instead of a Minor CUP. The EIR is inadequate as an
mformational document and does not provide an accurate list or amalysis of required
discretionary actions (CEQA § 15121).

-I_’uﬂher: the EIR does not describe the mechanism or legal instrument in which the proposed
modifications to the existing 11.6 acre Restricted Property will be completed. The proposed

project cannot proceed without approval of the modifications to the Restricted Property and the
| mechanism for completing this must be included as part of a revised EIR.

75 =

It is also notable that the ETR does not inchude a floor plan for either of the buildings. The basic
components of a Planning Application include a site plan. floor plan, concepual prading plan,
and elevations. Addrtionally, the site plan provided in Figure 3.0-9 and the elevauons of Figures
_J 3.0-14A'B do not provide any detailed information such as parcel size, site coverage, or building

6
height. The EIR has excluded the proposed floor plans and a delailed site plan-elevations from
public review, which does not comply with CEQA’s requirements for adequate informational
documents and meaningful disclosure (CEQA § 13121 and 21003¢b)). An ETR. must be prepared
which includes these informational items.
;.2 Air Quality
"7 9 The ~ 777 wtput sheets do not accurately reflect the project as proposed in the EIR. The

© malysis does not include any surface parking spaces. Surface parking lots are

* Riverside Mumicipal Code Section 19.150.020

e s spavnrns 111970 ARTVBAZOREUSDEPR CHI19.150BAZOPET AUS _18.150.020PEL A
us
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[ defined as individual land uses in the -~~~ “Jser Guide® and must be entered info the
anatvsis. Further, the Air Quality modeling does not analyze the whole of the project. The

T —d "7 nalysis excludes the trailhead parking lot, park, and associated improvetnents on

cont’d | Parcel C which will be dedicated to the City. The EIR must be revised which includes these

rtems o order te

[ The ~ T - sulput sheets have excluded any bauling trips for analysis. The Project
Description states that an “estimated 40,000 cubic vards of excess material will be moved from
Parcel 1 to Parcel X7 in order for the onsile grading to balance. The EIR notes that “this excess
material will be transported via the existing dirt road between the parcels (crossing throngh
Parcel A), which will be utilized temporarily during construction and restored post-construction.”
Figure 3.0-3 depicts the eastern half of Parcel A as existing restricted property. It is not feasible
or appropriate for haul trucks to traverse the existing or proposed restricted property of Parcel A
to transpori soil‘'material between Parcel 1 and 2. It must also be noted that the California
7g _J Department of Fish and Wildlife also expressed similar concerns about construction of an access
road under lands consenved under a restricted covenant in written commetits responding to the
NOP.

Given a standard 10 cubic vard haul truck capaciry. transperting 40,000 cubic vards of soil

matenial would require 400 haul truck trips. The EIR must be revised to include an enforceable

mirigation measure requring all vehicles, including haul trucks. to utilize public roads for all

purposes and prohibit any activitv related to project construction-operation on the existing or

proposed restricted propertv. The revised ETR must also include the required 400 haul truck trips
__ in all applicable sections of environmental analysis.

Section 7.35.010(B)(3) of the Riverside Municipal Code (RMC) prohibis construction achvity
betwzen the hours of 7:00 P.M. and 7:00 AN, Monday through Friday, and between 5:00 PAL
and 8:00 AN on Saturday. All such artivities are also prohibited on Sundays. Thus, the legal
hours of construction in the City of Riverside are 7:00 AN - 7:00 P.M_, Monday - Friday and
8:.00 AM. - 500 P.M. on Saturday. The EIR does not provide a “‘worst-case scenario” analvsis
of construcoon equipment emuitting pollutants for the legal 12 hours per weekday plus 9 hours on
Saturday. It is legal for construction to occur for much longer hours and an additional day (6
davs per week including Saturday) than modeled in the Air Quality Analysis. The Air Quality
modeling must be revised to account for these legally possible longer construction days and
increased number of construction days. If sherter houwrs of construction are proposed by the
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Fprqect_ this must be reflected in the EIR analysis and included as an enferceable mitigation
sp — measure with field verification by an enforcement entity of the lead agency (CEQA § 21081.6
cont’d (b))

e

The EIR does mot include for analvsis relevani environmental juslice issues in reviewing
potential impacts, including cumulatve impacts from the proposed project This is especially
significant as the sumounding community i5 highly burdened by pollution. According to
- T 3.0, CalEPA’s screening tool that ranks each census tract in the state for
pollution and socioeconomic vulnerabdity, the proposed project's census tract (6063042217
ranks worse than 36% of the rest of the state overall The sumounding community, including
sensitive receptors such as the single family residences to the south, bears the impact of multiple
sources of pollution and is more polluted than average on every polluticn indicator measured by
- For example, the project census tract ranks in the 98th percentile for ozone
110 = burden and the 84th percenrile for PM 2.5 burden. which is tvpically attributed to heavy truck
activity in the area.

Further, the project’s census tract i3 a diverse community including 22% Hispanic and §%
Affican-American residents, which are especiallv vulnerable to the impacts of pollution.
Additionally, the sumounding community has a higher proportion of babies borm with low birth
weights than 39% of the state, which makes those children more vulnerable to asthma and other
health issues. The community ranks in the $7th percentile for asthma and 38th percentile for
incidence of cardiovascular disease, which are exacerbated by Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas

impacts.

—_:E.‘(h.lbit 4-1. Project {Passenger Car) Trip Distribution of Appendix L (Traffic and VMT
Analysis) depicts 20% of passenger cars exiting the project site traveling westbound on
Alessandro Bivd. The HRA's Exhibit 4-B: Receptor Locations only models project traffic
traveling eastbound on Alessandro Blvd. Excluding the westbound Alessandro Blvd. traffic from
modeling skews impacts downwards and does not equitably analvze all sensitive receptors, such
as the residents along westbound Alessandro Blvd. The EIR must be revised with an HRA that
models the 20% of project tnips travelng westbound on Alessandro Blvd. e ’

LT

ERY

—

The HRA is misleading to the public and decision makers as the text appears to analvze each
residential receptor for their respective 9- and 30- vear exposure timeline. However. Appendix
2.2 Risk Calculations within Appendix C notes that modeling for all residential receptor ape bins,
workers, and schoolchuld were averaged over a 70 vear time period. OFHHA'’s 2015 Guidance
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#—I\-Iznual for Preparaticn of Health Risk Assessments? state that, “together, the 9-, 30-, and 70-vear
cancer risk calculations provide a vseful presentation of cancer risk and the relationship to
duranion of residency and, thus, exposure to a facility’s emussions.” The EIR must be revised to
include modeling scenarios for the 9-, 30-, and 70-vear cancer nisk calculations in order to
provide a useful presentation of cancer risk in accordance with the guidelines utilized for
modeling. Additionally, the 16-70 age bin for sensitive receptors must be modeled as well.

o

(5.3 Biological Resources

T12—

cont’d

According to the Bumowing Owl Focused Survey Report within Appendix D - Biological
Resources, the focused surveys were conducted on April 24, May 7, May 21, and Tune 3, 2020.
The report notes that “the majority of the site is densely vegetated following high levels of late
spring precipitation resulbng in munimal open areas and hmited line-of-sight opportunities.”™
However, the report does not indicate whether rain had occurred within five days of each survey.
The Burrowing Owl Survev Instructions for the Western Riverside County hultiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan Area’ state that “absence of burrowing owl sipn cannot be used to
confirm absence of the species if the focused burrew survey is conducted within 5 days of rain ™
The EIR must be revised to indicate whether rain was present within 5 days of each survey.

[~ Further, the report notes thal “several small mammal burows that have the potential to provide
suitable bumowing owl nesting habitat (>4 inches i diameter) were observed scattered
throughout the project site during the surveys.” The Bumowing Owl Survey Instouctions require
that the “location of all suitable burrowing owl habitat, potential owl burrows, burrowing owl
sign, and amv owls observed should be recorded and mapped, including GPS coordinates.” The
EIR does not include maps or photographs of this data and musi be revised to wnclude thus
informaticn 1n order to provide an accurate and adequate analysis in compliance with the
Burrowing Owi Survey Instuctions,

——

713

T14 —=

(55 Energy

713 9 The State of California lists two approved compliance modeling  ~ " for non-residential

buildings: CBECC-Com an¢ T 7 7777 " snot listed as an approved software. The

'OEHHA 20135 Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessmenis https: -oehha ca.gov:
media'dovnload 013 ouidancemanual

* 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards Appeoved Computer Compliance Programs, California
Energy Comrmission hitps: www.energy.cd. gov: programs-and-topics programs bwlding-energy-
efficiency-standards 2019-buildinc.energv-efficiency-2
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modeling provided in the EIR does not comply with the 2019 Building Energvy Efficiency
Standards and under reports the project’s potentially sipnificant GHG and Energy impacts to the
public and decision makers. Since the EIR did not accurately or adequately model the Enerpy
impacts in compliance with Title 24, a finding of significance must be made_ A revised EIR with
maodeling in one of the two approved software types must be circulated for public review in order
to adequately analyze the project’s potentially significant environmental impacts. This {5 vital as

715 ™
cont’d

the EIR utilizes the = ™ 7 ° “efaults for construction equupment operational sources, which 1s
clearly not one of the approver

—

5.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

There are discrepancies within the =~~~ ° Dutput Sheets regarding CO2 emmussions. The
passenger car summer analysis determined there will be 9,581 MTCO2e during construction and
8.074 MTCO2e during project cperations; the winter passenger car analysis determined there
will be 9,256 MTCO2e during construction and 7,582 MTCO2e during project operations. The
heavy trucks summer analysis determined there will be 9,581 AMTCO?e during construction and
26,653 MTCO2e during project operations; the winter heavy trucks amalysis determined there
will be 9,256 MTCOZe during construction and 26,314 MTCO2e during praject operations.

716 — However, the anmual passenger car analysis reduces these emissions to 638 MTCO2e during
construction and 3,047 MTCO2e during project operations. The heaty trucks annual analysis
reduces these emissions to 6§38 MTCO2e during construction and 6,162 MTCO2z during project
operations. The ammual amalysis has reduced the heavy oucks seasonal scemarios by
approXimately 73% to achieve the annual operational MTCO2e. There is no explanation for the
reductions given or the manner in which the reductions were achieved. These reductions serve to
skew emissions downwards, specifically below the SCAQMD 10,000 MTCO2e significance
threshold for industrial projects. Additionally. modeling errors such as those noted in the Energy,
Agr Quality. and Transportation discussions mmst be corrected in order to adequatelv analyze the
project’s GIHG emissions. The EIR. must be revised to present this for analysis and include a
finding of significance.

—

5.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
7Y The proposed project site is within March Air Reserve Base (MARB)Inland Port Adrport

Compatibility Zone C1. The EIR states that “the FAA staff has reviewed project information
under the provisions of Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77 for Buildings A and
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B and issued determinations of No Hazard to Air Navigation based on the following building
heights: Building A, with 1596 feet site elevation (SE), 45 feet above ground level (AGL) and
1641 feet above mean sea level (AMSL); and Building B, with 1609 feet SE, 43 feet AGL, and
1654 AMSL. Thus, potential impacts would be less than significant ™ However, the EIR does not
mclude the FAA determination reports as part of the EIR. CEQA § 13150 (f) states that
incorporation by reference is most appropriate for including long, descriptive, or technical
matenals that provide general background but do not contnibute directly to the anmalysis of the
problem at hand. The FAA determunation reports contribute directly to the analysis of the
problem at hand. Not including the FAA determination reports as an attachment for public
review is in violation of CEQA § 15130 (f). The EIR. must be revised and recirculated for public
review incloding the FAA determination reports. This 15 especially vital as the building
elevations provided in Fipures 3.0-14A and B do not include pertinent information such as the
overall height of each building which would assist the public and decision makers in determining
compliance with these requiremenis.

17—

cont’d

[ 5.10 Land Use and Planning

Appendix B and the EIR list relevant Policies for consistency analysis from the = “lverside
General Plan However, neither analysis includes Policies AQ-1.1 and AQ-1.2 related to
Environmental Justice:

Policy AQ-1_1: Ensure that all land use decisions, including enforcement actions, are made in an
equitable fashion to protect residents, regardless of age, culture, ethmicity, gender. race,
7.18 —q socioeccnemic status or geographic location, fom the health effects of air pollution.

Policy AQ-1.2; Consider potential environmental justice issues in reviewing impacts (including
cumulative impacts for each project proposed).

The EIR. must be revised to include analysiz of environmental justice issues in reviewing

poteatial impacts. including cumvlanve impacts from the proposed project. This is especially

sipnificant as the surrounding community is highly burdened by pollution, as noted in the Air
Quality discussion above.

Further, the Transportation analysis concludes the project will resukt in an LOS deficiency at
719 —4 Svecamore Camyeon Boulevard and Alessandro Boulevard, which the EIR has not considered as a
Land Use and Planning wopact in conflict with the City’s General Plan or other guidelines. The
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EIR must be revised to tnclude an anatysis of the project’s impact in relation to the following
General Plan policies:

Policy CCM-2.3: Maintain LOS D or better on Arterial Streets wherever possible. At key
locations, such as City Arterials that are used by regional freeway bypass traffic and at heavily
719 — traveled freeway interchanges, allow LOS E at peak hours as the acceptable standard on a case-
cont'd by-case basis.

Policy CCM-2.4: Minimize the occurrence of streets operating at LOS F by tuilding out the
planned street network and by integrating land use and transportation in accordance with the
General Plan principles.

rThe project site has a General Plan Land Use designation of Business ' Office Park (B'OP), a
Zoning designation of Business Manufacturing Park - Specific Plan Overlay (BMP-SP), and an
Indusmial {T) designation within the Sycamore Canyon Busimess Park Specific Plan. The B:OP
General Plan designation provides for "light industrial and small warehouse uses (up to 10,000
square feet per site)”.” A conflict exists between the quantty of warehousing allowed by the
site’s General Plan designation and the quantity allowed by the Zoning designation and Specific
Plan. A General Plan Amendment to the Indusmial Land Use designation which provides for
larper warehousing distribution uses is required for the proposed project to proceed. This
information 15 not disclosed or analyzed amywhere throughowt the EIR. The Land Use and
Planning section does not provide a description of the B-OP Land Use desipnation. A revised
EIR must be prepared which includes this information and provides an accurate, adequate
analvsis of the proposed project’s inconsistency with the existing General Plan Land Use
designation.

——

.
b2
=3

A

The EIR provides a list of the required entitlements and discretionary actions necessary for the
proposed project to proceed. The EIR states that a Minor Conditional Use Permit is required
pursuant to Riverside Municipal Cede Section 19.150.020 - Base Zones Permitted Land Uses?
for Business and Manufacturing Park (BMP) Zone. However, Section 19.150.020 notes that a

=
(¥
—

Riverside General Plan 2023 - Land Use and Urban Design Element »'mversideca gov cedd sites!

les pdf planmno: seneral-plan
v s vor wes o.ban Desion Flement with®e20maps%sd(COMPT ETE%20AUGUST202019 pdf
* Riverside Municipal Code Section 19.150.020 oA i ~municode. com 'ca riverside/codes'

posan 1 ooy 2 IT1970 ARTVBAZOREUSDEPR CH19.130BAZOPET AUS 19.130.020PEL A
us
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#Conditiona] Use Permit is required for any warchouse/distribution facility in the BMP Zone that
exceeds 100,000 square feet (sf). The project proposes 603,100 sf of warehousing distribution

7.21 — facilities; therefore, a CUP is required instead of a Minor CUP. The EIR iz inadequate as an

cont'd | jnformanonal document and does not provide an accurate list or analysis of required
discretionary actions (CEQA § 15121).

