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Cheryl DeGano

From: Smith, Kyle J. <KJSmith@riversideca.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2015 8:08 AM
To: Cheryl DeGano
Subject: FW: Proposed development adjacent to our neighborhood
Attachments: HPA Development Syc Cyn Business Park.pdf

FYI …

Kyle J . Smith, AICP
Senior  Planner
City of Riverside
Community & Economic Development Department / Planning Division
3900 Main Street, Third Floor
Riverside, CA 92522
Direct (951) 826-5220 Fax (951) 826-5981
Planning General Information (951) 826-5371
http://www.riversideca.gov/planning/

From: Alec Gerry [mailto:alecgerry@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2015 7:44 AM
To: cherylgerry@sbcglobal.net; seema@seema.net; kathy_cocker@yahoo.com; paulmorton@sbcglobal.net;
jwatusa@yahoo.com; TRomero951@yahoo.com; yjulieta81@aol.com; teachurs@pacbell.net; lnewhall30@charter.net;
robertopassoni@sbcglobal.net; dms1003@sbcglobal.net; monellep@aol.com; ronaldskyberg21@yahoo.com;
romitij@sbcglobal.net; rc4hire@gmail.com; gckhalsa@charter.net; jeffreyswerner@gmail.com; kudtarkars@aol.com;
saziegler1@att.net; waderic1028@att.net; usnret1944@yahoo.com; falat@att.net; eyeru@msn.com;
tsandoval92880@gmail.com; Maureen Clemens; Teresa Denham; Sycamore Highlands; Melendrez, Andy; Bailey, Rusty;
Smith, Kyle J.
Subject: Proposed development adjacent to our neighborhood

Neighbors,

With the improving economy, development agencies are moving forward to build in the remaining
open area of the Sycamore Canyon Business Park adjacent to our homes.  Recently, an industrial
warehouse development was approved by the City for the open space immediately behind the
apartments and some of our community homes following some opposition of the residents in that
area.  This has emboldened other development companies to pursue further development.  We just
received notice for a proposed development in the southeast corner of the Business Park (adjacent to
most of the homes in our community that border the Business Park).  See the attached document for
plans and maps.

This development is proposed to be two very large warehouses, one the size of the Big 5 warehouse
that is already a nuisance due to noise.  Of course the nearness of the proposed development would
result in greater environmental impacts to the community relative even to the Big 5 mega warehouse.

The developer is clearly rushing this through since we just received notice and they set their own
"community meeting" without any consultation with the community - this meeting is in only 8 days as
you will see in the attached document.  The developer has also initiated the 30 day EIR comment
period with comments required by September 16. The developer has never contacted the community
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group for input or to set an appropriate date to review the proposal - I suspect as a way of avoiding
any earlier action by residents, instead forcing residents to respond in very short order to the
proposal.

We have requested our Council Member (Andy Melendrez) to set up a meeting with the City
Planning  Department to review zoning classifications and ordinances.  This seems to be another
example of the City's "Smart Development" that just isn't smart. Not sure why we have zones, if it is
appropriate for large industrial warehouses to be built adjacent to residential homes!  Where is the
buffer?

I don't expect that the "community meeting" in 8 days will be of any great value to our residents or
other agencies - from past experience, these meetings are simply something that is required and the
Developer rarely has any intention of listening to comments or addressing concerns. Nevertheless,
some of us may want to attend to voice concern about the proposal.  Furthermore, the City Planning
Department has been more of a rubber stamp than a true planning organization - they assure only
compliance with the City rules regarding development.  I have yet to see them impose some common
sense on a project.  If there will be any change at all to the proposal it will only be due to efforts of the
community and our partners at agencies that can impact the process.

I would like to host a meeting at my home 6017 Cannich Road this Sunday at 4PM to discuss this
development.  Please read over the attached document and bring your thoughts to the meeting.  You
may also invite others that you think may have an interest in this proposal.

Sincerely,
Alec

Click here to report this email as spam.















From: Cheryl DeGano
To: Jessica May
Subject: FW: [External] DEIR for Sycamore Canyon Business Park Buildings 1 and 2
Date: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 7:03:19 AM

Please include the Army Corps comments in Section 2.
 

Cheryl DeGano - Principal Environmental Analyst
Albert A. Webb Associates
3788 McCray Street, Riverside, CA 92506
t: 951.320.6052
e: cheryl.degano@webbassociates.com w: www.webbassociates.com
LinkedIn | Twitter | Facebook | YouTube

 

From: Smith, Kyle J. [mailto:KJSmith@riversideca.gov] 
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2015 10:57 AM
To: Cheryl DeGano
Subject: FW: [External] DEIR for Sycamore Canyon Business Park Buildings 1 and 2
 
FYI
 
 
 
Kyle J. Smith, AICP
Senior Planner
City of Riverside
Community & Economic Development Department / Planning Division
3900 Main Street, Third Floor
Riverside, CA 92522
Direct (951) 826-5220 Fax (951) 826-5981
Planning General Information (951) 826-5371
http://www.riversideca.gov/planning/
 
From: Thiede, James [mailto:james_thiede@fws.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, October 08, 2015 1:19 PM
To: Smith, Kyle J.
Subject: [External] DEIR for Sycamore Canyon Business Park Buildings 1 and 2
 
Dear Mr. Smith,
 
We have examined the NOP that you sent our office regarding preparation of a DEIR for the "Sycamore Canyon Business
 Park Buildings 1 and 2" project, and I just wanted to touch base with you to make sure that the proponent/consultants will
 prepare a MSHCP Consistency Analysis, and if necessary, a Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior
 Preservation.
 
