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Introduction

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

Table 1
Comment Roster

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

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

e New significant impacts

e  Substantial increases in the severity of impacts

e  Teasible alternatives or mitigation that would reduce significant impacts
e  Identification of inadequacies in the analysis

Because an MND has been prepared and is anticipated to be adopted for the project, the City has evaluated the
comments submitted in light of the “fair argument” standard, pursuant to Public Resources Code §21080(d) and (e). In
summary, a "Fair Argument” must be supported by substantial evidence that may include fact, assumptions predicated
on fact, and expert opinion. Fair Argument does not include argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinions, or
erroneous evidence. The comments that were submitted generally focused on the issues of truck traffic, loss of open
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space and aesthetic character, land use, air quality modeling, and impacts to the Trujillo Adobe. These issues are
summatized herein and detailed responses are provided in the body of this document.

The comments submitted do not invalidate the findings in the Initial Study or require additional analysis or mitigation to
be incorporated. No new information, new impacts, or deficiencies are identified that cannot be remedied through
minor revisions to the Initial Study. Therefore, adoption of an MND remains an appropriate and reasonable
determination to be made by the Lead Agency. Responses to comments are provided herein.
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Letter A: Sharon Trujillo-Kasner

From; Sharon giganenf@sboglobalnet
*Date; Apnl 1, 2015 at 10:20:03 PM PDT

*To!"thailey@overndeca gov” thaley@nveradeca. goy. "moardnerdl gversideca.goy” g3
pdped@ryversideca gov Mike Soubirous msoubirous@mveindecs gov Andy
Melendrez ag Zid C im Permy ipemy@ nversidecs.goy Chis
Machrthur gracarthur@ nveraderagoy  Steve Adams zadams@nversidecagoy, "Paul

Davis” pdavis@overadeca.goy

Subject: Opposition to proposed warehouse on Center and Placentia

Reply-Tor Sharon srosnenmsboglobglner
Dear Mayor and Council members,

1 am writing to voice my opposition to the development at the pie shaped junction of T
Center Street and Placentia Lane where a three-story, 1/4 mile long, 308,000 sguare foot
warehouse 5 proposed. This would take away the possibility of expanding the soccer Al
fields to the north of the current location and put up a wall nearly 1/4 of a mile long
fadng the sports complex. The last thing we want is to have warehouses being built in
an area We are tnang to protect Warehouses do not provide jobs. In this case, will
create traffic on residential streets bringing ar pollution to a green space. ‘Why would
anyone want to build over our water table? We need this land in its natural state to
protect our water and the Santa Ana River.

I alsa strangly object to the City of Riverside selling the Riverside Golf Course and the
Ab Brown Sports Complex to developers. This land was open grazing, then alfalfa fields A3
to feed the dairy cattle and then golf course and soccer fields and has NEVER been built
on. Senously, are you not thinking dlearly or just greedy? 4

Our families amived in 1842 to protect this [and - one hundred and seventy-three years
later - we are still trying to protect it! This is mre predgous untouched land. Once it is
gone, it is gone forever.

Sharon Trujillo-Kasner
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Comment Al

The commenter states, “I am writing to voice my opposition to the development at the pie shaped junction of Center
Street and Placentia Lane where a three-story Y4-mile long, 308,000 square foot warehouse is proposed. This would take
away the possibility of expanding the soccer fields to the north of the current location. The last thing we want is to have
warechouses being built in an area we are trying to protect.”

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment A2

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment A3

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

Response

This comment has been received and noted. The Riverside Golf Course and AB Brown Sports Complex are not
associated with the proposed project. This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document
ot identify any significant new information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. The project is proposed to be developed

Plannéfng Commission - Exhibit 1 - Development Review Committee Staff Report

Development Review Committee - Exhibit 8 - MND Response to Comments
Attachment 3 - City Planning Commission Report and Exhibits - April 05, 2018



in accordance with the City General Plan and zoning code. Traffic, recreation, air quality, and water quality were all
analyzed and presented in the Initial Study. It was determined that the proposed project would have a less than
significant impact on these areas.

Conclusion

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

From: Sharon skasner@sbcglobal.net To: Art and Vicky
Pera wictonamaepena@gmail.com, Ashley Harmonzharmon23@hotmail.com, Cyndi
Tryjillo qyndit2000@hotmailcom, dardene  elliot dareneeliot@gmail.com, Dawd
Trupllodatruji@sbeglobalnet, Deborah  Trujillo debbitu@hotmail.com,  Denise
Boyette Doodettell@gmail.com, Enn Snyderepolcene@juno.com, Emie and Grace
Trupillo eatruj@anl.com, Heidi Laird gobl@earthiink.net, Helen Mormaholymora@aol.com,
Irene  Lozano irenelo92301@yahoocom, Joe  Trupllo JFTrujillo@aclcom, John
Gonzaleznolovivi@sboglobal.net, Kendra  Tapia kendmgro@yahoo.com,  Lenny
Trupllo lennytruillo5l@aolcom, Lewis Kasnerlkasner930@gmailcom, Lisa and Jon
Hara lisagharmi@yahoo.com, Momie  Kasner mormekasneri@gmail.com,  “nancy.
melendez"nancy.melendez@icloud.com, Noman Pena normpena@hotmail.com, Pat
and Jay Famrand jfarmand&3@sbcglabal.net, Ralph and Helen Linares form 1@ pachell.net,
Ronald Trujillo rontgrove@yahoo.com, Ronnie and Barbie
Baumanbaumanl®4i@aol.com, Ryan  Kasper ryanhkasner@gmailcom,  Shawn
Kasner shawnkasner@gmailcom, Shawn KasnerthopnlB12i@ywshoocom, Springbrook
Aliance springbrookhentagealiance@yahoo.com, Suzanne
Armassuzannearmasi@yshoocom, Tem  trupllo tunostet@s=beglobalnet,  Temy
Atencio teeleeatenoo@yahoo.com, Vicky Marinezvmarknl519@charter.net, Vivian and
Ed Feighner vivianfeighnen@gmailcom, "Gardner, Mike™ MGardner@nversideca.gay,
"Bailey, Rusty” RBaleyi@nversidecagov, "Norton, Bran" BNoron@nversideca.gov Co
Date: Wed, 24 Aug 2016 05:02:47 +0000 Subject [External] Warehouse update - Center
Street Commerce Center P14-1033_P14-1024 Family and friends,