Additonally, the EIR has not provided any consistency analvsis with the goals SCAG’s 2020-

2045 Connect SoCal RTP:SCS?. Due to errors in modeling, such as excluding haul truck trips

and other issues as noted in the Air Quality:Greenhouse Gas'Energy discussions above and the

project’s significant and unavoidable VMT impacts, the proposed project ha T otemtial

for inconsistency with Goal 5 to reduce greenhouse pas emissions and improve air quality, Goal
7.22 — 6 to support healthy and equitable communities, and Goal 7 to adapt to a changing climate. Also
as noted m the GHG discussion, the summer winter GHG analyses exceed the GHG emissions
thresholds, resulling in a significant impact The EIR must be revised to include accurate Air
Qualitv'HRA, Energy, and GHG modeling and discussion of sipnificant and unavoidable
Transportation VMT impacts in order to accurately analvze potential consistency or
inconsistency with SCAG's 2020-2045 RTP:SCS document.

S

[ 5.12 Transpartation

The study area for the EIR is arbitrary and capricious in that it does not include for analvsis all
potenually significant impacts on the transportation facilities providing access to the site. The
EIR only analvzes eight intersections, two of which are proposed future driveways for the site.
The EIR. must be revised and circulated for public review to include anabvsis of the following
transportation facilities providing direct access to the project site:

Intersections

Alessandro Blvd. at Mission Grove Pkwy.
Alessandro Blvd. at Canvon Crest Dr.
Alessandro Blvd. at Clucago Ave. Arlington Ave.
Alessandro Blvd . Central Ave at Victoria Ave.

-
[
[F¥)

Freawm Merge Dherge
I-213 at SR-50
I-215 at SR-91

-

» SCAG 2020-2045 Connect SoCal RTP,5CS5 ki
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217 T 10
I-215 at SR-210
I-215 atI-15

Freeway On'Off Ramps

SR-91 at Central Ave.

SR-91 at Arlington Ave.

I-215 at Cactus Ave.

I-215 at Eucalyptus Ave. Eastridge Ave.
723 =
cont’d This 15 especially vital for analysis since Exhibit 4-1 Project (Passenger Car) Trip Distribution
within Appendix L - Traffic and VMT Analysis depicts 20% of passenger car trips beading
westbound on Alessandro Blvd. towards Mission Grove Pkwy and 3% of passenger car trips
heading southbound en Sycamore Canven Blvd.Meridian Ploay. Additionally, the I-213
provides direct access to the project site from the Southem Califormia Logistics Airport. The
project objectives also include developing and operating warehouse buildings that "are in close
proximity to March Inland Port, State Route 60-Interstate 215, and Interstate 10 to support the
distribution of goods throughout the region.”™ A revised EIR must be prepared that includes

analysis of all transportation facilities providing direct access to the project site.

[ The EIR chooses to mode! the project as a high-cube transload short-term warehouse because the
ITE defines this tvpe of warehouse as the lowest trip generation per 1,000 sf of all industrial land
uses {0.10 trips per 1,000 sf)0. The ITE 2020 10th Edinon Manual Supplement also reduced the
total percentage of truck trips for high-cube transload short-term warehouses to 16% of all trips
generated by the projectll. Modeling the proposed project as high-cube transload short-term
warehouse serves to skew analysis downward and present vnduly low emissions estimates and
VMT. The Project Description inchudes operational and characteristic information about the
project that indicate it 15 likely to be used as a fulfillment center based on SCAQMD's Hiph-
Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysisi=. The proposed project encompasses mofe

T.24 =9

charactensbcs of a fulfillment center warehouse ype which generates higher emissions and
"' Institute of Tranzportation Engineers Common Trip Generation Rates (Ph Peal: Hour) hitps::.
www. routdalecregon gov sites defanlt' fles fileaHachments public works page 966
ite_land use list 10th edition pdf
' ITE 1{ih Editian Mammal Supplement hitps: www nxtbook comypsreprints TTE. TTE March 2020,
' 4

1+ SCAQMD High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generahon Anatysis https: www ite org'pub?
id=a3eb6790% 2 De3al? 02 Db 822 D7 9%2D 196 Thecdd498
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\MT, such as high levels of on-site autornation and logistics manapement, handling products
prior to their distribunon to retail locations or other warehouses, and interior ceiling heights of 40
feet in order to accommodate mezzanines. The EIR must be revised to medel the project
accurately as [TE Land Use 135 High-cube Fulfillment Center Warchouse in accordance with
planned operations as detailed in the Project Description in order for the FIR to be a reliable

?'24 —

cont’d

Informational document.

—

[ The EIR concludes that the LOS deficiency at Sycamore Canyon Boulevard and Alessandro
Boulevard is unavoidable but not sipmficant as a waffic impact However, it has not been
considered as a Land Use and Planning impact in conflict with the City’s General Plan or other
guidelines. The EIR must be revised to include an analvsis of the project’s impact in relation to
the following General Plan policies:

Policy CCM-2.3: Maintain LOS D or better on Arterial Streets wherever possible. At key
locations, such as City Arterials that are used by regional freeway bypass traffic and at heavily
traveled freeway interchanges, allow LOS E at peak hours as the acceptable siandard on a case-
by-case basis.

Policy CCM-2.4: Mininuze the occurrence of streets operating at LOS F by building out the
planned street network and by integrating land use and transportation in accordance with the
General Plan principles.

6.0 Other CEQA Topics

8.2 Consistency with Regional Plans

The EIR concludes that the project is consistent with the General Plan Land use designation of
Business Office Park (B:OP). However, as noted above, there is no discussion or analysis
726 — regarding the B:OP desipnation The B/OP General Plan designation provides for "light
industrial and small warehouse uses (up to 10.000 square feet per site)l?.” A conflict exists
between the quantity of warehousing allowed by the site’s General Plan designation and the
quantity allowed by the Zoning designation and Specific Plan. A General Plan Amendment to
the Industrial Land Use designation which provides for larger warehousing/distribution uses is
required for the proposed project to proceed. This information is not disclosed or analyzed

1" Raverside General Plan 2023 - Land Use and Urban Design Eletnent v miversideca gov cedd sites:
les pdfiplanning; seneral-plan
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~FCitj,'. Additionalty, the revised EIR. must also provide demographic and geographic information
795 — o the location of qualified werkers to fill these positions in order to provide an accurate
cont’d | environmental analysis.

—

7.0 Environmental Effects Found Not Significant

T L1 Agriculture and Forestry Resources

The California Important Farmland Finder identifies the site as Farmland of Local Importance.

The EIR excludes this infonmation for analysis. A revised EIR must be prepared which discloses
and anatyzes this information.

~)
b
')
I\

7. 17 Population end Housing

The EIR utilizes uncertain and misleading language which does not provide any meaningful
analvsis of the project’s construction employment peneration. For example, the EIR concludes
that, “given the availability of labor in the Riverside County and San Bernardino County repion,
and the southern California region as a whole, it is reasonable to assume that the construction of
the Project will be completed by existing companies already doing business in the area with
employees already residing in the area. Thus, construction-related growth inducement would not
result from implementation of the Project.” In order to comply with CEQA’s requirements for
meaningful disclosure, the EIRK must provide an acourate estimate of construction emplovees
generated b the proposed project. It must also provide demographic and geopraphic information
on the location of qualified workers to fill these positions. Additionally, an estimate of the
number of workers relocating to the City as a result of the project should be provided utilizing
existing housing vacancy rates in the City. Relving on the entire labor force of the SCAG region
to fll the project’'s construction jobs will increase VMT and emissions during all phases of
construchion and each portion of the FIR must be revised to account for longer construction
worker trip distances.

[ The EIR provides a calculanon of the employees generated by the proposed project based on the
County of Riverside’s General Plan Appendix E-2: Socioeconomic Build-Out Assumptions and
Methodology which includes a square foot per emplovee factor of 1,030 square feet per
731 — emplovee for Light Industrial land uses. Based on this factor, the EIR calculates the project will
generate 385 emplovees. However, the EIR excludes the proposed office areas from the
employment calculation. The project descriprion states that each of the proposed buildings will
mclude 10.000 sf of office space for a project total of 20,000 sf of office. The County’s

—
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Pace 17 cf 13
Appendix E-2 includes a square foot per emplovee factor of 300 square feet per emplovee for
Office land uses.

Applving these ratios results in the following calculation:
Oiffice: 20,000 sf - 300 =21

Warehouse: 583,100 sf, 1,030=3567

Total: 634 emplovees

It must also be noted that utilizing the County of Riverside’s General Plan as the methodology
for employment calculation is not an appropriate scurce. The Introduction section of County’s
General Plan)¢ states that “The General Plan covers the enlire unincorporated poruon of the
County of Riverside.” It is not intended to be applied to the incorporated crties within the
County.

SCAG's Employment Density Studyl” provides a technical analvsis and average of county-wide
parcels within the SCAG region for ten land use categories. The SCAG study is an appropriate
13q  _Jsource for emplovment calculation as it is meant to be applied as county-wide average, unlike the
cont’d | Baverside County General Plan which is applicable only to the unincorporated areas of the
county. The SCAG studv mcludes the following applicable employment generation rates for

Riverside County:

Warehouse: | emplovee per 581 square feet
Office: 1 employee per 481 square feet

Applying these ratios results in the following calculation:
Warehouse: 583,100 sf 381 =1.004
Office: 20,000 sf - 481 sf=42

Total: 1,046 employees

' County of R.l\ emde Genera.l Pl.an. ]m:mductmn

" SCAG Employment Density Study http:
A=OTTITR2MPOOOTTw JmPNzKSF-ldEd]dJe-iLFQEgG]XOU“ o3D

—
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Ltilirtng SCAG’s Emplovment Density Study ratics, the proposed project will generate 1.046
emplovees. The EIR concludes that its calculation of 386 emplovees generated by the project
represents 0.3 percent of the expected opportunities within the Citv by 2045, SCAG's Connect
SoCal Demographics and Growth Forecast!® notes that the City will add 43,300 jobs between
2016 - 2045, The EIR s calculation of 386 employees is actually 1.3% of the City’s emplovment
growth from 2016 - 2043, Utilizing SCAG’s Employment Density Study calculation of 1,046
emgplovees, the project represents 2.4% of the Citv’s emplovment growth from 2016 - 2043 A
single project accounting for more than 1% of the projected emploviment growth over 29 vears
represents a significant amount of growth. The EIR must be revised to includes this anatysis,
and also provide a cumulative analysis discussion of projects approved since 2016 and projects
“in the pipeline” to determine if the project will exceed the SCAG s emplovment growth forecast
for the City. Addiucnally, the revised EIR must also provide demographic and geographuc
information on the location of qualified workers to fill these positions in order to provide an
accurate environmental anatysis.

7_31 —

cont’d

[ Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, GSEJA believes the EIR is flawed and a revised EIR. must be prepared
for the proposed project and circulated for public review. Golden State Environmental Tustice
Alliance requests to be added to the public interest list regarding any subsequent environmental
documents, public notices, public hearings, and notices of determination for this project. Send
all communications to Golden State Enovironmental Tustice Alliance P.O. Box 79222 Corona, CA
02877,

o
ra

Sincerely,

Board of Directors
Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance

1 5CAG Comnect SoCal Demographics and Growth Forecast adopted September 3, 2020 hitps: -
ca gov-sites'main filss file attachments 0903 frommectsocal demo

1606001579
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Letter 7 — Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance
Commenter: Board of Directors

Date: July 16, 2021

Response 7.1:

The commenter requests the City consider the comments provided and to add Golden State
Environmental Justice Alliance to the City’s public interest list for all environmental documents.

The comment letter is being considered by the City as it is a part of this Final EIR and every
individual comment within the letter provided a written response. The City has also added Golden
State Environmental Justice Alliance to the City’s master list for CEQA noticing with the address
provided.

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 provides his own summary of project description details contained in 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 no
changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 7.3:

The commenter asserts that there is a conflict between the quantity of warehousing allowed by
the site’s General Plan designation and the quantity allowed by the Zoning designation and
Specific Plan, and that a General Plan Amendment to the Industrial Land Use designation which
provides for larger warehousing/distribution uses is required for the proposed Project to proceed.
The commenter also states that a description of the B/OP Land use designation is not provided
in the DEIR.

As outlined in the DEIR, Section 3.0 Project Description (DEIR, pp.3.0-13 — 3.0-14), “The City of
Riverside General Plan 2025 (GP 2025) land use designation for the Project site is Business/
Office Park (B/OP), Figure 3.0-5 Land Use Designation Map. The Project site is zoned BMP-SP
— Business and Manufacturing Park and Specific Plan (Sycamore Canyon Business Park) Overlay
Zones, Figure 3.0-6 - Zoning Map. The Project site is within the Sycamore Canyon Business Park
Specific Plan (SCBPSP), which is considered a “Major Business Park” as shown on Figure LU-4
of the GP 2025. The SCBPSP designation for the Project site is Industrial, Figure 3.0-7.” The
DEIR further indicates “development of the Project site is guided by the SCBPSP, which was
adopted in 1984 by the City to encourage and provide incentives for economic development in
the 1,400-acre planning area. The SCBPSP designates the Project site land use as ‘Industrial.’
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Although the Project site is designated as Business/ Office Park (B/OP) in the GP 2025, properties
within the SCBPSP are governed by the Development Standards and Criteria in the SCBPSP.

GP 2025 includes Objective LU-30, “Establish Riverside’s neighborhoods as the fundamental
building blocks of the overall community, utilizing Neighborhood and Specific Plans to provide a
more detailed design and policy direction for development projects located in particular
neighborhoods. Implementing Objective LU-30 is Policy LU-30.9, “Interpret, apply or impose the
development restrictions, conditions and/or standards of an approved Specific Plan in addition to
those found in this General Plan.” The SCBPSP is such an approved Specific Plan that provides
more detailed design and policy direction for projects located within its boundaries. Thus,
although the Project is located in an area designated under the GP 2025 as Business/Office Park
(B/OP), it is the land use designation and zoning in the SCBPSP that governs the type of
developments allowed and the Development Standards and Criteria, such as size, height,
setbacks, etc.

As outlined in the SCBPSP, Section 1.4 Legislative Context, “When adopted, the Specific Plan
has the same effect as the local General Plan. The Council is required (by the Subdivision Map
Act) to deny approval of any tentative or final subdivision which is inconsistent with the Specific
Plan (Government Code Section 66474(b)).” (SCBPSP, p. 4) The Project is not required to be
consistent with the GP 2025 Land Use Designation, but rather the land use and zoning in the
SCBPSP, which is Industrial and allows for distribution and warehousing, without a limitation on
the square footage of the use. As the Project does not need to demonstrate consistency with the
land use designation B/OP, the DEIR need not provide a description of that designation, and it
would be extraneous information. The DEIR demonstrates the Project’s consistency with the
SCBPSP as outlined in the DEIR, Section 5.10 Land Use and Planning, (DEIR, p. 5.10-27) “The
Project site is designated as Industrial in the SCBPSP, which allows warehouse uses.