Aerial imagery shows the presence of a stream which appears to flow north to south through the center of the project until
 it reaches a group of riparian trees at the edge of the existing business park development.  The consultants need to
 determine if the water flows beyond that point and what its ultimate destination is (e.g., Does the water enter a culvert or
 drain system, flow underneath the industrial park, and then exits the industrial park (perhaps on its south side) and
 eventually flows into Box Springs Canyon creek or other waters that connect into MSHCP water bodies ?).
 
If the stream's waters ultimately flow into one or more MSHCP water bodies, then the City would need to further
 implement the MSHCP's Riparian/Riverine Policy in regards to the project.
 
Regards,
 
James Thiede
Endangered Species Biologist
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
777 East Tahquitz Canyon Way, Suite 208
Palm Springs, California 92262
(760) 322-2070 x219
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From: Cheryl DeGano
To: Jessica May
Subject: FW: Comments on the Notice of Preparation for the Sycamore Canyon Business Park, Buildings 1 and 2
Date: Tuesday, December 01, 2015 2:36:38 PM

Another one to save in the same manner as the Raj Daniel letter.  In this instance, save it as being from the City of Moreno Valley.
 

Cheryl DeGano - Principal Environmental Analyst
Albert A. Webb Associates
3788 McCray Street, Riverside, CA 92506
t: 951.320.6052
e: cheryl.degano@webbassociates.com w: www.webbassociates.com
LinkedIn | Twitter | Facebook | YouTube

 

From: Smith, Kyle J. [mailto:KJSmith@riversideca.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2015 7:23 PM
To: Cheryl DeGano
Cc: Kristi Smith; Eastman, Jay
Subject: FW: Comments on the Notice of Preparation for the Sycamore Canyon Business Park, Buildings 1 and 2
 
 
 
 
 
Kyle J. Smith, AICP
Senior Planner
City of Riverside
Community Development Department / Planning Division
3900 Main Street, Third Floor
Riverside, CA 92522
Direct (951) 826-5220 Fax (951) 826-5981
Planning General Information (951) 826-5371
http://www.riversideca.gov/planning/

From: Chris Ormsby [chriso@moval.org]
Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2015 6:10 PM
To: Smith, Kyle J.
Subject: Comments on the Notice of Preparation for the Sycamore Canyon Business Park, Buildings 1 and 2

Kyle,
 
City staff has completed review of the Notice of Preparation for the Sycamore Canyon Business Park project. Transportation Engineering
 provided the comments below. In addition, please provide the Draft Environmental Impact Report for City review when it becomes
 available.   
 
Transportation Engineering Division Review Comments
                                   
Based on the information contained in our standard review process, we have the following comments:

 
1.      The project consists of a total approximately 1.4 million square feet of light, industrial office and warehousing contained within 2

 buildings on approximately 72 acres within the City of Riverside Sycamore Canyon Business Park Specific Plan. The project site is
 located west of Sycamore Canyon Boulevard at the western terminus of Dan Kipper Drive, west of Lance Drive. The project site is
 bounded by residential uses to the north, northwest, and northeast, large-scale light industrial uses to the east and south, and the
 Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park to the west, all of which are located in the City of Riverside.

 
2.      Per the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, below is the anticipated traffic generation by the project

 (vehicle trips per weekday):
 
Building Office Warehouse (car trip) Warehouse (truck trip) Total

#1 110 2857 714 3681

#2 110 1170 292 1572

Total 220 4027 1006 5253

 
 
3.      With direct access to Eastridge Avenue, Sycamore Canyon Boulevard and close proximity to the I-215 freeway interchange at

 Eucalyptus Avenue, traffic generation from this project will impact these facilities.  The project Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
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 that are being prepared should further address impacts caused by the project to the existing traffic circulation and air quality and
 propose appropriate mitigation measures. Transportation Engineering requests that a completed copy of this EIR and its
 Transportation/Traffic and Air Quality elements be provided to us for further review of this project.

 
 
Please provide a copy of the Draft Environmental Impact Report directly to me for distribution.   Thank you for the opportunity to review
 the Notice of Preparation.
 
Chris
 

Chris Ormsby 
Senior Planner
Community Development
City of Moreno Valley
p: 951.413.3229 | e: chriso@moval.org w: www.moval.org
14177 Frederick St., Moreno Valley, CA 92553 
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Cheryl DeGano

From: Smith, Kyle J. <KJSmith@riversideca.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2015 9:52 AM
To: Cheryl DeGano
Subject: FW: Notice of Prep. EIR: Sycamore Canyon Business Park Building 1 and 2

FYI…

Kyle J . Smith, AICP
Senior  Planner
City of Riverside
Community & Economic Development Department / Planning Division
3900 Main Street, Third Floor
Riverside, CA 92522
Direct (951) 826-5220 Fax (951) 826-5981
Planning General Information (951) 826-5371
http://www.riversideca.gov/planning/

From: McDaniel, Randy
Sent: Friday, August 28, 2015 5:03 PM
To: Smith, Kyle J.
Subject: Notice of Prep. EIR: Sycamore Canyon Business Park Building 1 and 2

Hi Kyle,

I received the subject notice and just wanted to make sure that the impact report scope includes doing the appropriate
bio/eco surveys on the adjacent park land to identify the potential impacts that the development could have on the env.
sensitive and protected adjacent Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park.  The area to include in the survey should include
the parkland immediately adjacent to the development and within the park a minimum of 100’ or as recommended by
the project biologist, whichever is greater.

Let me know if you need a formal letter.

Thanks,

Randy McDaniel
Principal Park Planner, RLA #4395

C I T Y  O F  R I V E R S I D E
Parks, Rec & Comm Serv
6927 Magnolia Avenue
Riverside, California 92506
(951) 826-2006

Click here to report this email as spam.
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16 Sept 2015 
To: Kyle Smith, AICP, Senior Planner, City of Riverside 
From: Friends of Riverside's Hills 
Re: NOP for Sycamore Canyon Business Park Buildings 1 and 2 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to raise some of the important issues to be considered in the 
EIR for this project. 
 