Further, per the City’s Zoning Map, the Project site is within the BMP - SP — Business and
Manufacturing Park and Specific Plan (Sycamore Canyon Business Park Specific Plan) Overlay
Zones. The BMP zone is one of four industrial zones within the City.” (DEIR, p. 5.1-18) As
provided in Section 19.220.020 of the Riverside Municipal Code, “For those properties where the
Specific Plan Overlay Zone is applied, all permitted use restrictions, development standards, and
other applicable standards or regulations governing development as contained within the adopted
specific plan shall apply. To the extent that the specific plan does not enumerate use restrictions,
development standards, or other applicable regulations, the standards associated with the
underlying base zone shall apply. In the event that provisions of the adopted specific plan conflict
with or do not correspond with the provisions of the underlying base zone, the provisions as
contained in the adopted specific plan shall apply and supersede the underlying base zone
requirements, with the exception of marijuana-related uses which shall be exclusively regulated
by the underlying zone and are specifically prohibited.”

The Project has been reviewed for compliance with the SCBPSP, in particular the permitted uses,
lot standards, setback standards, parking standards, outdoor storage and loading areas, lighting
and utilities, sign standards, display medians, screening of mechanical equipment, trash collection
areas, walls/fence standards, and rail service standards and has been found to be generally in
compliance with the Sycamore Canyon Business Park Specific Plan standards as set forth in
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Section 3.0 Development Standards and Criteria as modified by Resolution 23240 adopted
November 7, 2012. Appendix B summarized the Project’s consistency with SCBPSP policies.”

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 7.4:

The commenter asserts that as the Project proposes 603,100 square feet of
warehouse/distribution facilities and therefore a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) is required, not a
Minor Conditional Use Permit (MCUP), and the EIR, therefore, does not provide an accurate list
or analysis of required discretionary actions.

The DEIR correctly identifies the required discretionary actions, including the Minor Conditional
Use Permit. As noted in Response 7.3, the Project is located in the BMP - SP — Business and
Manufacturing Park and Specific Plan (Sycamore Canyon Business Park Specific Plan) Overlay
Zones. Section 19.150.020 currently provides that a CUP is required for warehouses over
100,000 square feet in the BMP base zone. However, the Project is subject to the zoning
regulations in place at the time the Project was deemed complete, which required a MCUP, rather
than a CUP as stated by the commenter.

As identified in the DEIR, Section 5.2 Air Quality, Subsection 5.2.2.4 Local Regulations, “The City
adopted Good Neighbor Guidelines for Siting New and/or Modified Warehouse/Distribution
Facilities (GNG) in October 2008 to focus on the relationship between land use, permitting and
air quality. ...On November 10, 2020 the Riverside City Council adopted updates to the GNG, in
addition to associated amendment to Title 19 — Zoning Code of the Riverside Municipal Code
(RMC), the Hunter Business Park Specific Plan, and the Sycamore Canyon Business Park
Specific Plan related to siting industrial uses in the City when located adjacent to sensitive
receptors, including residential neighborhoods, schools, parks, playgrounds, day care centers,
nursing homes, hospitals, and other public spaces. City Council action also allowed any project
achieving substantial completion within 90 days of the effective date of the implementing
ordinance to continue to be subject to the 2008 GNG. As this Project was deemed complete prior
to adoption of the updated GNG (discussed further in Section 8.2.5), it does not need to comply
with the updated GNG.” (DEIR, pp. 5.2-18 — 5.2-19)

As outlined above, the 2020 update to the GNG also included associated amendments to Title 19
— Zoning Code of the RMC, Section 19.150, Table 19.150.020.A Permitted Uses Table, which
included changing the requirement for a MCUP to CUP for warehouse & distribution facilities
100,000 square foot or greater. As the Project was deemed complete prior to adoption of the
updated GNG and Title 19 — Zoning Code, it does not need to comply with the updated GNG, or
this change to the Zoning Code. A copy of Table 19.150.020.A in effect at the time the Project
was deemed complete is listed below. As illustrated, a MCUP is required for warehouse and
distribution centers greater than 400,000 square feet. Therefore, a MCUP is required for the
Project and correctly identified and analyzed in the DEIR. The City has consistently applied this
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interpretation to other projects that have been deemed complete prior to adoption of the updated
GNG and Zoning Code. The DEIR also specifically discloses that the applicable discretionary
actions and approval are based on the requirements of the RMC at the time the Project was
deemed substantially complete (November 2020). (DEIR, pp. 1.0-2, 3.0-19.) The DEIR thus does
not fail as an informational document and provides an accurate list of the necessary entitlements
and discretionary actions for 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 7.5:

The commenter claims that the DEIR does not describe the mechanism or legal instrument by
which the proposed modifications to the existing 11.6-acre Restricted Property will be completed
and that the Project cannot proceed without approval of the modifications to the Restricted
Property.

As outlined in the DEIR, Section 3.0 Project Description, subsection 3.1.2 Project Site
Background, “Construction of the Grove Community Church at the off-site 19900 Grove
Community Drive location had impacts to a jurisdictional drainage and associated riparian habitat
at that location. To mitigate for impacts from construction of the church at the off-site location, the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers required that the on-site jurisdictional drainage and riparian habitat
along Alessandro Boulevard be set aside and preserved in a legally designated “Restricted
Property,” as a condition of the Clean Water Act Section 404 permit that was issued for the
construction of the church. The “Restricted Property” was recorded in 2009.” (DEIR, p. 3.0-11)
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The DEIR requires that the Restricted Property be revised as part of a biological mitigation
measure, DEIR, Section 5.3 Biological Resources, Subsection 5.3.6 Proposed Mitigation
Measures (DEIR, p. 5.3-53) as follows:

Therefore, as outlined above in MM BIO-6 (DEIR, p. 5.3-53), the DEIR indicates that the
Restricted Property will need to be revised. As outlined above, as the designation of the Restricted
Property was required by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers as a condition of the Clean Water
Act Section 404 permit that was issued for the construction of the church, the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers would need to concur with the Restricted Covenant Amendment. The legal mechanism
for revising the Restricted Property is an amendment to the Restrictive Covenant, to which the
March JPA is signatory. Therefore, the DEIR did identify that a revision to the Restricted Property,
would be required as a part of the proposed Project as outlined in Mitigation Measure MM BIO-6,
DEIR pages 1.0-10, 5.1-17, 5.3-53, and 5.7-27, and was analyzed as part of the Project’s potential
impacts in the DEIR. The applicant has submitted an Amendment to Declaration of Restrictive
Covenant to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for review and concurrence. To provide further
clarity, the DEIR Project Description, Section 3.4 is revised to identify that the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers would need to concur with the Restrictive Covenant Amendment. The DEIR would
be revised as follows:

Section 3.4 Discretionary Actions and Approvals pp. 3.0-42-3.0-43 changes as follows:

March Joint Powers Authority

e Restrictive Covenant Amendment

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

e Section 404 Permit for Disposal of Dredge or Fill Material per the Clean Water
Act
¢ Concurrence with Restrictive Covenant Amendment
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As the DEIR did identify that a revision to the Restricted Property would be required as part of the
proposed Project and was analyzed as part of the Project’s potential impacts these revisions only
provide clarity and 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 7.6:

The commenter states that the DEIR does not include a floor plan for either of the buildings and
states that the basic components of a Planning Application include a site plan, floor plan,
conceptual grading plan, and elevations and that Figures 3.0-9 and 3.0-14 A and B do not provide
detailed information such as parcel size, site coverage or building height. The commenter further
claims that the DEIR has excluded the proposed floor plans and detailed site plan/elevations from
public review, which does not comply with CEQA’s requirement for adequate informational
documents and meaningful disclosure.

The commenters reference to the CEQA Statute (Section 21003(b)) and Guidelines (Section
15121) does pertain to the document requirements pursuant to CEQA, but not to the Project
Description requirements of CEQA as shown below.

CEQA Statute Section 21003 (b):

§2
RE

Tl
(a) |

b)

CEQA Guidelines Section 15121
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Rather, the required contents of a Project Description, as part of the contents of an EIR, are
identified in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, as follows:

The DEIR included a Project Description, in compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15124,
as specifically outlined below:

Section 15124 (a): the precise location and boundaries of the Project are shown on detailed maps
including Figure 3.0-2 — Vicinity Map, which contains the project site boundary on a topographic
map, the site plan outline and project boundary on an aerial photograph in Figure 3.0-3, as well
as a regional map, Figure 3.0-1 — Regional Map.
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Section 15124 (b): the statement of objectives is included in Section 3.0 Project Description,
subsection 3.3 Project Objectives (DEIR, pp. 3.0-40 — 3.0-41)

Section 15124 (c): a general description of the project’s technical, economic and environmental
characteristics is included in the DEIR Section 3.0 Project Description, subsections 3.1.1 Project
Site — Existing Conditions (DEIR, p. 3.0-5), 3.1.2 Project Site Background (DEIR, p. 3.0-11), 3.1.3
Land Use and Zoning (DEIR, p. 3.0-13), 3.1.4 Surrounding Land Use and Zoning (DEIR, p. 3.0-
14), 3.2.1 Project Entitlements (DEIR, p. 3.0-19), 3.2.2 Design and Appearance (DEIR, p. 3.0-
27), 3.2.3 Infrastructure and Utilities (DEIR, p. 3.0-36), 3.2.4 Sustainability Features (DEIR, p. 3.0-
38), 3.2.5 Operations and Employment (DEIR, p. 3.0-40), 3.2.6 Construction and Operation
(DEIR, p. 3.0-41). The project description also contains the site map (Figure 3.0-9) and Elevations
for both buildings (Figure 3.0-14A — Elevations Building A and Figure 3.0-14B Elevation Building
B), as well as a Fencing Plan (Figure 3.0-11), and Landscaping Design (Figure 3.0-12A and
Figure 3.0-12B). The parcel sizes are shown on the Tentative Parcel Map (Figure 3.0-8). The
building heights and floor area ratio for each of the buildings are identified in Table 3.0-3 Building
A and Table 3.0-4 — Building B (DEIR, pp. 3.0-22 — 3.0-23).

Section 15124 (d): (1) the statement of the intended uses of the EIR, including a list of the
agencies that are expected to use the EIR in their decision making and a list of permits and other
approvals required to implement the project are contained in the DEIR, 3.0 Project Description,
subsection 3.4 Discretionary Actions and Other Agency Approvals (DEIR, pp. 3.0-42 — 3.0-43).
(2) All of the City of Riverside’s decisions on the project that are subject to CEQA are listed, in
the Project Description, in subsection 3.2.1 Project Entitlements, including the planning case
numbers for each (DEIR, pp. 3.0-19 — 3.0-23).

Therefore, as outlined above, the DEIR includes all of the required project information in the
Project Description (Section 3.0), pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15124. Nonetheless,
the floor plans for Buildings A and B have been provided in the new Appendix O.

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 7.7: The comment states that the air quality analysis did not include surfacing parking
spaces or improvements on Parcel C. However, these statements are incorrect. Using ArcGIS
and the ArcMap mapping programs along with applicant’s engineer's CAD drawings of the site
plan, it was determined that approximately 21 acres would be paved and of this, approximately 5
acres would be striped parking spaces. This includes all improvements to Parcel C. As shown in
Attachment 1 CalEEMod Output of the Air Quality Analysis (Appendix C of the DEIR), these areas
were modeled as 5 acres “Parking Lot” and 16 acres “Other Asphalt Surfaces”. As such, the
analysis in the DEIR and underlying technical studies is correct and no changes are needed.
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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 7.8:

The commenter states that the CalEEMod output sheets excluded any hauling trips in the
analysis. The commenter states it would not be feasible or appropriate for haul trucks to utilize an
existing dirt road that crosses through Parcel A to transport excess material between Parcel 1
and Parcel 2.

As stated in Section 6.1 of the Air Quality Analysis (appendix C to the DEIR), “During the grading
phase, soil quantities would be balanced on-site between the two building areas with no net import
or export.” The modeling assumes that this soil hauling between Parcel 1 and Parcel 2 would be
done with the modeled grading equipment, which includes graders and scrapers capable of
moving large quantities of soil, as part of the overall grading of the Project site. To be conservative
and account for the usage of trucks to haul soil from one parcel to the other on existing roadways
rather than the on-site dirt road, 40,000 cubic yards of soil hauling has been added to the grading
phase with a trip length of one mile. The CalEEMod default number of trucks was modeled. This
includes of total of 5,000 hauling trips over the grading period. This number is based on a default
truck capacity of 16 cubic yards and two trips per haul (one trip loaded and one returning trip
unloaded). The modeled grading equipment (graders and scrapers) were also included in the
calculations. The revised emissions are summarized in Tables 6 and 7 of the revised Air Quality
Analysis and Table 7 of the revised GHG Analysis. Accordingly, DEIR corresponding Tables 5.2-
6, 5.2-7, and 5.7-7 have been revised as well (see below). All construction emissions would still
be less than the applicable thresholds, and air quality and GHG impacts would be less than
significant.

Table 5.2-6 — Total Annual Construction Emissions Comparison to General Conformity de
Minimis Levels

Emissions (tons per year)

Construction 2{0]€] NOy CcO SO, PMzio PMa2 5

Year 2021 Emissions (tons/year) 0.01
0.49 4.59 3.97 ' 0.88 0.36
Year 2022 Emissions (tons/year) 177 161 195 0.01 033 013
3.27 2.44 2.84 ' 0.62 0.21
Total Emissions (tons) 212 491 473 0.01 0.83 038
376 | 702 | 678 | 002 | 149 | 057
Maximum Annual Emissions (tons/year) 177 3.29 218 0.01 051 Q25
327 | 459 | 394 | " | 088 | 036
De Minimus Levels 10 10 100 -- 100 70
Exceed Threshold? No No No -- No No
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Table 5.2-7 — Maximum Daily Construction Emissions Comparison to SCAQMD
Significance Thresholds
Emissions (pounds per day)

Construction

ROG

NOx

CO

SOX PM10

PMazs

Site Preparation 4 41 22 <1 810 6
Grading 45 | 4657 | 3233 <1 6 24
Building Construction/Architectural Coatings? 3259 | 2945 (3451 | <1 611 24
Paving/Architectural Coatings? 3258 | 4613 | 3421 | <1 2 1
Maximum Daily Emissions? 3259 [ 4657 [ 3451 | <1 911 6
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 75 100 550 450 150 55
Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No
1The architectural coatings phase of construction was modeled simultaneously with building construction and parking
lot paving emissions.

2Emissions were rounded to the nearest whole number, Emissions reported as <1 indicate that emissions were
calculated to be less than 0.5 pound per day.

Table 5.7-7 — Summary of Project GHG Emissions (metric tons per year)

Source | MTCO, | MTCH: | MTN:O | MTCO:E

Mobile — Passenger Cars 1204 <1 0

1,465 1,466
Mobile — Trucks 4,316 <1 0 4,320
Energy Source 481603 <1 <1 482604
Area Sources <1 <1 0 <1
Water/Wastewater Sources £28 695 45 <1 846842
Solid Waste Sources 86-115 57 10 214285
Construction (Amortized over 30 years) 3768 <1 0 3868
Total 44152 £405*

7,262 81z <1 7,587*
SCAQMD Significance Threshold for Industrial Sources 10,000

MT CO2zE = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent

MT CHas = metric tons of methane

MT N20 = metric tons of nitrous oxide

*The GWPs included in CalEEMod are from the IPCC Fourth Assessment Report. For informational purposes, total
emissions calculated by CalEEMod were adjusted to account for the updated IPCC Fifth Assessment Report GWPs.
Using the current GWPs, total annual project emissions would be 7,428 7,618 MT CO2, and would also be less than
the screening threshold. Note that the IPCC updates the GWPs periodically, and the next anticipated update will
occur in 2022.