1. The project is located in an environmentally sensitive location next to Sycamore Canyon 
Park, a core area of the Western Riverside County MSHCP. Thus the conformance of the 
project with all aspects of the "Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands Interface" (sec 
6.1.4 of the MSHCP document) must be evaluated.  
City Policy OS-5.2: Continue to participate in the MSHCP Program and ensure all projects 
comply with applicable requirements. 
 
2. Potential impacts to Stephens' kangaroo rat, a Federally endangered species, must be 
assessed. 
City Policy OS-5.3: Continue to participate in the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat (SKR) Habitat 
Conservation Plan including collection of mitigation fees. 
 
3. The project proposes building over a blue-line stream. The environmental impacts and 
necessary mitigation required if this happens need to be documented. 
City Policy OS-2.2: Limit the extent and intensity of uses and development in areas of 
unstable terrain, steep terrain, scenic vistas, arroyos and other critical environmental areas. 
 
4. The project is located next to a residential neighborhood. It will produce various forms of 
pollution (including light, sound, particulates) . Thus the necessity of siting such a 
development in this location needs to considered in the light of alternative land uses. 
City Policy LU-8.2: Avoid density increases or intrusion of non-residential uses that are 
incompatible with existing neighborhoods.  
City Policy N–1.8: Continue to consider noise concerns in evaluating all proposed 
development decisions and roadway projects. 
City Policy AQ-1.3: Separate, buffer and protect sensitive receptors from significant sources 
of pollution to the greatest extent possible. 
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. 
 
5. Evaluate the energy uses of the project, especially the possibility of roof-top installation of 
solar cells.   
City Policy AQ-8.6: Promote Riverside as a Solar City through the implementation of 
programs for residential and commercial customers that will increase solar generation in the 
City to 1 MW by 2015 (enough for 1,000 homes), and 3 MW by 2020. 
 



6. Consider a range of well thought out alternative projects for the site beyond the usual 
dead-on-arrival "no project". This should  include less polluting alternatives such as an office 
building, and should include a substantial buffer of natural open space (perhaps with a trail to 
the park) between it and the residential area, and there should be some consideration of the 
feasibility of incorporating the blue line stream into the project design. 
 
Thanks for your attention to these issues. 
 
Len Nunney, Secretary,  
Friends of Riverside's Hills 
4477 Picacho Dr, Riverside, Ca 92507 
e-mail: watkinshill@juno.com. 



 
 

Via Email and U.S. Mail 

 

September 29, 2015 

 

Colleen J. Nicol, MMC, City Clerk 

City of Riverside 

3900 Main Street, 7th Floor 

Riverside, CA 92522 

city_clerk@riversideca.gov 

Robert Kain, Secretary of the Planning 

Commission 

City of Riverside Community & Economic 

Development Department Planning Division 

3900 Main Street, 3rd Floor  

Riverside California 92522 

 

Kyle Smith, AICP, Senior Planner 

City of Riverside Community & 

Economic Development Department - 

Planning Division  

3900 Main Street, 3rd Floor  

Riverside California 92522 

kjsmith@riversideca.gov 

Emilio Ramirez, Interim Director 

City of Riverside Community &  

Economic Development Department –  

Planning Division  

3900 Main Street, 3rd Floor  

Riverside California 92522 

 

 

Re: CEQA and Land Use Notice Request for the Sycamore Canyon Business Park 

Building 1 and 2- SCH2015081042 

 

Dear All: 

 

I am writing on behalf of the Laborers International Union of North America, Local Union 

1184 and its members living in the City of Riverside in Riverside County (“LiUNA”), 

regarding the Sycamore Canyon Business Park Project Building 1 and 2 (SCH2015081042 

and parcels 263-020-003-006,263-300-001-006, 263-300-025-026, 263-300-029-030, 263-

300-033-036), including all actions related or referring to the grading, construction, and 

operation of a total approximately 1.4 million square feet of light industrial office and 

warehousing space located on approximately 72 net acres within the Sycamore Canyon 

Business Park, west of Sycamore Canyon Boulevard at the western terminus of Dan Kipper 

Drive, west of Lance Drive. 
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September 29, 2015 

CEQA and Land Use Notice Request for the Sycamore Canyon Business Park   

Page 2 of 3 
 
We hereby request that the City of Riverside (“City”) send by electronic mail or U.S. Mail to 

our firm at the address below notice of any and all actions or hearings related to activities 

undertaken, authorized, approved, permitted, licensed, or certified by the City and any of its 

subdivisions, and/or supported, in whole or in part, through contracts, grants, subsidies, loans 

or other forms of assistance from the City, including, but not limited to the following: 

 

 Notice of any public hearing in connection with the Project as required by California 

Planning and Zoning Law pursuant to Government Code Section 65091. 

 

 Any and all notices prepared for the Project pursuant to the California Environmental 

Quality Act (“CEQA”), including, but not limited to: 

 

 Notices of any public hearing held pursuant to CEQA. 

 Notices of determination that an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is 

required for a project, prepared pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 

21080.4. 

 Notices of any scoping meeting held pursuant to Public Resources Code 

Section 21083.9. 

 Notices of preparation of an EIR or a negative declaration for a project, 

prepared pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092. 

 Notices of availability of an EIR or a negative declaration for a project, 

prepared pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21152 and Section 15087 

of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations. 

 Notices of approval and/or determination to carry out a project, prepared 

pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21152 or any other provision of 

law. 

 Notices of approval or certification of any EIR or negative declaration, 

prepared pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21152 or any other 

provision of law. 