Per DEIR Figure 3.0-9 — Site Plan (DEIR, p. 3.0-25), the dirt road that crosses Parcel A is identified
as a “20’ wide temporary construction crossing on existing dirt road to be restored.” The existing
dirt road is already utilized often by hikers, walkers, and mountain bikers, and the road would be
scarified, replanted, and fenced off once its use as a temporary construction crossing is completed
so that the area can no longer be used as a road through the restricted property. The recorded
Declaration of Restrictive Covenants, dated June 11, 2009, recorded as Document No. 2009-
0303932 Section 5(a) permits reasonable access through the Restricted Property to adjacent land
over existing roads, and Section 5(d) provides that nothing in the Restrictive Covenant is intended
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to limit the Declarant from developing adjoining property for any purposes. Consistent with these
provisions, the Amendment to the Restrictive Covenant, described above in Response 7.5
contains a provision to specifically allow the temporary use of the existing dirt road between the
parcels by construction vehicles, and will provide for a restoration of this road upon completion of
the project. It is also a part of the project description in the Riparian-Riverine DBESP report
(contained in Appendix D of the DEIR) that was reviewed and approved by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and the California Department of the Fish and Wildlife as part of the review for
consistency with the Western Riverside County MSHCP, as indicated in the DEIR, Section 5.3
Biological Resources (DEIR, pp. 5.3-26 — 5.3-27). Thus, use of the existing dirt road as a
temporary construction crossing is not infeasible or inappropriate as the commenter states as the
road is already utilized, use of the road is permitted in the existing restrictive covenant, and the
road would be restored upon completion of excess material transport activities during
construction.

The commenter additionally states that the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)
expressed similar concerns in written comments responding to the Notice of Preparation (NOP)
about construction of an access road under lands conserved under a restricted covenant. The
commenter appears to have misconstrued/referenced this CDFW comment out of context in
relation to his or her own comment regarding the existing dirt road which will be temporarily utilized
to transport excess material between the parcels. Per pages 7 of 12 and 8 of 12 of DEIR Appendix
A, the CDFW comment in question refers to the construction of the proposed access road to allow
access to Building A from Alessandro Boulevard. In DEIR Appendix A, CDFW expresses that the
DEIR should address how proposed mitigation would provide superior conservation values given
that the conserved lands would be bisected by a road. As stated on DEIR pp. 3.0-19 through 3.0-
20, “As part of mitigation for the Project, 1.44 acres will be incorporated into Parcel A for a net
gain of 0.63 acre of new Restricted Property... Parcels A and B will be managed in perpetuity by
a professional conservation organization funded by the applicant as part of the mitigation for the
Project.” DEIR p. 5.3-35 further states, “The creation of riparian habitat in Area C on the
southernmost portion of the Project site would provide biologically superior habitat.” Thus,
CDFW'’s concerns regarding the access road to Building A have been addressed by the DEIR
and do not lend to the commenter’s statements regarding use of the existing dirt road, which, as
previously mentioned, would be scarified, and replanted upon completion of temporary
construction crossing activities.

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 7.9: The commenter claims that because the Riverside Municipal Code (RMC) allows
for construction to occur 7 AM — 7 pm, Monday — Friday and 8 AM — 5 PM on Saturday, that the
EIR does not provide a “worst-case scenario” analysis of construction equipment emitting
pollutants for the legal 12 hours per weekday plus 9 hours on Saturday.
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Just because the RMC would allow these hours of construction does not automatically mean that
the construction contractor would conduct construction activities for 12 hours a day or on
Saturdays. A standard 8-hour day, 5-days a week construction is anticipated for the duration of
construction for this Project. Construction activities will be restricted to these hours with a
Condition of Approval (COA). The estimates of equipment operation are based on surveys,
performed by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and the Sacramento
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, of typical construction projects that provide a basis
for scaling equipment needs and schedule with a project’s size.

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 7.10: The commenter states the DEIR does not include analysis relevant to
environmental justice issues in reviewing potential impacts, including cumulative impacts.

Environmental justice is not an environmental impact required to be evaluated or considered
pursuant to CEQA, per CEQA Guidelines Article 9. Contents of Environmental Impact Reports,
Sections 15120 to 15132. Nonetheless, the air quality analysis contained in the DEIR
demonstrates the Project would not result in environmental justice issues as further outlined
below.

The air quality analysis prepared for the Project provides an assessment of potential cumulative
air quality impacts. The SCAQMD shares the responsibility with California Air Resources Board
(CARB) for ensuring that all federal and state ambient air quality standards are achieved and
maintained throughout the air basin. The SCAQMD has developed methodologies and thresholds
of significance that are widely used throughout the air basin. SCAQMD staff has suggested in the
cumulative significance methodologies contained in the CEQA Air Quality Handbook that the
emissions-based thresholds be used to determine if a project’s contribution to regional cumulative
emissions is cumulatively considerable. These thresholds were used in the Air Quality Analysis
to assess the significance of the Project -specific and cumulative air quality impacts. Air quality
impacts are basin-wide, and air quality is affected by all pollutant sources in the basin. Therefore,
the ambient air quality measurements provided in the Air Quality Analysis provide a summary of
basin-wide cumulative air quality impacts. As the individual Project thresholds are designed to
help achieve attainment with cumulative basin-wide standards, they are also appropriate for
assessing the Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts. As shown in Tables 7 and 9 of the Air
Quiality Analysis (Appendix C to the DEIR), construction and operational emissions would be less
than the applicable project-level thresholds. Additionally, the project would be consistent with the
growth projections used to develop the AQMP and would therefore not conflict with
implementation of the AQMP or applicable portions of the SIP. As such, air quality impacts would
be less than significant.

On DEIR pp. 5.2-31 to 5.2-32, in response to Threshold C, which questions whether the Project
would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, the DEIR describes the
localized significance threshold (LST) analysis utilized in determining these potential impacts.
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DEIR pp. 5.2-31 to 5.2-32 state that, “LSTs were developed in response to environmental justice
and health concerns raised by the public regarding exposure of individuals to criteria pollutants in
local communities.” These pages of the DEIR further state that, “the Project was analyzed for its
potential to result in significant health risk impacts resulting from short-term construction and long-
term operational emissions” and that it was determined, “the Project would not exceed the
SCAQMD LSTs during construction and operational activities.”

SCAQMD also recommends the preparation of a mobile source Health Risk Assessment (HRA)
if a project is expected to generate or attract heavy-duty diesel trucks, which emit diesel particulate
matter (DPM). The Project’s Health Risk Assessment (HRA; DEIR Appendix C) discusses the
Project’'s potential impacts regarding DPM emissions, cancer risk, non-carcinogenic risk,
residential exposure, worker exposure, and school children exposure. Because construction and
operational activity would not result in an exceedance of the SCAQMD’s DPM cancer risk
exposure threshold of 10 in one million, or non-cancer risk threshold of 1.0, sensitive receptors
would not be exposed to substantial DPM pollutant concentrations during Project construction or
operation, and impacts would be less than significant with Mitigation Measure MM AIR-1. (DEIR,
pp. 5.2-33 - 5.2-35))

Thus, contrary to the commenter’s statements, the DEIR does include analysis relevant to
environmental justice issues as the LSTs utilized in determining potential impacts to sensitive
receptors were developed in response to environmental justice concerns and the Project HRA
assesses potential Project-related health risks to residents, workers, and school children.

Further, as stated on DEIR p. 5.2-37 under Cumulative Environmental Effects, “SCAQMD
considers the thresholds for project-specific impacts and cumulative impacts to be the same.
Therefore, projects that exceed project-specific significance thresholds are considered by
SCAQMD to be cumulatively considerable.” DEIR p. 5.2-37 goes on to state, “in terms of localized
air quality impacts, construction and operation of the Project would not have a cumulatively
considerable impact due to criteria pollutant emission.” Therefore, as the Project was determined
not to exceed any of the emissions significance thresholds, including localized significance
thresholds, and would accordingly not result in cumulatively significant air quality impacts, the
Project would not result in significant impacts regarding the environmental justice issues stated
by the commenter.

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 7.11:

The commenter correctly summarizes Exhibit 4-1: Project (Passenger Car) Trip Distribution of
Appendix L (Traffic and VMT Analysis), which identifies 20 percent of passenger cars exiting the
Project site traveling westbound on Alessandro Boulevard. The commenter opines that the Health
Risk Assessment (HRA) excluded westbound traffic from the HRA and only includes eastbound
traffic on Alessandro Boulevard as illustrated on Exhibit 4-B of the HRA. First, it should be noted
that the focus of the HRA is on truck traffic, which has the potential to generate diesel particulate
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matter. The analysis in the HRA has been conducted in accordance with the guidelines in the
Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risks from Mobile Source Diesel Idling
Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis (HRA Guidance). (HRA, Appendix C, p. 20.) As set forth
in SCAQMD'’s guidance, “Emissions of diesel particulates can occur from the following activities
associated with diesel trucks [emphasis added]:

e Truck traffic on local streets and arterials in transit to or from the facility (i.e., truck stop,
warehouse/distribution center or transit center),

e Truck idling and movement on-site at the facility (i.e., truck stop, warehouse/distribution
center or transit center), and

e Operation of Transportation Refrigeration Units (TRUs) at the facility (i.e., truck stop,
warehouse/distribution center or transit center).” (HRA Guidance, pp. 3-4.)

The commenter fails to acknowledge that Exhibit 4-2 Project (Truck) Trip Distribution of Appendix
L (Traffic and VMT Analysis) identifies that truck traffic is required to travel eastbound on
Alessandro Boulevard and would not travel westbound on Alessandro Boulevard. Also, as
outlined in the DEIR, Section 5.12 Transportation, 5.12.5 Project Design Considerations (DEIR,
p. 5.12-35) both of the driveways, Barton Street and Driveway 1 and Driveway 2/Vista Grande
Drive and Alessandro Boulevard, will have full access driveway for passenger cars only and trucks
will be restricted from heading westbound on Alessandro Boulevard. 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 7.12:

The commenter states that the DEIR must be revised to include modeling scenarios for 9-, 30-,
and 70-year cancer risk calculation to provide a useful representation of cancer risk in accordance
with guidelines utilized for modeling. The commenter additionally states that the 16-70 age bin for
sensitive receptors must be modeled as well.

The HRA modeled three different time periods of exposure, for three distinct land use types, as
summarized in Appendix C of the DEIR. The HRA includes a 30-year exposure scenario for
residential occupancies, a 25-year exposure scenario for worker occupancies, and a 9-year
exposure scenario for a school-child occupancy. Therefore, the DEIR and supporting Mobile
Source Health Risk Assessment (HRA) did evaluate modeling scenarios for 9- and 30-year cancer
risk, as outlined in the HRA page 3, Table ES-1: Summary of Cancer and Non-Cancer Risks, and
as shown below.
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The use of the 30-year and 25-year exposure durations for residential and worker occupancies is
based on recommendations published by SCAQMD in their Risk Assessment Procedures for
Rules 1401, 1401.1, & 212 (2017).! Page 7 of the SCAQMD guidance clearly identifies the
Exposure Duration (ED) for a residential land use as 30-years and a worker location as 25-years.
The commenters request for evaluating a 70-year exposure duration is not necessary or
supported by substantial evidence.

Furthermore. the HRA utilized relevant and appropriate procedures to quantify risk. Under
available risk assessment guidance from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)?,
variable exposure adjustments can be utilized to quantify risk. The HRA uses acceptable levels
of risk or thresholds, including the exposure duration.

In the HRA, exposure duration is discussed relative to residential occupancy. As noted, the HRA
is based on USEPA guidance to develop viable, realistic, and accurate dose estimates based on
reasonable maximum exposures, which are defined as the “highest exposure that is reasonably
expected to occur.” USEPA's long-standing guidance for the quantification of dose estimates is
based on what is defined as “reasonable.” According to the USEPA:

Reasonableness refers to the findings of the risk assessment in the context of the state-
of-the science, the default assumptions and the science policy choices made in the risk

1 http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/permitting/rule-1401-risk-assessment/riskassessproc-v8-
1.pdf?sfvrsn=12

2 http://cfpub.epa.gov/nceal/cfm/recordisplay.cfm?deid=12464#Download
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assessment. It demonstrates that the risk assessment process followed an acceptable,
overt logic path and retained common sense in applying relevant guidance. The
assessment is based on sound judgment. Reasonableness is achieved when: a) the risk
characterization is determined to be sound by the scientific community, EPA risk
managers, and the lay public, because the components of the risk characterization are
well integrated into an overall conclusion of risk which is complete, informative, well
balanced, and useful for decision making b) the characterization is based on the best
available scientific information c) the policy judgments required to carry out the risk
analyses use common sense given the statutory requirements and Agency guidance d)
the assessment uses generally accepted scientific knowledge e) appropriate plausible
alternative estimates of risk under various candidate risk management alternatives are
identified and explained.

The USEPA (Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund -Volume 1: Human Health Evaluation
Manual®) introduced the concept of reasonable maximum exposures (RMES). This approach is
intended to estimate a conservative exposure case (i.e., well above the average case) that is
representative of the range of possible exposures. Activity patterns for population mobility are
specifically addressed in the Exposure Factors Handbook (U.S. EPA, 19974), whereby lifetime
risk values for residents account for an exposure duration of 30 years (95th percentile).

Additionally, as identified by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA)?®,
the Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS-USA) census data® was reviewed to
determine an appropriate assumption for length of residency to determine the exposure duration
used in the analysis. The IPUMS-USA database consists of more than 50 samples of the
American population drawn from 15 federal censuses and from the American Community Surveys
(ACS). ACS is a nationwide survey that collects and produces population and housing information
every year from 3 million selected housing unit addresses across every county in the nation.
IPUMS-USA samples, which draw on every surviving census from 1850 to 2000 and the 2000 to
2009 ACS samples, collectively constitute the quantitative information on long-term changes in
the American population. Based on this review, the most recent IPUMS-USA ACS data (2006 to
2009) show that the percentage of California households with a residency period of 30 years or
greater is less than 9 percent, meaning that over 91 percent of California residents had lived in
their current location for less than 30 years. This data also showed that over 63 percent of
Californians have lived at their current residence for 9 years or less. Therefore, a 70-year

s http://lwww.epa.gov/oswer/riskassessment/ragsa/pdf/rags_a.pdf
« http://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/cfm/recordisplay.cfm?deid=12464#Download
s http://oehha.ca.gov/air/hot_spots/SRP/Appendix%20L.pdf

s Steven Ruggles, J. Trent Alexander, Katie Genadek, Ronald Goeken, Matthew B. Schroeder,
and Matthew Sobek. Integrated Public Use Microdata Series: Version 5.0 [Machine-readable
database]. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, 2010
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exposure duration is very unlikely to occur given average residency times, specifically in
California.