 Notices of determination that a project is exempt from CEQA, prepared 

pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21152 or any other provision of 

law.  

 Notice of any Final EIR prepared pursuant to CEQA. 

 

Please note that we are requesting notices of CEQA actions and notices of any public 

hearings to be held under any provision of Title 7 of the California Government Code 

governing California Planning and Zoning Law.  This request is filed pursuant to Public 

Resources Code Sections 21092.2 and 21167(f), and Government Code Section 65092, 

which requires agencies to mail such notices to any person who has filed a written request for 

them with the clerk of the agency’s governing body. 

 

In addition, we request that the City send to us via email or U.S. mail a copy of all Planning 

Commission and City Council meeting and/or hearing agendas. 

 





















From: Cheryl DeGano
To: Jessica May
Subject: FW: Draft EIR - Sycamore Canyon Business Park Buildings 1 &2
Date: Tuesday, December 01, 2015 2:34:44 PM

Jessica,
 
You’ll want to save Kyle’s email response and the email from Raj Daniel as a PDF file before saving it with the other comments.
 
When you save the comment letters, please name  the PDF file after the commenter. So for this letter it would be saved as Raj
 Daniel.
 

Cheryl DeGano - Principal Environmental Analyst
Albert A. Webb Associates
3788 McCray Street, Riverside, CA 92506
t: 951.320.6052
e: cheryl.degano@webbassociates.com w: www.webbassociates.com
LinkedIn | Twitter | Facebook | YouTube

 

From: Smith, Kyle J. [mailto:KJSmith@riversideca.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2015 10:07 AM
To: Raj Daniel
Subject: RE: Draft EIR - Sycamore Canyon Business Park Buildings 1 &2
 
Thank you for your comments, they are acknowledged.
 
 
 
Kyle J. Smith, AICP
Senior Planner
City of Riverside
Community & Economic Development Department / Planning Division
3900 Main Street, Third Floor
Riverside, CA 92522
Direct (951) 826-5220 Fax (951) 826-5981
Planning General Information (951) 826-5371
http://www.riversideca.gov/planning/
 
**FYI – I will be out of the Office from Oct. 1-18**
 

From: Raj Daniel [mailto:rdaniel3011@charter.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2015 8:59 AM
To: Smith, Kyle J.
Subject: Draft EIR - Sycamore Canyon Business Park Buildings 1 &2
 
Thank you for sending us the Notice of Preparation of the EIR for the above referenced project. Looking at Fig.2 it appears the
 residences north of the project site will be affected because of the amendment to the general plan. However, the residences East
 of the project site are already facing the Business Park since inception. Without knowing all the facts, looks like the city can
 accommodate to give some relief to these residents and still be able to go ahead with the project. Thank you.
 

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Contact Information: 
6012 Abernathy Drive 

 Riverside, CA  92507-8407 
 Tel: (951) 369-3510 

email: sycamorehighlands@yahoo.com  
 

 
 
 
 
RE:  Sycamore Canyon Business Park Buildings 1 and 2, Notice of Draft EIR 
ATTN: Kyle Smith, AICP, Senior Planner 
 
Dear Mr. Smith, 
 
We have a number of major concerns with the proposed development of “Sycamore Canyon 
Business Park Buildings 1 and 2 Project”: 
 

1. 	  We	  would	  like	  to	  know	  why	  recommendations	  of	  the	  California	  Air	  Resources	  Board	  within	  “Air	  
Quality	  and	  Land	  Use	  Handbook:	  	  A	  Community	  Health	  Perspective	  (2005)”	  is	  not	  being	  
considered	  for	  this	  project.	  	  In	  this	  document	  it	  is	  recommended	  that	  the	  siting	  of	  distribution	  
centers	  should	  not	  be	  within	  1000	  feet	  of	  residences	  or	  other	  sensitive	  receptors	  (page	  4).	  
	  

2. We	  would	  like	  to	  know	  why	  the	  document	  “Good	  Neighbor	  Guidelines	  for	  Siting	  New	  and/or	  
Modified	  Warehouse/Distribution	  Facilities	  (Final,	  Sept.,	  2005)”	  created	  by	  the	  Regional	  Air	  
Quality	  Task	  Force	  for	  the	  Western	  Riverside	  Council	  of	  Governments	  is	  also	  not	  being	  
considered.	  	  This	  document	  recommends	  the	  siting	  of	  such	  facilities	  at	  least	  300	  m	  
(approximately	  1000	  ft)	  from	  residential	  housing	  (page	  8).	  
	  

3. The	  above	  two	  documents	  reflect	  years	  of	  experience	  and	  scientific	  knowledge	  on	  air	  quality	  
impacts	  of	  diesel	  emissions	  from	  distribution	  centers	  by	  EPA,	  California	  Air	  Resources	  Board,	  and	  
the	  South	  Coast	  Air	  Quality	  Management	  District.	  	  It	  simply	  does	  not	  make	  sense	  to	  site	  major	  
distribution	  facilities	  in	  such	  close	  proximity	  to	  neighborhoods.	  	  Residents	  have	  been	  led	  to	  
believe	  by	  the	  adoption	  of	  these	  “Good	  Neighbor”	  policies	  by	  the	  City	  of	  Riverside	  (by	  Mayor	  
Loveridge	  as	  a	  representative	  of	  the	  City)	  as	  well	  as	  by	  the	  City’s	  own	  “Good	  Neighbor”	  policy	  
that	  the	  land	  in	  question	  for	  this	  proposed	  project	  would	  be	  an	  appropriate	  office	  building	  or	  
light	  industrial	  facility	  that	  would	  serve	  to	  buffer	  nuisance	  and	  environmental	  effects	  from	  the	  
existing	  distribution	  centers	  rather	  than	  increasing	  nuisance	  and	  bringing	  this	  nuisance	  even	  
closer	  to	  sensitive	  receptors	  (residential	  homes).	  