The 30-year lifetime exposure is a default assumption recommended by the OEHHA that takes
into account early life (infant and children) exposures. The averaging time for exposure was
correctly assumed to be 70 years, which is the lifetime exposure period OEHHA uses to develop
cancer potency factors or dose. This approach is consistent with the identified averaging times
recommended by SCAQMD in their Risk Assessment Procedures for Rules 1401, 1401.1, & 2127
which also correctly utilize a 70-year exposure duration as part of the risk calculation for averaging
time since that is the same averaging time used by OEHHA to develop the cancer potency factor,
as SCAQMD notes, use of a 70-year averaging time is also a recommendation from OEHHA. As
outlined in the SCAQMD’s Risk Assessment Procedures for Rules 1401, 1401.1, & 212,
Instructions for Calculating Cancer Burden (page 18) the cancer burden for 70-year exposure
duration only needs to be calculated if the resulting Maximum Individual Cancer Risk (MICR) from
a 30-year exposure duration is greater than one in one million, as shown in the excerpt from this
document below.

As outlined above, the HRA page 3, Table ES-1: Summary of Cancer and Non-Cancer Risks
indicates the Project will not result in cancer risk from a 9-, 25-, or 30-year exposure of greater
than one in one million. Therefore, the 70-year exposure calculation is warranted and not required
consistent with SCAQMD and OEHHA recommended methodology. Also, a separate calculation
for the 16-70 year age bin is not warranted or required either, as the 16-30 year group is included
within the 30-year exposure calculations and the 31-70 year age bin, which would be included in
the 70-year exposure calculation is not warranted or required as the 30-year exposure calculation
does not reach or exceed the threshold of one in one million.

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 7.13: The commenter states that the Burrowing Owl Focused Survey Report within
DEIR Appendix D does not indicate whether rain had occurred within five days of each burrowing

7 http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/permitting/rule-1401-risk-assessment/riskassessproc-v8-1.pdf?sfvrsn=12
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owl survey. The commenter goes on to state that the DEIR must be revised to indicate whether
rain was present within five days of each survey.

Review of dates within five days of each survey based on Records of Climatological Observations
obtained from the National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) Climate Data Online
Search indicate that no rain/precipitation was present within 5 days of the April 24, 2020 survey;
within 5 days of the May 7 survey; within 5 day of the May 21 survey; or within 5 days of the June
5 survey. Therefore, each survey was conducted in accordance with the Burrowing Owl Survey
Instructions for the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
(MSHCP) Area. In response to this comment, DEIR p. 5.3-8 of Section 5.3 Biological Resources
has been revised as follows:

Burrowing Owl

Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia; BUOW) is protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
(MBTA) and California Fish and Game Code and is a CDFW SSC. BUOW focused surveys
were conducted in 2018 with updated focused surveys conducted in 2020 on April 24, May 7,
May 21, and June 5, 2020. No rain was present within five (5) days of each survey in
accordance with the Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions for the Western Riverside MSHCP
Area. Based on the results of the 2018 and 2020 BUOW focused surveys, BUOW are
presumed absent on the Project site (ELMT p. 15). Although no individual BUOW or BUOW
sign was observed during the surveys, potentially suitable BUOW burrows were recorded via
CNDDB observations within a five (5) mile radius of the BSA as shown on Figure 5.3-5 —
CNDDB BUOW Observations.

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 7.14:

The commenter states that the DEIR does not include maps or photographs of data including the
locations of “suitable burrowing owl habitat, potential owl burrows, burrowing owl sign, and any
owls observed” per The Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions. Per this comment, DEIR Appendix D
— Burrowing Owl Focused Survey Report has been revised to include the revised Exhibit 4 “Survey
Area and Suitable Habitat,” which depicts suitable burrowing owl habitat and suitable burrows
within the Project site and survey area.

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.
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Response 7.15:

The commenter states that the State of California lists two approved compliance modeling
software for non-residential buildings related to energy. The commenter is correct that the two
approved compliance models referenced are the two approved compliance methods specifically
for Title 24 compliance. However, these models require specific building material and equipment
information as inputs to the model that are not yet available. Very specific information on
ventilation rates, pipe installation, recirculation duct leakage, etc. are required input parameters
for running these models and is simply not available at this time. The compliance modeling
software that is referenced by the commenter would be used to confirm final building design and
equipment, with the detailed information that is included in construction drawings and prepared
approximately 12-18 months after entittement, to confirm the buildings would be Title 24
compliant. The construction drawings are not available at this time and are not typically prepared
until after the Project is approved/entitled. The DEIR and underlying technical studies correctly
utilize CalEEMod which estimates energy demand based on average intensity factors for similar
land use types based on the site plans provided to the City for entitlement. Since the Project’s
tenant is unknown at this time, and information about the future tenant’'s energy use is not
available at this time, it is appropriate to defer to the CalEEMod default assumptions which have
been derived by the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) based on
survey data. There is no requirement of the DEIR to show specific compliance with 2019 Building
Energy Efficiency Standards at this time as that will be a requirement prior to issuance of a
building permit and verified by the City Building and Safety Department.

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 7.16: The commenter claims that there are discrepancies within the CalEEMod output
sheets regarding CO, emissions.

The comment incorrectly interprets the CalEEMod output. Summer and winter emissions are
expressed in terms of pounds per day, while annual emissions are expressed in terms of metric
tons per year. The daily summer/winter emissions (pounds) are calculated based on the worst-
case daily construction activity per phase which includes amount of equipment operational in one
day (see Table 5 of the Air Quality Analysis and Table 4 of the GHG Analysis), and the number
of daily workers, vendor, and hauling trips. The annual emissions (metric tons) are calculated
based on the same worst-case daily construction activity per phase and the standard assumption
that construction would occur five days per week, which is what would occur for project
construction. Construction activities will be restricted to 8 hours a day, 5 days a week, with a
Condition of Approval (COA). Note that there are approximately 2,205 pounds per metric ton. The
comment incorrectly states that a 75 percent reduction in emissions was applied. The correct
GHG emissions in terms of metric tons per year are found in the CalEEMod annual output and
are summarized in Table 7 of the Greenhouse Gas Analysis. As such, the analysis in the DEIR
and underlying technical studies is correct and no changes are needed.
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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 7.17:

The commenter states the DEIR does not include the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
determination reports and, thus, the DEIR must be revised and recirculated for public review
including the FAA determination reports.

While the FAA determination reports themselves had not been included as part of the DEIR, a
summary of the reports’ findings and an analysis of Project compliance with Federal Aviation
Regulation (FAR) Part 77 as it relates to building heights was included on DEIR p. 5.8-26. Building
heights were also included in the Project description (DEIR, pp. 3.0-27 — 3.0-28.) The discussion
provided on DEIR p. 5.8-26 references/summarizes the findings of the reports; thus, the inclusion
of the reports would not have changed the analysis of Project compliance and, accordingly,
recirculation of the DEIR is not required. Nonetheless, the FAA determination reports will be
provided as an appendix to the Final EIR as Appendix M.

It should be noted that even with the addition of the FAA determination reports as Appendix M,
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 7.18:

The commenter states that the DEIR and DEIR Appendix B includes Riverside General Plan 2025
(GP 2025) Policies AQ-1.1 and AQ-1.2 related to environmental justice and that the DEIR must
be revised to include analysis of environmental justice issues in reviewing potential impacts,
including cumulative impacts.

Environmental justice is not an environmental impact required to be evaluated or considered
pursuant to CEQA, per CEQA Guidelines Article 9. Contents of Environmental Impact Reports,
Sections 15120 to 15132. Nonetheless, the air quality analysis contained in the DEIR
demonstrates the Project would not result in environmental justice issues as further outlined
below.

Please see Response 7.10, which discusses how the DEIR Section 5.2 Air Quality includes
analysis related to environmental justice with the localized significance threshold (LST) analysis
utilized in determining potential impacts to sensitive receptors. As discussed in Response 7.10,
DEIR pp. 5.2-31 to 5.2-32 state that, “LSTs were developed in response to environmental justice
and health concerns raised by the public regarding exposure of individuals to criteria pollutants in
local communities” and that it was determined, “the Project would not exceed the SCAQMD LSTs
during construction and operational activities.” Response 7.10 further discusses that the Project’s
Health Risk Assessment (HRA; DEIR Appendix C) discusses the Project's potential impacts
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regarding diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions, cancer risk, non-carcinogenic risk,
residential exposure, worker exposure, and school children exposure. Further, the Project was
determined not to exceed any of the emissions significance thresholds, including localized
significance thresholds, and would accordingly not result in cumulatively significant air quality
impacts. Thus, the DEIR does include air quality analysis as it relates to environmental justice
issues and the Project would be consistent with GP 2025 Policies AQ-1.1 and AQ-1.2. However,
in response to this comment, the following has been added to DEIR p. 5.2-17 in Section 5.2 Air

Quiality:

Policy AQ-1.1: Ensure that all land use decisions, including enforcement actions, are made
in an equitable fashion to protect residents, regardless of age, culture, ethnicity, gender, race,
socioeconomic status, or geographic location, from the health effects of air pollution.

Policy AQ-1.2: Consider potential environmental justice issues in reviewing impacts
(including cumulative impacts for each project proposed).

The following has additionally been added to DEIR Appendix B, pp. 29-30:
Air Quality Element
Objective Adopt land use policies that site polluting facilities away from sensitive receptors and
AQ-1: vice versa; improve job-housing balance; reduce vehicle miles traveled and length of
work trips; and improve the flow of traffic.
Policy = AQ- Ensure that all land use decisions, Section 5.2 as well as Project’s Air Consistent
1.1 including enforcement actions, are Quality Analysis discuss the
made in an equitable fashion to localized significance threshold
protect residents, regardless of age, (LST) analysis utilized in
culture, ethnicity, gender, race, determining potential air quality
socioeconomic status, or geographic impacts to sensitive receivers. The
location, from the health effects of air LSTs “were  developed in
pollution. response to environmental justice
and health concerns raised by the
public regarding exposure of
individuals to criteria pollutants in
local communities” (DEIR pp. 5.2-
31 to 5.2-32). It was determined
“the Project would not exceed the

SCAQMD LSTs during
construction and  operational
activities.”
Policy AQ- Consider potential environmental As stated under Policy AQ-1.1 Consistent
1.2 justice issues in reviewing impacts above, Section 5.2 as well as
(including cumulative impacts for Project's Air Quality Analysis
each project proposed discuss the localized significance

threshold (LST) analysis utilized in
determining potential air quality
impacts to sensitive receivers. The
LSTs “were developed in

2.0-103



Section 2 City of Riverside

Responses to Comments Sycamore Hills Distribution Center FEIR

response to environmental justice
and health concerns raised by the

public _regarding _exposure _of

individuals to criteria pollutants in
local communities” (DEIR pp. 5.2-

31 to 5.2-32). The Project was
determined not to_exceed any of
the emissions significance

thresholds, including localized

significance thresholds, and would
accordingly not result in

cumulatively significant air_quality
impacts.

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 7.19:

The commenter claims that the DEIR must be revised to include analysis of the Project’s impact
in relation to General Plan policies CCM-2.3 and CCM-2.4, which state:

“Policy CCM-2.3: Maintain LOS D or better on Arterial Streets wherever possible. At key
locations, such as City Arterials that are used by regional freeway bypass traffic and at
heavily traveled freeway interchanges, allow LOS E at peak hours as the acceptable
standard on a case-by-case basis.

Policy CCM-2.4: Minimize the occurrence of streets operating at LOS F by building out the
planned street network and by integrating land use and transportation in accordance with
the General Plan principles.”

The DEIR states in Section 5.10.5, Pg. 5.10-22,

“Although the General Plan target LOS will be exceeded, the intersection is currently built
out to its General Plan ultimate cross-section and until additional right-of-way beyond
those designated in the General Plan is obtained, there are no anticipated feasible
improvements.”

Additionally, 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. 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, 1X(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
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environmental effect?”].) Auto delay, on its own, is no longer an environmental impact

under

CEQA.

with- los)

The following has additionally been added to DEIR Appendix B, pp. 9-10 for clarity:

Circulation and Community Mobility Element
Build and maintain a transportation system that combines a mix of transportation modes
and transportation system management techniques, and that is designed to meet the
needs of Riverside’s residents and businesses, while minimizing the transportation
system’s impacts on air quality, the environment and adjacent development.

Objective
CCM-2:

Policy CCM-
2.3

Policy CCM-
2.4

Maintain LOS D or better on Arterial
Streets wherever possible. At key
locations, such as City Arterials that
are used by regional freeway bypass
traffic and at heavily traveled freeway
interchanges, allow LOS E at peak
hours as the acceptable standard on
a case-by-case basis.

Minimize the occurrence of streets
operating at LOS F by building out
the planned street network and by
integrating land use and
transportation in accordance with the
General Plan principles.

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. While the Project would
not be consistent with this policy,
the Project would not have a
significant impact related to LOS
because LOS is not considered
an environmental impact.

Although the General Plan target
LOS will be exceeded at the
Sycamore Canyon Boulevard
and Alessandro Boulevard
intersection, the intersection is
currently built out to its General
Plan ultimate cross-section and
until additional right-of-way
beyond those designated in the
General Plan is obtained, there
are no anticipated feasible
improvements.

Additionally, 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

(https://lwww.opr.ca.gov/ceqa/updates/sb-743/faq.html#general-plans-

Inconsistent

Inconsistent
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CEQA. While Project would not be

consistent with this policy. the
Project would not have a
significant impact related to LOS
because LOS is not considered
an environmental impact.

The DEIR states in Section 5.10.5, pg. 5.10-20,

“Although the LOS target in the General Plan Circulation Element cannot be achieved for
the Sycamore Canyon Boulevard and Alessandro Boulevard intersection, the Project
would not conflict with any other General Plan policies addressing the circulation system
and potential impacts are less than significant.”

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
Project would not have a significant impact related to LOS because LOS is not considered an
environmental impact. By including a LOS analysis, the DEIR goes above and beyond CEQA
requirements when analyzing transportation related deficiencies and its relation to land use and
planning impacts. This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided
in the DEIR. This comment is noted for the record and no changes to the DEIR are required.

Response 7.20:

The commenter alleges a conflict exists between the quantity of warehousing allowed between
the site’s General Plan designation of Business/Office Park (B/OP) and that of the quantity
allowed by the Zoning and Specific Plan designation.

Refer to Response 7.3 above which addresses this comment.
Response 7.21:

The commenter claims the Project requires a Conditional Use Permit instead of a Minor
Conditional Use Permit because the Project would have warehouse facilities that would exceed
100,000 square feet (SF). The commenter claims this would conflict with the City’s current
Municipal Code Section 19.150.020.

Refer to Response 7.4 above which addresses this comment.
Response 7.22:

For response to the commenter’s incorrect claim of AQ and GHG modeling errors, such as the
incorrect claim regarding haul truck trips, please see Response 7.8 above.