	  
4. We	  also	  have	  major	  concerns	  about	  quality	  of	  life	  impacts	  through	  siting	  of	  a	  major	  distribution	  

facility	  immediately	  adjacent	  to	  the	  residential	  neighborhood.	  	  Quality	  of	  life	  issues	  include	  
nuisance	  due	  to	  noise,	  light,	  traffic	  impacts.	  
	  

a. Noise	  Nuisance	  
i. Noises	  of	  particular	  concern	  include	  

1. Truck	  operation	  (transiting	  engines,	  idling	  engines	  and	  back-‐up	  alarms)	  
including	  on-‐site	  and	  incoming/exiting	  vehicles	  
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2. Possibility	  of	  operation	  of	  	  transportation	  refrigerated	  units	  
3. Generator	  operation	  (back-‐up	  generator	  operation	  including	  

maintenance)	  
4. A/C	  roof	  units	  (if	  present)	  
5. TRUs	  
6. Operation	  noise	  
7. Nighttime	  noise	  

ii. It	  is	  noted	  that	  mitigations	  by	  nearby	  distribution	  centers	  have	  been	  insufficient	  
and	  that	  anticipated	  nuisance	  from	  this	  facility	  due	  to	  extreme	  proximity	  will	  be	  
far	  worse.	  	  Already,	  residents	  are	  beyond	  their	  tolerance	  limits	  for	  noise	  
nuisance.	  	  	  

iii. The	  proposed	  site	  would	  be	  expected	  to	  have	  significant	  night-‐time	  impacts	  due	  
to	  noise.	  	  Area	  residents	  currently	  are	  unable	  to	  open	  residential	  home	  windows	  
at	  night	  as	  truck	  and	  other	  operational	  noise	  is	  severe	  throughout	  the	  night	  and	  
particularly	  during	  the	  very	  early	  morning	  hours	  (3-‐6am).	  	  How	  will	  the	  EIR	  
account	  for	  the	  expected	  loss	  in	  productivity	  of	  residents	  as	  they	  are	  unable	  to	  
sleep?	  	  Any	  further	  increase	  in	  noise	  nuisance	  will	  make	  the	  area	  unlivable	  and	  
residents	  will	  leave,	  abandoning	  the	  area	  to	  become	  a	  marginal	  neighborhood.	  

iv. Noise	  will	  disproportionately	  impact	  children	  who	  will	  find	  it	  difficult	  to	  sleep	  at	  
night	  or	  study	  during	  the	  day	  with	  the	  increased	  noise	  burden.	  	  Already,	  the	  
back-‐up	  warning	  noise	  wakes	  many	  of	  the	  neighborhood	  children	  during	  the	  
early	  morning	  hours	  (even	  with	  windows	  closed).	  	  How	  is	  this	  disproportionate	  
impact	  on	  our	  youth	  accounted	  for?	  	  

v. Noise	  impacts	  will	  be	  impossible	  to	  mitigate	  given	  the	  grade	  separation	  of	  the	  
warehouse	  and	  the	  higher	  elevation	  residential	  homes.	  	  Homes	  cannot	  be	  
protected	  by	  a	  sound	  wall.	  	  Additionally,	  due	  to	  geography,	  this	  site	  is	  essentially	  
an	  amphitheater	  with	  noise	  easily	  traveling	  to	  homes	  several	  streets	  into	  the	  
already	  impacted	  neighborhoods.	  	  The	  piercing	  noise	  from	  truck	  back-‐up	  alarms	  
in	  particular	  travels	  over	  ½	  mile	  from	  the	  source	  due	  in	  part	  to	  the	  geography	  of	  
this	  area.	  

b. Light	  pollution	  
i. Operation	  of	  this	  major	  facility	  immediately	  adjacent	  to	  a	  neighborhood	  will	  

have	  significant	  light	  pollution	  impacts	  especially	  for	  homes	  on	  the	  boundary	  of	  
the	  proposed	  project.	  	  While	  parking	  lot	  lighting	  can	  be	  directed	  downward,	  
light	  pollution	  from	  building	  lights	  will	  be	  intolerable	  given	  the	  extreme	  
proximity	  of	  the	  proposed	  distribution	  centers.	  	  

c. Traffic	  impacts	  
i. Currently,	  traffic	  is	  already	  very	  high	  at	  the	  215/60	  Interchange	  as	  well	  as	  on	  

arterial	  streets	  in	  the	  Sycamore	  Canyon	  Business	  Park	  area.	  	  Much	  of	  this	  traffic	  
is	  due	  to	  truck	  traffic	  associated	  with	  already	  existing	  facilities.	  	  The	  increase	  in	  
truck	  traffic	  that	  would	  be	  expected	  by	  another	  exceptionally	  large	  distribution	  
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facility	  in	  the	  Business	  Park	  will	  result	  in	  further	  traffic	  stoppage	  at	  the	  freeway	  
interchange	  as	  well	  as	  on	  Sycamore	  Canyon	  Blvd.	  

ii. We	  are	  concerned	  that	  emergency	  responders	  stationed	  at	  the	  firehouse	  on	  
Sycamore	  Canyon	  Blvd	  will	  be	  unable	  to	  exit	  their	  facility	  or	  quickly	  traverse	  
Sycamore	  Canyon	  Blvd	  when	  responding	  to	  an	  emergency.	  

iii. Lance	  Drive	  is	  a	  closed	  loop	  with	  outlet	  only	  on	  Sycamore	  Canyon	  Blvd.	  	  How	  
would	  emergency	  responders	  access	  this	  location	  during	  an	  emergency	  as	  
building	  employees,	  their	  vehicles,	  and	  trucks	  block	  the	  only	  access	  route	  to	  
Lance	  Drive	  in	  their	  haste	  to	  evacuate?	  

iv. When	  the	  Big	  5	  warehouse	  was	  first	  approved,	  residents	  in	  the	  area	  were	  
promised	  that	  trucks	  were	  only	  authorized	  to	  enter	  and	  exit	  the	  freeway	  system	  
at	  Eastridge	  Blvd.	  	  As	  predicted,	  this	  was	  a	  hallow	  promise	  and	  trucks	  commonly	  
overburden	  the	  residential	  community	  by	  exiting	  and	  entering	  the	  freeway	  
system	  at	  Fair	  Isle	  Dr.	  	  How	  would	  truck	  traffic	  be	  prevented	  from	  accessing	  the	  
freeway	  system	  at	  Fair	  Isle	  Dr.	  so	  that	  they	  will	  use	  the	  “approved	  truck	  route”	  
on	  Eastridge	  Blvd?	  	  

	  
5. Economic	  impacts	  due	  to	  loss	  of	  property	  value.	  	  There	  is	  a	  plethora	  of	  public	  documentation	  

available	  on	  incompatible	  land-‐use	  between	  residential	  homes	  and	  distribution	  centers	  due	  to	  
environmental	  health	  and	  nuisances.	  	  The	  location	  of	  a	  major	  distribution	  facility	  immediately	  
adjacent	  to	  the	  residences	  in	  the	  Sycamore	  Canyon	  area	  will	  surely	  negatively	  impact	  property	  
values	  throughout	  the	  community	  as	  homebuyers	  consider	  the	  health,	  noise,	  light,	  and	  
environmental	  impacts	  of	  the	  Mega-‐warehouse	  just	  a	  few	  feet	  from	  their	  backyard.	  	  Further,	  a	  
number	  of	  these	  properties	  originally	  sold	  with	  “added	  value”	  due	  to	  their	  views	  (e.g.,	  premium	  
on	  original	  home	  prices	  by	  builder	  for	  these	  properties).	  	  The	  location	  of	  a	  nearly	  50	  foot	  
warehouse	  in	  their	  backyard	  will	  certainly	  damage	  these	  home	  values	  as	  views	  are	  blocked	  by	  
the	  exceptionally	  tall	  distribution	  warehouse.	  	  	  	  The	  loss	  of	  home	  value	  from	  so	  many	  homes	  
may	  well	  put	  this	  developer	  and	  the	  City	  in	  jeopardy	  of	  a	  class	  action	  lawsuit.	  
	  

6. We	  are	  very	  concerned	  about	  the	  health	  consequences	  from	  having	  a	  Mega-‐warehouse	  just	  
beyond	  the	  fence	  of	  residential	  homes.	  	  Health	  impacts	  are	  many,	  including:	  

a. Emissions:	  How	  will	  health	  impacts	  due	  to	  vehicle	  emissions	  be	  calculated?	  	  Such	  a	  
calculation	  must	  take	  into	  account	  the	  already	  existing	  warehouse	  facilities	  as	  emissions	  
are	  a	  summation	  of	  all	  of	  these	  facilities	  and	  health	  impacts	  to	  warehouse	  workers	  and	  
nearby	  residents	  result	  from	  the	  total	  of	  the	  area	  emissions	  not	  the	  incremental	  
increase	  of	  a	  new	  structure.	  	  Effects	  to	  be	  accounted	  for	  must	  include	  respiratory	  illness	  
and	  excess	  cancer	  risk,	  to	  include	  both	  acute	  and	  long	  term	  effects	  to	  the	  nearby	  
population.	  	  Acute	  effects	  must	  include	  cumulative	  NO2	  levels	  from	  existing	  background	  
as	  well	  as	  directly	  from	  sources	  (as	  NO2)	  plus	  NO	  (which	  will	  rapidly	  react	  with	  ozone	  to	  
form	  NO2).	  	  Acute	  effects	  should	  account	  for	  possibility	  of	  pre-‐2007	  and	  pre-‐2010	  
heavy-‐duty	  diesel	  vehicles	  entering	  facility	  and	  not	  simply	  projections	  of	  future	  vehicle	  
emissions.	  	  Sensitive	  receptors	  in	  the	  immediately	  adjacent	  area	  include	  asthmatics.	  	  
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Emissions	  need	  to	  consider	  the	  impact	  of	  “cold”	  and	  “hot”	  starts	  in	  the	  area	  as	  well	  as	  
increased	  emissions	  due	  to	  road	  grades	  entering	  facility.	  	  	  This	  is	  especially	  pertinent	  
given	  receptors	  not	  necessarily	  at	  ground	  level	  relative	  to	  truck	  sources	  (see	  6c).	  	  Will	  
localized	  micro-‐meteorology	  as	  it	  pertains	  to	  dispersion	  of	  pollutants	  be	  assessed?	  	  

b. Refrigeration	  Units:	  We	  would	  like	  to	  know	  if	  there	  is	  the	  possibility	  of	  operation	  of	  
transportation	  refrigeration	  units	  servicing	  these	  distribution	  centers.	  	  This	  would	  
greatly	  increase	  truck	  emissions	  as	  they	  idle	  in	  place	  to	  maintain	  refrigeration.	  	  This	  
increase	  in	  anticipated	  emission	  must	  be	  accounted	  for	  in	  the	  EIR.	  

c. Site	  Geography:	  Will	  the	  evaluation	  of	  the	  impacts	  of	  this	  project	  account	  for	  the	  
“canyon”	  or	  hillside	  effect	  created	  by	  having	  emissions	  sources	  immediately	  below	  the	  
elevation	  of	  the	  homes.	  	  This	  can	  have	  major	  ramifications	  on	  accurate	  estimation	  of	  
emission	  impacts	  and	  health	  effects.	  	  (See	  also	  related	  concern	  with	  noise	  (4b).	  