The commenter claims the DEIR did not provide any consistency analysis with the goals SCAG's
2020-2045 Connect SoCal RTP/SCS. The commenter incorrectly states that the Project has
significant potential for inconsistency with Goal 5, Goal 6, and Goal 7 of SCAG's 2020-2045
Connect SoCal RTP/SCS. The Project would be consistent with the goals listed by the
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commenter, as outlined below in Table 3 — Project Consistency with the 2020-2045 Connect
SoCal RTP/SCS Goals. The Project would be consistent with Goal 5 related to AQ and GHG
because the Project would not have significant AQ or GHG impacts, DEIR pp. 5.2-24 - 5.2-37 and
5.7-21 - 5.7-41. The DEIR does include analysis relevant to environmental justice issues as the
LSTs utilized in determining potential impacts to sensitive receptors were developed in response
to environmental justice concerns and the Project HRA assesses potential Project-related health
risks to residents, workers, and school children. As the Project was determined not to exceed any
of the emissions significance thresholds, including localized significance thresholds, the Project
would not result in significant impacts regarding environmental justice.

The Project would support Goal 6 regarding healthy and equitable communities by providing
various benefits to the community such as employment opportunities as well as donation of land
for a trailhead parking lot with improvements such as a shade structure with benches, bike rack,
drinking fountain, and car and bicycle parking for accessing the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness
Park. The Project would support Goal 7 regarding adapting to a changing climate in various
aspects through Project design features such as installment of conduits for vehicle charging
stations and bicycle parking at the Project site.

The following has additionally been added to DEIR Appendix B, p. 54 for clarity:
Table 3- Project Consistency with the 2020-2045 Connect SoCal RTP/SCS

2020-2045 RTP/SCS Goal 4:
Increase person and goods
movement and travel choices within
the transportation system.

Consistent: The Project proposes a logistics center within the

SCBPSP on a site that has been designated for industrial uses

since 1984. The SCBPSP is strategically located near State

Route 60 and Interstate 215, which provide good access to the

Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles.

2020-2045 RTP SCS Goal 5: Reduce

Consistent: The Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas analysis

greenhouse gas emissions and
improve air quality.

(DEIR Appendix C and H) conducted for the Project determined

it would not result in emissions that would exceed thresholds or

result in significant impacts. The Project will meet or exceed all

applicable standards underCalifornia’s Green Building Code

(CalGreen) and Title 24. The Project includes design

considerations to help reduce emissions both during

construction and operations including:

Energy Efficiency

» Design building shells and components, such as
windows, roof systems and electrical systems to
meetCalifornia Title 24 Standards for
nonresidential buildings.

« Use of Energy Star products such as appliances,
building products, heating and cooling equipment,

RVA
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appliances, and other energy-efficient equipment.

« Install efficient lighting and lighting control
systems. Solar or light-emitting diodes (LEDs) will
be installed for outdoor lighting. Lighting will

incorporate motion sensors thatturn them off
when not in use,

o Install skylights on the rooftops. 2.5% of roof area of
the buildings and incorporate the use of natural light.

e Achieve construction enerqy efficiencies and energy
conservation through bulk purchase, transport, and
use of construction materials. Use of materials in bulk
reduces the preparation and transport of construction
materials as well as transport and disposal of
construction waste.

e Use trees and landscaping on west and south exterior
building walls to reduce energy use.

Renewable Energy
» Design buildings to have “solar ready” roofs that
will structurally accommodate later installation of
rooftop solar panels. Building operators providing
rooftop solarpanels will submit plans for solar
panels prior to occupancy.
Water Conservation and Efficiency

e Create water-efficient landscapes in compliance with
the City’'s Water Efficient Landscape and Irrigation
Ordinance 19.570.

e Surface parking lots will be landscaped in accordance
with City standards to reduce heat island effect.

e Install water-efficient irrigation systems and devices,
such as soil moisture-based irrigation controls and
sensors for landscaping according to the City’'s Water
Efficient Landscape and Irrigation Ordinance 19.570,
which complies with the California Department of
Water Resources Model Efficient Landscape
Ordinance.

e Design buildings to be water efficient. Install water-
efficient fixtures and appliances.

e Restrict watering methods (e.g., prohibit systems that
apply water to non-vegetated surfaces) and control
runoff.

e Provide education about water conservation and
available programs and incentives to the building
operators to distribute to employees.

Solid Waste Measures
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Sort. recycle. and divert from landfills Project-related
construction and demolition waste in accordance with

mandatory requlatory requirements.

Provide interior and exterior storage areas for

recyclables and green waste and adequate recycling
containers located in public areas.

The property operator will provide readily available
information provided by the City for employee

education about reducing waste and available recycling
services.

VMT. Transportation and Motor Vehicles

Limit idling time for commercial vehicles to no more
than five minutes.

Implement sidewalks to facilitate and encourage
pedestrian and access, which would reduce vehicle
miles traveled (VMT).

Provide a total of 39 electric vehicle (EV) parking stalls
to encourage the use of low or zero-emission vehicles.

Provide a totall3 clean air/van pool parking stalls
to support and encourage ridesharing.

Provide short-term and long-term bicycle parking per
theCal Green Code Sections 5.710.6.2.1 and
5.710.6.2.2, respectively.

The Building Operator will support and encourage
ridesharing and transit for the construction crew.

On-Site Equipment and Loading Docks

The Project will require building operators (by contract
specifications) to turn off equipment, including heavy-
duty equipment, motor vehicles, and portable
equipment, when not in use for more than 5 minutes.
Truck idling shall not exceed 5 minutes in time. All
facilities will post signs requiring that trucks shall not
be left idling for more than 5 minutes pursuant to Title
13 of the California Code of Regulations, Section 2485,
which limits idle times to not more than five minutes.

Construction

Require Construction Equipment to Turn Off When Not
in Use.

Use “green” building materials where feasible, such as
those materials that are resource efficient and recycled
and manufactured in an environmentally conscious
way.

During grading heavy-duty construction equipment
shall be CARB/ US EPA Tier 3 certified. All
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construction equipment is subject to the CARB In-Use
Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets Requlation.

2020-2045 RTP/SCS Goal 6: Support
healthy and equitable communities.

Consistent: The Project includes design considerations to
promote walking and the use of bicycles:

¢ Implement sidewalks to facilitate and encourage
pedestrian and access.

e Promote the use of bicycles as an alternative means of
transportation by providing short-term and long-term

bicycle parking per the California Green Building
Standards Code Sections 5.710.6.2.1 and 5.710.6.2.2,

respectively.
e The Project also includes a trailhead parking area adjacent

to the Sycamore Canyon WildernessPark, which is a
popular location for mountain biking and hiking.

2020-2045 RTP SCS Goal 7: Adapt to

a changing climate and support an
integrated regional development
pattern and transportation network.

Consistent: The Project proposes a logistics center within the
SCBPSP on a site that has been designated for industrial uses
since 1984. The SCBPSP is strategically located near State
Route 60 and Interstate 215, which provide good access to the
Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles. The Project includes
design considerations to promote the use of an integrated
transportation network:

¢ Implement sidewalks to facilitate and encourage
pedestrian and access, which would reduce vehicle
miles traveled (VMT).

e Provide a total of 39 electric vehicle (EV) parking stalls
to encourage the use of low or zero-emission vehicles.

e Provide a totall3 clean air/van pool parking stalls
to support and encourage ridesharing.

Provide short-term and long-term bicycle parking per
theCal Green Code Sections 5.710.6.2.1 and
5.710.6.2.2, respectively.

2020-2045 RTP/SCS Goal 9:
Encourage development of diverse
housing types in areas that are
supported by multiple transportation
options.

Not Applicable: Encouraging development of diverse housing
types in areas that are supported by multiple transportation
options is beyond the scope of the proposed Project and the
authority ofthe Project proponents. The Project site is within the
SCBPSP and has been planned for industrial uses since 1984.
The SCBPSP is strategically located in proximity to State Route
60and Interstate 215.
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2020-2045 RTP/SCS Goal 10: Not Applicable. Promoting conservation of natural and
Promote conservation of natural and agricultural lands and restoration of habitats is beyond the scope

aaricultural lands and restoration of of the proposed Project and the authority of the Project
habitats. proponents. However, the Project does not include any

component that would impede the attainment of this goal.

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 7.23:

The commenter asserts the DEIR Transportation analysis does not include all potentially
significant impacts on the transportation facilities providing access to the site. The commenter
incorrectly claims the DEIR must be revised and circulated to include analysis of additional
intersections, freeway merge/diverge segments, and freeway on/off ramps.

The Traffic Operations Analysis (TA), contained in Appendix L of the DEIR, was prepared by a
licensed engineer employed by Urban Crossroads and in accordance with the City of Riverside
Traffic Impact Analysis Preparation Guide (December 2017), the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (December 2002),
and consultation with City of Riverside staff during the scoping process. Further, the TA was
prepared using the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodology with study area intersections
located within the City of Riverside, County of Riverside, March Joint Powers Authority, and City
of Moreno Valley have been analyzed using the software package Synchro (Version 10). Synchro
is a macroscopic traffic software program that is based on the signalized intersection capacity
analysis as specified in the HCM. (TA, Section 2.2)

The commenter incorrectly claims the DEIR must analyze additional facilities not included in the
TA because of 20 percent of passenger car trips heading westbound on Alessandro Boulevard
and 5 percent of passenger car trips heading southbound on Sycamore Canyon
Boulevard/Meridian Parkway. The passenger car trip percentages were calculated based on the
Project’'s TA, which considers multiple factors in its analysis, such as existing and projected
cumulative traffic counts. The Project’'s passenger car trips were analyzed separately from the
truck trips. The commenter fails to acknowledge that Exhibit 4-2 Project (Truck) Trip Distribution
of Appendix L (Traffic and VMT Analysis) identifies that truck traffic is required to travel eastbound
on Alessandro Boulevard and would not travel westbound on Alessandro Boulevard.

The DEIR states in Section 5.12.1, pg. 5.12-1:

“The intersections studied were those where the Project is anticipated to contribute 50 or
more peak hour trips. If the Project was not anticipated to increase peak hour trips by 50
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or more at other nearby intersections, they were screened out and not evaluated further
in the TA.”

The facilities mentioned by the commenter were screened out of the TA because the Project
would not contribute enough peak hour trips to warrant analysis.

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
Project would not have a significant impact related to LOS because LOS is not considered an
environmental impact. By including a LOS analysis, the DEIR goes above and beyond CEQA
requirements when analyzing transportation related deficiencies and its relation to land use and
planning impacts. Additionally, 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. 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, 1X(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/ceqa/updates/sb-743/fag.html#general-plans-
with- los)

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 7.24:

The commenter incorrectly claims the Project should not be modeled as a high-cube transload
short-term warehouse and should be modeled as a fulfillment center warehouse instead.

The DEIR describes the proposed warehouse buildings in Section 3.2, pg. 3.0-20:

“The proposed warehouse buildings are proposed for high cube transload short-term use,
primarily for the short-term storage and/or consolidation of manufactured goods (and to a
lesser extent, raw materials), usually on pallet loads or larger handling products prior to
their distribution to retail locations or other warehouses. A typical high cube warehouse
has a high level of on-site automation and logistics management. No refrigeration use is
proposed in the warehouses (cold storage) or with the trucks (transport refrigeration units
“TRUS").”

The commenter references the SCAQMD High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation
Analysis and provides a website link to this reference.

The referenced SCAQMD High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis states in the
Executive Summary, pg. 1:
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“Definition of High-Cube Warehouse — A high-cube warehouse is a building that
typically has at least 200,000 gross square feet of floor area, has a ceiling height of 24
feet or more, and is used primarily for the storage and/or consolidation of manufactured
goods (and to a lesser extent, raw materials) prior to their distribution to retail locations or
other warehouses. A typical HCW has a high level of on-site automation and logistics
management. The automation and logistics enable highly-efficient processing of goods
through the HCW. For the purpose of this trip generation analysis, HCWs are grouped into
five types: fulfilment center, parcel hub, cold storage facility, transload facility, and short-
term storage facility.”

The commenter erroneously claims the Project is more of a fulfilment center warehouse than a
high-cube transload short-term warehouse (HCW) due to high levels of on-site automation and
logistics management and the handling of products prior to their distribution to retail locations or
other warehouses. As shown in the SCAQMD High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation
Analysis excerpt above, these are descriptions of typical HCWs regardless of the five types of
HCWs.

As outlined in the DEIR, Section 3.0 Project Description, the proposed Project includes high-cube
warehouse uses within the two buildings and was appropriately analyzed as such in the various
technical studies (traffic, VMT, air quality, greenhouse gas) supporting the DEIR. However, to
further ensure future use of the site is consistent with what was analyzed in the EIR, Mitigation
Measure MM AIR-1 is revised accordingly to include a restrictive covenant on the property that
restricts the use of a fulfillment center and use of TRUs as follows:

MM AIR-1: The project applicant is required to record a covenant on the property (Parcels 1 and
2) that prohibit manufacturing, fulfilment center, and use of Transportation Refrigeration Units
(TRUs). Proof of the record of covenant shall be submitted to the City of Riverside Planning
Department prior to issuance of Building Permits.

As summarized in the DEIR and underlying technical studies, the proposed Project that was
analyzed (as defined in the Project Description of the DEIR) was High-Cube Transload Short-
Term Warehouse, and not fulfilment center warehouse or refrigerated warehouse and correlating
use of TRUs on trucks. Therefore, the EIR and supporting technical studies do not evaluate or
cover other uses of the site, and if other uses are proposed or would be allowed on the site, that
would require new air quality, greenhouse gas, and HRA modeling and analyses, as well as
subsequent CEQA review and approval by the City.

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.

Response 7.25:
See Response 7.19 above.
Response 7.26:

See Response 7.3 above.
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Response 7.27:

See Response 7.22 above and Appendix B Table 3 — Project Consistency with the 2020-2045
Connect SoCal RTP/SCS.

Response 7.28: The commenter claims that the EIR’s calculation of 586 employees is actually
1.3% of the City’s employment growth from 2016 — 2045 and that a single project accounting for
more than 1% of the projected employment growth over 29 years represents a significant amount
of growth. The commenter additionally asserts that the EIR must also provide demographic and
geographic information on the location of qualified workers to fill these positions in order to provide
accurate environmental analysis. The commenter references a SCAG Employment Density study
calculation of 1,046 employees to claim the project represents 2.4% of the City employment
growth from 2016 — 2045 and that a single project accounting for more than 1% of the projected
employment growth over 29 years represents a significant amount of growth.

The SCAG Connect SoCal Demographics and Growth Forecast data referenced by the
commenter, Table 14 Jurisdiction-Level Growth Forecast, page 39 does indicate employment for
the City of Riverside is forecast to grow from 145,400 in 2016 to 188,700 in 2045, for an increase
of 43,300 jobs. The 586 employees or jobs created by the Project would constitute 1.3% of the
forecast growth in Riverside from 2016-2045. There was a typographical error in the DEIR and
Initial Study (Initial Study, DEIR Appendix A p. 43.) and is revised as follows:

Section 6.4.1 Population Growth, p. 6.0-6 changes as follows:

However, the anticipated number of employees for both buildings was calculated using the County
of Riverside generation rate® to be approximately 586. This number represents approximately 6-3
1.3 percent of the expected opportunities within the City by 2045. Thus, the Project will not induce
substantial population growth and impacts would be less than significant.

Section 6.4.2 Economic Growth, p. 6.0-6 changes as follows:

Additionally, as described above in Section 6.4.1, the 586 employment opportunities represent
approximately 83 1.3 percent of the expected opportunities within the City by 2045.