d. Toxic	  or	  Harmful	  Chemicals	  Stored	  or	  Transported:	  We	  are	  concerned	  about	  materials	  
that	  might	  be	  stored	  or	  moved	  through	  the	  Mega-‐warehouses.	  	  How	  will	  the	  EIR	  
consider	  the	  potential	  consequences	  of	  storing	  toxic,	  explosive,	  carcinogenic,	  or	  other	  
harmful	  chemicals	  when	  the	  distribution	  facility	  will	  be	  within	  feet	  of	  sensitive	  receptors	  
at	  residential	  homes?	  	  How	  are	  impacts	  to	  the	  neighborhoods	  in	  the	  event	  of	  fire	  or	  
earthquake	  considered?	  	  Keep	  in	  mind	  the	  lack	  of	  emergency	  vehicle	  access	  (discussed	  
in	  item	  #4)	  during	  an	  emergency.	  	  Residents	  are	  very	  concerned	  about	  the	  health	  effects	  
following	  a	  spill,	  fire,	  or	  natural	  disaster	  as	  the	  facility	  could	  store	  any	  number	  of	  toxic	  or	  
harmful	  chemicals.	  

e. AQ	  Analysis:	  	  How	  will	  elevation	  differences	  between	  the	  proposed	  distribution	  facility	  
and	  area	  homes	  be	  taken	  into	  account?	  	  Where	  will	  AQ	  analysis	  be	  conducted?	  	  Analysis	  
should	  be	  cumulative	  with	  all	  facilities	  in	  the	  Business	  Park	  included,	  not	  simply	  the	  
increase	  expected	  from	  an	  additional	  facility.	  
	  

7. We	  do	  not	  believe	  that	  impacts	  from	  the	  proposed	  Mega-‐warehouse	  can	  be	  evaluated	  in	  
isolation	  from	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  Sycamore	  Canyon	  Business	  Park	  and	  the	  surrounding	  community.	  	  
The	  environmental	  effects	  of	  any	  new	  proposed	  facility	  are	  in	  addition	  to	  the	  current	  effects	  of	  
all	  currently	  operating	  facilities	  and	  any	  future	  expected	  facilities	  in	  the	  area.	  	  The	  piecemealing	  
of	  properties	  for	  the	  purposes	  of	  the	  EIR	  does	  not	  provide	  an	  accurate	  picture	  of	  the	  
environmental	  impact.	  	  One	  cannot	  simply	  measure	  the	  increase	  in	  impacts	  and	  state	  that	  this	  
increase	  is	  not	  problematic	  when	  the	  total	  sum	  of	  impacts	  would	  be	  problematic.	  	  A	  small	  dose	  
of	  poison	  may	  not	  kill	  you,	  but	  when	  a	  series	  of	  small	  doses	  are	  taken	  you	  will	  surely	  die.	  	  The	  last	  
dose	  is	  simply	  the	  one	  from	  which	  you	  cannot	  recover.	  

	  
a. Noise	  –	  noise	  impacts	  should	  be	  evaluated	  by	  assuming	  full	  operation	  of	  the	  Mega-‐

warehouse	  during	  nighttime	  hours,	  with	  impacts	  combined	  with	  the	  expected	  truck	  trips	  
for	  this	  facility	  and	  the	  nearby	  Big	  5,	  Pepsi,	  and	  Ralph’s	  facilities	  at	  a	  minimum.	  	  The	  
“ambient”	  noise	  should	  be	  determined	  in	  the	  absence	  of	  ANY	  truck	  noise	  (early	  evening	  
truck	  traffic	  seems	  low)	  and	  at	  the	  residential	  homes	  rather	  than	  within	  the	  Business	  
Park	  as	  there	  is	  where	  noise	  will	  cause	  impacts.	  	  Current	  nuisance	  noise	  should	  then	  be	  
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determined	  at	  the	  border	  with	  residential	  homes	  at	  about	  4-‐5AM	  to	  see	  what	  residents	  
already	  must	  contend	  with.	  	  Projected	  noise	  from	  any	  new	  facility	  should	  then	  be	  added	  
to	  the	  early	  morning	  noise	  for	  comparison	  back	  to	  the	  ambient	  noise	  level.	  

b. Pollution	  –	  Truck	  emissions	  and	  other	  facility	  emissions	  should	  be	  added	  to	  existing	  
emissions	  to	  determine	  effects	  above	  baseline,	  with	  baseline	  being	  emissions	  in	  OTHER	  
residential	  areas	  where	  warehousing	  and	  freeway	  traffic	  are	  NOT	  present.	  

 
8. Drainage	  from	  Sycamore	  Canyon	  Park	  is	  currently	  through	  the	  proposed	  development	  site.	  	  We	  

are	  concerned	  that	  drainage	  would	  be	  inadequate	  around	  the	  proposed	  Mega-‐warehouse	  so	  
that	  erosion	  of	  the	  slopes	  leading	  to	  residential	  homes	  would	  result	  and	  undermine	  support	  of	  
these	  homes.	  	  
	  

9. The	  Press	  Enterprise	  reports	  that	  the	  City	  of	  Riverside	  is	  fighting	  the	  development	  of	  the	  World	  
Logistics	  Center	  due	  to	  impacts	  of	  traffic	  and	  air	  quality	  on	  Riverside	  residents.	  	  Given	  this,	  it	  
seems	  unconscionable	  to	  locate	  a	  Mega-‐warehouse	  distribution	  center	  immediately	  adjacent	  to	  
established	  Riverside	  neighborhoods	  without	  at	  least	  following	  “good	  neighbor”	  land-‐use	  
guidelines	  established	  by	  ARB	  and	  adopted	  by	  former	  Mayor	  Loveridge	  in	  2005.	  	  How	  can	  we	  
argue	  that	  the	  World	  Logistics	  Center	  will	  clog	  our	  freeways	  and	  increase	  pollutants	  in	  our	  City	  
when	  we	  continue	  to	  build	  these	  facilities	  right	  here	  in	  Riverside	  along	  the	  same	  freeway	  artery?	  
We	  have	  given	  away	  any	  moral	  high	  ground	  on	  this	  issue	  if	  we	  approve	  this	  Mega-‐warehouse.	  	  

 
10. We	  would	  like	  to	  know	  how	  this	  project	  fits	  within	  the	  City	  of	  Riverside	  policy	  of	  Smart	  Growth.	  	  

The	  Planning	  Department	  purportedly	  strives	  to	  attain	  a	  number	  of	  Smart	  Growth	  principles	  
including	  maintaining	  and	  enhancing	  the	  value	  of	  existing	  neighborhoods.	  This	  project	  certainly	  
fails	  to	  enhance	  the	  value	  of	  the	  already	  existing	  neighborhood	  and	  instead	  would	  cause	  
considerable	  damage	  to	  the	  existing	  neighborhood.	  

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Alec Gerry 
Sycamore Highlands Community Action Group 
On behalf of: 
Concerned Residents of Sycamore Highlands Community 

 
 
cc:  Mr. Andy Melendrez, Councilman 
 Mr. Rusty Bailey, Mayor 
 Mr. John A. Russo, City Manager 
 Mrs. Maureen Clemens, Sycamore Highlands Community Action Group 



From: Cheryl DeGano
To: Jessica May
Subject: FW: [External] 1271-15NC345 DEIR Sycamore Cyn Business Park Buildings 1 and 2
Date: Tuesday, December 01, 2015 2:43:03 PM
Attachments: 20151021123223.pdf

Jessica,
 
In this instance the comment is the email from the gas company. Not the PDF of the NOP which is attached to this.
 

Cheryl DeGano - Principal Environmental Analyst
Albert A. Webb Associates
3788 McCray Street, Riverside, CA 92506
t: 951.320.6052
e: cheryl.degano@webbassociates.com w: www.webbassociates.com
LinkedIn | Twitter | Facebook | YouTube

 

From: Smith, Kyle J. [mailto:KJSmith@riversideca.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2015 1:01 PM
To: Cheryl DeGano
Subject: FW: [External] 1271-15NC345 DEIR Sycamore Cyn Business Park Buildings 1 and 2
 
 
 
 
 
Kyle J. Smith, AICP
Senior Planner
City of Riverside
Community & Economic Development Department / Planning Division
3900 Main Street, Third Floor
Riverside, CA 92522
Direct (951) 826-5220 Fax (951) 826-5981
Planning General Information (951) 826-5371
http://www.riversideca.gov/planning/
 

From: Squires, Rosalyn [mailto:RSquires@semprautilities.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2015 12:43 PM
To: Smith, Kyle J.
Subject: [External] 1271-15NC345 DEIR Sycamore Cyn Business Park Buildings 1 and 2
 
October 21, 2015
 
 
 
City of Riverside
Attn: Kyle Smith
 
Email: KJSmith@riversideca.gov
 
Subject:          Notice of Preparation of DEIR

Sycamore Canyon Business Park Buildings 1 and 2
Sycamore Canyon and Canyon Springs
DCF: 1271-15NC345

 
 
 
                       
    
Southern California Gas Company Transmission Department does not operate facilities within your proposed
 improvement.  However, our Southeast Distribution Region may have some distribution facilities within your
 construction area. 
 
To assure no conflict with the local distribution's pipeline system, please contact them at (909) 335-7507.
 

mailto:/O=MEX05/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=CHERYLD5D7
mailto:jessica.may@webbassociates.com
mailto:cheryl.degano@webbassociates.com
http://www.webbassociates.com/
https://www.linkedin.com/company/224173?trk=tyah&trkInfo=clickedVertical%3Acompany%2Cidx%3A2-1-5%2CtarId%3A1427304891562%2Ctas%3Aalbert+a+we
https://twitter.com/WEBB_Associates
https://www.facebook.com/WEBBAssociates1
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCtYGk6N--eGjc0-bW022vWQ
http://www.riversideca.gov/planning/
mailto:RSquires@semprautilities.com
mailto:KJSmith@riversideca.gov























Sincerely,
 
 
 
Rosalyn Squires
Transmission Pipeline Planning Assistant
(818) 701-4546
 
 
 
Rosalyn Squires 
Transmission Pipeline Planning Assistant 
(818) 701-4546
 
 
 
From: RSquires@semprautilities.com [mailto:RSquires@semprautilities.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2015 12:36 PM
To: Squires, Rosalyn
Subject:
 
 
 

Click here to report this email as spam.

mailto:RSquires@semprautilities.com
mailto:RSquires@semprautilities.com
https://www.mailcontrol.com/sr/9h9+fV+F3OPGX2PQPOmvUkyXKmclf+CPfGVTc9Yw3HiaIib+eBEWGdfloC3cLIAZbSvjj23eUg1jDxGYc2QXWA==






A.3 
NOTES FROM THE AUGUST 26, 2015 

SCOPING MEETING 





















 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

https://www.riversideca.gov/planning/pdf/good-neighbor-guidelines.pdf
https://www.riversideca.gov/planning/pdf/good-neighbor-guidelines.pdf


 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

https://www.riversideca.gov/planning/pdf/good-neighbor-guidelines.pdf
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