However, the SCAG Employment Density Study referenced by the commenter with 1,046
employees, is taken out of context and is not appropriate for the City of Riverside or the Project
area as it is a study by the Metropolitan Washington DC Council of Governments and from
October 2001, thus it is outdated, and is not from an area on the west coast, let alone southern
California, and is not appropriate or correct for employment rates for the Project area.

As the GP 2025 does not contain employment generation rates for different land use types, use
of the County of Riverside General Plan Square Feet/Employee Factor of 1,030 SF per employee
for Light Industrial land use, was appropriate as the County of Riverside is an adjacent jurisdiction
and has a land use designation for Light Industrial similar to the City of Riverside, and has existing
warehouse developments of various sizes and uses, also consistent with the City of Riverside.

8 County of Riverside General Plan Square Feet/Employee Factor of 1,030 SF per employee for Light Industrial land
use, Appendix E-2: Socioeconomic Build-Out Assumptions and Methodology, April 11, 2017,
https://planning.rctima.org/General-Plan-Zoning/General-Plan
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The commenter does not provide any substantial evidence as to why the County of Riverside
General Plan Square Feet/Employee Factor of 1,030 SF per employee for Light Industrial land
use is not an appropriate generation rate, or why a threshold of 1% is an appropriate threshold
for defining a significant amount of growth. Therefore, the commenter’s claim that the Project,
with an estimated 586 employees, would constitute a significant amount of growth is arbitrary and
not based on evidence.

As the Project is consistent with the existing land use plan designations (GP 2025 and SCBPSP),
SCAG’s growth Projections for the City incorporate the type of growth that would result from the
Project. Per the SCAG Connect SoCal Demographics and Growth Forecast, Table 14
Jurisdiction-Level Growth Forecast, page 39, employment for the City of Riverside is forecast to
grow from 145,400 in 2016 to 188,700 in 2045, for an increase of 43,300 jobs. This employment
forecast exceeds the employment generated by the Project and the other 27 planned or pending
projects identified in the cumulative project list of the DEIR (Section 4.0, pages 4.0-2 to 4.0-5, and
Figure 4.0-1), as the SCAG region analyzed encompasses a much larger geographic area
including all of Imperial, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura counties.
The 586 employees or jobs created by the Project would constitute 1.3% of the forecast growth
in Riverside from 2016-2045. Per SCAG’s Connect SoCal Demographics and Growth Forecast
Technical Report®, data for the City of Riverside for 2016 the jobs to housing ratio is 1.54,
increasing to 1.64 for 2045 and is considered housing rich. Also, as outlined in this report page 4,
“While job growth and unemployment drops have characterized the recovery from the Great
Recession, slower population growth is anticipated not just in the SCAG region but across
California and nationwide.” Therefore, it can reasonably be assumed that there are enough
residents to fill jobs generated by the Project and the Project will not induce substantial population
growth.

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 7.29: The commenter claims the California Important Farmland Finder identifies the
site as Farmland of Local Importance and that the EIR excludes this information.

The DEIR does, in fact, identify that the Project site contains mapped Farmland of Local
Importance, as show in Figure 4 — Farmland Mapping, of the Initial Study, contained in Appendix
A to the DEIR. A discussion of impacts to Farmland of Local Importance is included in the DEIR
in Section 7.1.1.1 (DEIR, p. 7.0-1) as well as in greater detail in the Initial Study on page 26, as
outlined below, and concludes the potential impacts to be less than significant:

9 https://scag.ca.gov/read-plan-adopted-final-plan
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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 7.30:

The commenter claims the DEIR does not provide meaningful analysis of the Project’s
construction employment generation. The DEIR already notes that temporary employment
opportunities generated during construction of the Project are expected to come from the existing
regional workforce. Additionally, the Initial Study, Section 14, Threshold a., pg. 43, states,

“Construction is anticipated to last approximately 15 months. Construction of the Project
would generate the demand for temporary construction jobs. However, given the
availability of labor in the Riverside County and San Bernardino County region, and the
southern California region as a whole, it is reasonable to assume that the construction of
the Project will be completed by existing companies already doing business in the area
with employees already residing in the area. Thus, construction-related growth
inducement would not result from implementation of the Project.”

Based on default construction worker assumptions from CalEEMod, the Project is expected to
require the following number of construction workers: 9 for site prep, 10 for grading, 319 for
building construction, 8 for paving, and 64 for architectural coatings, for a combined total of 410.
The CalEEMod default assumptions have been derived by the California Air Pollution Control
Officers Association (CAPCOA) based on survey data.

As outlined in Response 7.28 above, the Project is consistent with the existing land use plan
designations (GP 2025 and SCBPSP), SCAG'’s growth Projections for the City incorporate the
type of growth that would result from the Project. Per SCAG’s Connect SoCal Demographics and
Growth Forecast Technical Report, data for the City of Riverside for 2016 the jobs to housing ratio
is 1.54 increasing to 1.64 for 2045 and is considered housing rich. Therefore, it can reasonably
be assumed that there are enough residents to fill jobs generated by the Project and the Project
will not induce substantial population growth.
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Further, as described in the DEIR Air Quality Section 5.2, and as shown in Tables 7 and 9 of the
Air Quality Analysis (Appendix C to the DEIR), construction and operational emissions would be
less than the applicable project-level thresholds. The Project would not result in significant
impacts related to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions; therefore, there is no obligation
under CEQA to further reduce potential impacts via a local hiring requirement or otherwise.
Regardless, construction activity is typically short-term (1-2 years or less), as is anticipated for
the proposed Sycamore Hills Distribution Center project, and does not constitute long-term
construction needs which would trigger a large number of construction workers to move to
Riverside permanently.

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 7.31: The commenter incorrectly claims that the EIR excludes the proposed office
areas from the employment calculation.

As the GP 2025 does not contain employment generation rates for different land use types, use
of the County of Riverside General Plan Square Feet/Employee Factor of 1,030 SF per employee
for Light Industrial land use, was appropriate as the County of Riverside is an adjacent jurisdiction
and has a land use designation for Light Industrial similar to the City of Riverside, and has existing
warehouse developments of various sizes and uses, also consistent with the City of Riverside.
As outlined in the County of Riverside’s General Plan Appendix E-2: Socioeconomic Build Out
Assumptions, page 3:

Using this Square Feet (SF)/Employee factor to determine employment, the appropriate
methodology is to divide the total number of building square feet for Light Industrial building by
the SF/Employee factor of 1,030. Therefore, the total Light Industrial building square footage for
the Project is 603,100 SF divided by 1,030, which is 585.5, which is rounded to the nearest whole
number of 586. To use this method of determining employment it is not correct to use the square
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footage of office space within the larger warehouse building and then separately calculate the
non-office designated areas within the warehouse as Light Industrial. This is in essence double
counting and combining two different land use designation types within the same building.
Therefore, it is inappropriate and inaccurate to use the SF/Employee factor for within the office
portion of the warehouse when the methodology identified above indicates to use the total number
of building square feet for the specified Land Use Designation, which for the warehouse buildings
is Light Industrial.

As outlined in Response 7.28 above, the SCAG Employment Density Study referenced by the
commenter with 1,046 employees, is taken out of context and is not appropriate for the City of
Riverside or the Project area as it is a study by the Metropolitan Washington DC Council of
Governments and from October 2001, thus it is outdated, is not from an area on the west coast,
let alone southern California, and is not appropriate or correct for employment rates for the Project
area.

Also as outlined in Response 7.28 above, the commenter does not provide any substantial
evidence as to why the County of Riverside General Plan Square Feet/Employee Factor of 1,030
SF per employee for Light Industrial land use is not an appropriate generation rate, or why a
threshold of 1% is an appropriate threshold for defining a significant amount of growth. Therefore,
the commenters claim that the Project, with an estimated 586 employees, would constitute
substantial growth is arbitrary and not based on evidence.

As outlined in the DEIR, Section 4.3 Developments Considered in Cumulative Impact Analysis
(DEIR, pp. 4.0-2 — 4.0-3), “The cumulative impact analysis utilized in this EIR considers a list of
planned and pending projects. Currently planned and pending projects in Riverside and
surrounding areas, including in the City of Moreno Valley and County of Riverside, are include in
Table 4.0-1 and shown on Figure 4.0-1.” The DEIR contains a cumulative impact analysis
consistent with the requirements of CEQA (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130). The intent of
the cumulative impact analysis is to evaluate the Project’s potential impacts on the environment
considered together with impacts to the environment from other planned and pending projects.
The cumulative analysis is not intended or required to determine if the project will exceed the
SCAG employment growth forecast for the City.

As outlined in Response 7.28 above, the Project is consistent with the existing land use plan
designations (GP 2025 and SCBPSP), SCAG'’s growth Projections for the City incorporate the
type of growth that would result from the Project. Per SCAG’s Connect SoCal Demographics and
Growth Forecast Technical Report, data for the City of Riverside for 2016 the jobs to housing ratio
is 1.54 increasing to 1.64 for 2045 and is considered housing rich. Also, as outlined in this report
page 4, “While job growth and unemployment drops have characterized the recovery from the
Great Recession, slower population growth is anticipated not just in the SCAG region but across
California and nationwide.” Therefore, it can reasonably be assumed that there are enough
residents to fill the estimated 586 warehousing and logistics industry jobs generated by the Project
and the Project will not induce substantial population growth.

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

2.0-118 RvA



City of Riverside Section 2.0

Sycamore Hills Distribution Center FEIR Responses to Comments

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 7.32: The commenter claims the EIR is flawed and a revised EIR must be prepared
and circulated for public review. The commenter also requests that Golden State Environmental
Justice Alliance be added to the City’s public interest list for any subsequent environmental
notices, public notices, public hearings, and notices of determination.

For all the reasons set forth above in Responses to Comments 7.1 through 7.31, 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)

The City has added Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance with the mailing address
provided to the City’'s CEQA natification list.

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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Comment Letter 8 — Adam Salcido

Comment letter 8 commences on the next page.
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Letter 8 — Adam Salcido
Commenter: Adam Salcido
Date: July 19, 2021

Response 8.1: The commenter requests that the City add the provided email and mailing address
to the City’s notification list. The City has added these emails and the mailing address to the City’'s
CEQA notification list.

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 9 — SWAPE on behalf of Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance

Comment letter 9 commences on the next page.
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2.0-126

-—proiect type. If more specific project information is known, the user can change the default values and
input project-specific values, but the California Environmental Guality 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 emnissions are calculated, and "output files” are generated. These
output files disclose to the reader what parameters are utilized in calculating the Project’s air pollutant
emissions and make known which default values are changed as well as provide justification for the
values selected.

When reviewing the Project’ witput files, provided in the Air Quality Analysis, Haalth Risk
Assessment, Construction Heartn Kisk assessment Memorandumn (“AQ & HRA Memo®) as Appendix C 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 may be underestimated.

——

According to the DEIR, the project proposes to construct two warshouses, each with 10,000-5F of office
space {p. 3.0-21 —3.0.22). As such, the model should have included 20,000-5F of "General Office
Building” and 583,100-5F of “Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail." However, review of the

output files demonstrate that the “9303 Sycamore Hills Distribution Center — Passenger Cars™ and "9309
Sycamore Hills Distribution Center — Trucks” madels include zll 603,100-SF as “Unrefrigerated
warehouse-No Rail” (see excerpt below) (Appendix €, pp. 46, 79, 112, 139, 166, 193}

As you can see in the excerpt above, the models fail to distinguish between the unrefriperated
warehouse and office land uses. This inconsistency presents an issue, a cudes 63 different
land use types that are each assigned a distinctive set of energy usage ermission tactors.” Furthermore,
each land use type includes a specific trip rate tha ses to calculate mobile-source
emissions.? Thus, by failing to include the proposea omce space, the models may underestimate the
Project’s construction and operational emissions and should not be relied upon to determine Project
___signiﬁcance,

e Hills Distribution Center —

— Passenger Cars’ and "Y3UY sycamore Hills bistribution Center — Irucks” models include manual

reductions to the default CH;, €0y, and N, intensity factors (see excerpt below) (Appendix C, pp. 48-49,
B1-82, 114-115, 141-142, 168-15%, 195-196).

RVA
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96

9.7

RVA

-—Accarding to the “User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data” table, the justification provided for
thase changes is: “SCAQMD Rule 1113 - Building Envelope and Non-Flat Coating limit = 50 g/L”
{Appendix C, pp. 47, B0, 113, 140, 167, 194). However, these changes remain unsupported for two
reasons.

First, the DEIR fails to mention SCAQMD Rule 1113, or specify the reactive organic gas/volatile organic
compound (“ROG DC¥) content limits that would be required. As a result, we cannot verify the
revised architectural coating emission factors.

Second, we cannot verify the accuracy of the revised architectural coating emission factors based on
SCAQMD Rule 1113 alone. The SCAQMD Rule 1113 Table of Standards provides the required VYOC limits
{grams of WOC per liter of coating) for 57 different coating categories (e.g., Floor coatings, Faux Finishing
Coatings, Fire-Proofing Coatings, Cement Coatings, Multi-Color Coatings, Primers, Sealers, Recycled

- Coatings, Shellac, 5tains, Traffic Coatings, Waterproofing Sealers, Waod Coatings, etc ) ® The YOC limits

for each coating varies from a minimum value of 50 g/L to a maximum value of 730 g/L. As such, we
cannot verify that 5CAOMD Rule 1113 substantiates a reduction to the default coating values without
more information regarding what category of coating will be used. Absent additional information
regarding which categories of coating would be used for Project construction, we cannot compare the
revised emission factors with the SCAQMD Rule 1113 requirements for those categories. The DEIR and
associated docurnents fail to mention what type of coating will be used, and as such, we are unable to
verify the revised emission factors assumed in the madel.

These unsubstantiated reductions present an issue, a ses the architectural coating emission
factors to calculate the Project’'s ROG/VOLC emissions associated with application rates and coating
content.® Thus, by including unsubstantiated reductions ta the default architectural coating emission
factors, the models may underestimate the Project’s RCG/VOC emissions and should not be relied upon

L_to determine Project significance.

+ Hills Distribution Center —
Passenger Cars” and ~9309 Sycamaore Hills Distribution Center — Trucks” models include changes to the
default individual construction phase lengths {see excerpt below) (Appendix C, pp. 47-48, 80-81, 113~
114, 140-141, 167-168 154-195).

PLOANORIN Pala 1112 2dwicaru Natira " SCAORMA Fahriare WA Availabla ar-
3.1113-14, Table of Standards

(N3]
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[ defaults be justified.*? According to the “User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data” table, the

justification provided for these changes is: splies same worker/vendor trip rates 1o
parkingfasphalt surfaces as it does to officeyinaustnai cuilding canstruction, resulting in overestimate of
actual trips. Default trips adjusted to reflec anstruction of buildings only” (Appendix C, pp. 47,

80, 113, 140, 167, 194). However, these changes remain unsubstantiatad. According to th
User's Guide:

as also designed to allow the user to change the defaults to reflect site- or
praject-speciric information, when available, provided that the information is supported by

substantial evidence gs required by CEQA.™ 1*

9.8 _T1 Here, as the DEIR and AQ & HRA Memo fail to provide substantial evidence to support these reduced
vendor and worker trip numbers, we cannot verify the changes. Furthermore, while the DEIR mentions
warker and yendar trips, these changes are not substantiated whatsoever, and a greater number of
vendor trips is indicated than is included in the model (p. 5.5-1B; 5.5-15; p. 5.5-20, Table 5.5-4; p. 5.5-20,
Table 5.5-5).

These unsubstantiated changes present an issue, a ses the vendor and worker trip numbers
to estimate the construction-related emissions asscciateo witn on-road vehicles.:* Thus, by including
unsubstantiated changes to the default vendor and worker trip numbers, the models may
underestimate the Project’s mebile-source construction-related emissions and should not be relied
upon to determine Project significance.

—

wwcamore Hills Distribution Center —
99 — Passenger Cars” and “9309 Sycarnore Hills Distnbution Center — Trucks” models include several changes
to the default cperational vehicle Aeet mix percentages {see excerpt below) (Appendix C, pp. 48, B1,
114, 141, 168, 195}

1 ser Guide, available 2,9
1 ser Guide, ovailotie o a1l
1 ser Guide, gvailobie m L34
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the applicable SCAQMD significance thresholds. Thus, our model demonstrates 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 adeguately assess and mitigate the potential air
quality impacts that the Project may have on the surrounding environment.

913

The DEIR concludes diesel particulate matter ("DPM™) emissions associated with Project operation
would pase 2 maximum incremental cancer risk of 0.49 in one million to nearby, existing sensitive
receptors, which would not exceed the 5CAQMD significance threshold of 10 in one mullion {p. 5.2-34 -
5.2-35). Furthermore, in regard to the Project’s construction-related health risk impacts, the DEIR states:

"Heavy-duty off-road construction equipment (graders, excavators, dozers, scrapers, loaders,
etc.) typically have diesel engines and emit DPM emissions. However, construction activity is
typirally short-term {1-2 years or less), as is anticipated for the proposed Sycamore Hills
Distribution Center project, and does not constitute long-term expasure, typically used to
generate risk estimates. As outlined above, construction emissions would not exceed SCAQMD
thresholds established to protect public health and air quality. Therefore, the health risk
associated with construction emissions would be less than significant for the surrounding

9.14 —

sensitive uses and no mitigation is required” (p. 5.2-35].

As dermonstrated above, the DEIR concludes that the Project would result in a less-than-significant
construction-related health risk impact because construction activity would be short term and
construction-related criteria air pellutant emissions would not exceed thresholds. However, the DEIR's
evaluation of the Praject’s potential health risk impacts, as well as the subsequent less-than-significant
___impa ct conclusion, is incorrect for three reasons.

[~ First, the DEIR fails to quantitatively evaluate the Project’s construction-related toxic air contaminant
{“TAC") emissions or make a reasonable effort to connect these emissions to potential health risk
impacts posed to nearby existing sensitive receptors. Despite the DEIR’s gualitative claims, construction
of the proposed Project will preduce emissions of DPM through the exhzust stacks of construction
equipment ocwver 8 potentizl construction duration of one year end three months {(p. 1.0-3). However, the
DEIR's vague discussion of potential DPM associated with Project construction fails to indicate the
cancentrations at which such pollutants would trigeer adverse health effects. Thus, without making 2
reasanable effort ta connect the Project’s construction-related 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.

—

915 —

Second, the State of California Department of Justice recommends the preparation of a guantitative
916 HRA pursuant to the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment {(“GEHHA”), the organization
responsible for providing guidance on conducting HRAs in California, as well as local air district
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" guidelines.?? OEHHA released its most recent Risk Assessment Guidelines: Guidance Monual for
Preparatian of Health Risk Assessments in February 2015.* This guidance document describes the types
of projects that warrant the preparation of an HRA. The @EHHA document recommends that all short-
term projects lasting at least two months be evaluated for cancer risks to nesrby sensitive receptors. As

916 ‘j the Project’s proposed construction duration vastly exceeds the 2-month requirement set forth by

917 —

9.18 —

QEHHA, it is clear that the Project meets the threshold warranting a guantified construction-related HRA
under GEHHA guidance. These recommendations reflect the most recent state health risk policies, and
as such, we recornmend that an analysis of health risk impacts posed to nearby sensitive receptors from
_Project-generated construction DPM emissions be included in an updated EIR for the Project.

FThird, while the DEIR includes an HRA evaluating the Project’s mebile-source operational health risk
impacts to nearby, existing receptors as a result of Project-generated mobile emissions, the HRA fails to
evaluate the cumulotive lifetime cancer risk to nearby, existing receptors as a result of Project
construction and operation together. According to OEHHA guidance, as referenced by the AQ & HRA
mMemao, “the excess cancer risk is calculated separately for each age grouping and then summed to yield

cancer risk at the receptor location” (Appendix C, p. 22).%* However, the DEIR's HRA fails to sum each
age bin to evaluate the total cancer risk over the course of the Praject’s total construction and
operation. This is incorrect and thus, an updated analysis should quantify the entirety of the Project’s
constriiction and operationaf health risks together and then sum them to compare to the SCAQMD
___threshold of 10in one million, as referenced by the AQ & HRA Memo (Appendix C, p. 22).

-

In erger 1o conduct Qur sCresning-level rsk analysis we reled upon AERSCREEN, which 15 @ screening
leve| air quality dispersion model *® The madel replaced SCREEN3, and AERSCREEN is included in the
OEHHA’ and the California Air Pollution Control Officers Associated (“CAPCOA”)*® guidance asthe
appropriate air dispersion model for Level 2 health risk screening analyses (“HRSAs”). A Level 2 HRSA
utilizes a limited amount of site-specific infarmation to generate maximum reasonable downwind
cancentrations of air contaminants to which nearby sensitive receptors may be exposed. If an
unacceptzable air quality hazard is determined to be possible using AERSCREEN, a more refined modeling
approach is required pricr to approval of the Project.

RVA

—

4 “Warehouse Projects: Best Practices and Mitigation Measures to Cemply with the California Enviranmentzal

Mnalite drt ¥ Brate Af Caltfarnia Nanartmant af lnetira Auailnhta e
3. 8.

S RISK ASSESATIENT SIS IORL AN B AR e E A At a1 mesrn sk sssesaments. OEHHA, February
2015, gvailable ot
Lo HCnidanca MEnoa o s fn e miee msmesnens Gmmes, c@hruary 2018, geaiabie of:

.84
SS U3 LPA APTI EULL) ALRICKEEN KEI2B5E0 85 TNE LFA Retommengea >creening Madsl,
http:/Awvww . epa.gav/ttn/scram/guidance/clarification /201104 11_AERSCREEN_Release_Memo.pdf
1% #pigk Assezsment Ruidalinar Ruidznre Maninzl far Prenararian of Haslrh Rizk dccacemants,” OEHHA, February
2015, avoilable gt
26 CAPCOA {July 2uu3) meann nisk M53es3Ments 101 FIQPOSEsT LANG USSR Frgjecls, NUp.// wiwiy 3 o3 . orgfwp-
content/uploads/2012,/02/CAPCOA_HRA_LU Guidelines 8-5-0% pdf.
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[“We prepared a preliminary HRA of the Project’s construction-related health risk impact to residential
sensitive receptors using the annual PM.; exhaust estimates from the DEIR® " utput files,
Consistent with recommendations set forth by QEHHA, we assumed residential exposure begins during
the third trimester stage of life. The DEIR’ nodel indicates that construction activities will
generate approximately 253 pounds of DFm over the 455-day construction period. The AERSCREEN
model relies on a continuous aversge 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:
RT3 aIBE 4536 I R
SEEEE S—— 5gREECCE — = L CHYOEROCN gy -5t
gEEE ¥ = REECEE ¥ u = {1, fnonoc
i 453 W l4hiled 3600
PRLCEE W EE FIFFeFREELIT

Using this equation, we estimated & construction emission rate of 0.00292 grams per second {*g/s"”).
Construction activities were simulated as a 12.23-acre rectangular area source in AERSCREEN with
dimensions of 505 by 58 meters. A release height of three meters was selected to represent the height
of exhaust stacks on aperational equipment and other heavy-duty wehicles, 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 guidance suggests that in screening procedures, the annualized average
concentration of an air pollutant be estimated by multiplying the single-hour concentration by 10%.**
According to the DEIR, “[t]he sensitive receptors nearest to the Project site include single end multi-
Famity residences to the south and southeast of the Project site” (p. 5.2-10). Review of Google Earth
demaonstrates that these sensitive receptors are located roughly 100 meters from the site. However,
reviews of the AERSCREEN output files demonstrates that the moximaelly exposed receptor is located
approximately 250 meters from the Project site. Thus, the single-hour concentration estimated by
AEASCREEN for Project construction is approximately 2.414 pg/m? DPM at approximately 250 meters
downwind_ Multiplying this single-hour concentration by 10%, we pet an annualized average
concentration of 0.2414 pg/m?® for Project construction at the MEIR.

We calculated the excess cancer risk to the MEIR using applicable HRA methodologies prescribed by
OEHHA. Consistent with the 455-day construction schedule included in the Project’ wutput
files, the annualized average concentration for Project construction was used for the entire third
trimester of pregnancy (0.25 years) and one year of the infantile stage of life {0 -2 years).

4 VErraaning Praradiras far Feticnatine tha Lir Mozlitg Imract Af Sratinnaru Saorces Revized ™ EPA, 1992, availoble
2l see aisa “Risk Assessment
D i iirmmsararss imaisss aETr EE EEEE AR R Ss FEam EmEssEE TE RTIFEES FRT mmms Sar s Mok m SR R ELE R EwEEEERTE UEHHA, Februaw 2015( ava‘[fab’e ae-

. 4-36.
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’-E'roject construction alone over the course of a residential lifetime is approximately 43 in one million.
When summing Praject’s construction-related cancer risk, as estimated by SWAPE, with the DEIR's
excess operational cancer risk estimate of 0.49 in one million, we estimate an excess cancer risk of
approximately 43.45 in one million over the course of a residential lifetime (Appendix C, pp. 502, Table
ES-1) ™ The infant and lifetime cancer risks exceed the SCAQMD threshold of 10in one millian, thus
resulting in @ potentizlly significant impact not previously addressed or identified by the DEIR,

An agency must include an analysis of health risks that connects the Project’s air emissions with the
health risk posed by those emissions. Our analysis represents a screening-level HRA, which is known to
be canservative 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. Qur screening-level HRA demonstrates that
canstruction and operation of the Praject 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 potentizally significant impact, the City should prepare a Project-specific
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 receptars. Thus, the City should prepare an updated, quantified
air pollution mode| as well as an updated, quantified refined health risk analysis which adequately and

919 —

2.0-142

|_accurately evaluates health risk impacts associated with bath Project construction and operation.

Ihe DEIR estimates that the Project would generate net annual greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions of
7,405 metric tans of carbon dioxide equivalents per year {“MT CO2e/year”), which would nat exceed the
SCAQMD bright-line threshold of 10,000 MT CO2e/year for industrial projects (see excerpt below) {p.
5.7-26, Table 5.7-7}.

e

4 Caleulatad: 78 in ana millien + 4.62 in one millien = 82.62 in ane million.
3: “Risk Aszessment Guaidalinees Cnidsnre Manus| fAr Branaratinn Af Haalrh Rick dccacemants ¥ OEHHA, February

2015, auvailghie o 3. 1.5

LN
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Conducting an on-site inspection to verify compliance with construction mitigation and to
identify other opportunities to further reduce construction impacts.

Using paints, architectural coatings, and industrial maintenance coatings that have volatile
organic compound levels of less than 10 g/L.

Providing infarmation on transit and ridesharing programs and services to constructian
emnployees.

Providing meal options onsite or shuttles between the facility and nearby meal destinations for
construction employees.

Requiring that all facility-owned and operated Aeet equipment with a gross vehicle weight rating
greater than 14,000 pounds accessing the site meet or exceed 2010 model-year emissions
equivalent engine standards as currently defined in California Code of Regulations Title 13,
Division 3, Chapter 1, Article 4.5, Section 2025. Facility operators shall maintain records on-site
demonstrating compliance with this requirement and shall make records available for inspection
by the local jurisdiction, air district, 2nd state upon request.

Requiring all heavy-duty vehicles entering or operated on the project site ta be zerc-emissian
beginning in 2030.

Requiring on-site equipment, such as forklifts and yard trucks, to be electric with the necessary
electrical charging stations provided.

Requiring tenants to use zero-emission light- and medium-duty vehicles as part of business
operations.

Forbidding trucks from idling for more than two minutes and requiring operators to turn off
engines when not in use.

Posting baoth interior- and exterior-facing signs, including signs directed at all dock and delivery
areas, identifying idling restrictions and contact information to report violations to CARB, the air
district, and the building manaper.

Installing and maintaining, et the manufacturer's recommended maintenance intervals, air
fitration systems at sensitive receptors within a certain radius of facility for the life of the
project.

Installing and maintaining, &t the manufacturer's recommended maintenance intervals, an air
monitoring station proximate to sensitive receptors and the facility for the life of the project,
and making the resulting data publicly available in real time. While air monitoring does not
mitigate the air quality or greenhouse gas impacts of a facility, it nanetheless benefits the
affected community by providing information that can be used to improve air quality or avoid
exposure to unhealthy air.

Constructing electric truck charging stations proportional to the number of dock doors at the
project.

Constructing electric plugs for electric transport refrigeration units at every dock door, if the
warehouse use could include refrigeration.

Constructing electric light-duty vehicle charging stations proportional to the number of parking
spaces at the project.
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» Installing solar photovoltaic systems on the project site of a specified electrical generation
capacity, such as equal to the building’s projected energy needs.

# Requiring all stand-by emergency generators to be powered by 2 non-diesel fuel.

s Requiring facility operators to train manegers and employees on efficient scheduling and load
management to eliminate unnecessary queuing and idling of trucks.

» Requiring operators to establish and promote a rideshare program that discourages single-
occupancy vehicle trips and provides financial incentives for alternate modes of transportation,
including carpooling, public transit, and biking.

s Mesetinp, ier 2 green building standards, including all provisions related to designated
parking ror ciean air vehicles, electric vehicle charging, and bicycle parking.

»  Achieving certification of compliance with LEED green building standards.

s Providing meal options onsite or shuttles between the facility and nearby meal destinations.

s Posting signs at every truck exit drivevray providing directional information to the truck route.

» Improving and maintaining vegetation and tree canopy for residents in and around the project
area.

§22 9 # Requiring that every tenant train its staff in charge of keeping vehicle records in diesel

o technaologies and compliance with CARB regulztions, by attendin, wrses. Also
reguire facility operators to maintain records on-site demonstrating comphance and make
records available for inspection by the local jurisdiction, air district, and state upon request.

» Requiring tenants to enrall in the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s SmartWay
program, and requiring tenants to use carriers that are SmartWay carriers.

»  Providing tenants with infermation on incentive programs, such as the Carl Moyer Program and
voucher Incentive Program, to upgrade their fleets.

These measures offer a cost-effective, feasible way to incorporate lower-emitting design features into
the proposed Praject, 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 updated air quality and health risk analyses to ensure that the necessary mitigetion measures
are implemented to reduce emissions to below thresholds. The updated EIR should also demonstrate a
commitment to the implementation of these measures prior to Project approval, to ensure that the
__Ero]ect’s significant emissions are reduced tc the maximum extent possible.

SWAPE has received limited discovery regarding this project. Additicnal 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 perfarmed using that degree of
9523 — careandsklll 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, ar
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