Looks like the warehouse project on Center Street is moving forward. [ am sure the
residents and the Trujillo family will do all they can to object - but this is Riverside and
money talks. How will the adobe survive 500 semi-trucks a day? Only time will tell. We
have provided all sorts of matenals on how harmful this traffic is for the adobe but it
falls on deaf ears. Another sad day for us.

—=—

Sharon Trujillo-Kasner
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Comment B1

The commenter voices their concerns about the effect of truck traffic on the Trujillo Adobe.

Response

This comment has been received and noted. This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental
document or identify any significant new information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. This comment does not
provide evidence that the proposed project will have a significant impact on the Trujillo Adobe (Adobe). Chapter 10.56
(Restricted Use of Certain Streets) lists the City streets where trucks of a certain tonnage are prohibited. The proposed
project will not generate 500 semi-truck trips per day. According to the project Traffic Impact Analysis, operation of the
proposed project will generate approximately 301 truck trips per day, with 57 of those trips occurring during the AM
peak hour and 58 occurring during the PM peak hour. Project trip generation based upon rates obtained from the
Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation Manual, 9" Edition, and the City of Fontana, Truck Trip
Generation Study, August 2003. Trucks are permitted on both Center Street and Columbia Avenue between Main Street
and the 1-215 Freeway; however, it should be noted that trucks are not permitted on Main Street south of Columbia
Avenue to SR-60. There are no other restrictions on the type and weight of commercial vehicles on these arterials.
Trucks associated with the proposed project will have direct access to the site from Center Street, which connects the
project with I-215 to the east. While trucks are permitted by the City on Placentia Lane, the project has been designed
such that all truck traffic associated with the project will enter and exit from the driveways on Center Street. Moreover,
truck traffic is not allowed on Main Street south of Columbia Avenue, meaning the proposed project will not have direct
access to SR-60 via Main Street.. As shown in Table 17 (Construction Vibration Impacts) of the IS/MND, construction-
related vibration impacts at the single-family home located approximately 640 feet to the northeast of the project site will
be greatest from use of vibratory rollers (0.0031 PPV in/sec) during construction. The Trujillo Adobe is located
approximately 932 feet to the northeast of the project site, which is a greater distance away from the project site. At this
distance, vibratory rollers will produce a PPV of 0.0019 in/sec, which is well below the threshold of 0.10 in/sec for
historic and sensitive structures. Therefore, construction-related impacts to the Adobe will be negligible. In terms of
operation-related impacts, namely vibration from heavy truck traffic along Center Street, the IS/MND shows that the
recommended upper limit of vibration to which ruins and ancient monuments should be subjected is 0.08 PPV in/sec
and that truck-related vibration levels of 0.006-0.019 PPV in/sec are unlikely to cause damage to buildings of any type,
which would include buildings in the condition of the Trujillo Adobe. The structure is located approximately 88 feet
from the centerline of the nearest lane on Center Street. According to Caltrans, the highest truck traffic vibrations
generated on freeway shoulders is 0.079 PPV in/sec. At 88 feet, and at speeds well below freeway speeds, the vibration
level reaching the Adobe structure is estimated to be 0.015 PPV in/sec. This is well below the upper limit of 0.08 PPV
in/sec recommended for ruins and ancient monuments and within the range whereby vibration impacts from trucks on
Center Street are unlikely to cause damage to buildings of any type. Given the distance of the Trujillo Adobe to the
project site and Center Street, vibration impacts from construction and operation of the proposed project on the Trujillo
Adobe will be negligible. As such, the IS/MND appropriately found that the proposed project will not have a significant
impact in relation to existing conditions in the project area.

Conclusion

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

Plann7ing Commission - Exhibit 1 - Development Review Committee Staff Report

Development Review Committee - Exhibit 8 - MND Response to Comments
Attachment 3 - City Planning Commission Report and Exhibits - April 05, 2018



Letter C: Helen Trujillo Workman Mora

From: holymorg @aol com
Dgte: Apnl 1, 2015 at 1:07:26 PM POT

Tor mpardner® overngesg gov, Titfe , MsoubrroysEinversidecg. g
L X £ Lcmgcarthyr@nveridecg,goy, weryinverndeca.goy. sadgmai;
wersideca.goy

Subject: save the Al Brown Sports Complex & Golf course,
Dears Mayor and Council Members,

I am writing to voice my opposition to the development of the pie shaped junction of
Center Street and Placentia Lane where a three-story, 1/4 mile long, 308,000 squarefoot
warehouse is proposed, This would take away the possibility of expanding the soccer C1
fields to the north of the current location and put up a wall nearly 1/4 of a mile long
facing the sports complex. The last thing we want is to have warehouses being built in
an area we are trying to protect. This area is early Riverside and California History dating
back to the early 1800's. It is the area of The Trujilla Adobe, Histoncal Jurupa area, of 2
which the Adobe is & Histoncal Landmark and part of the Spanish Town Hentage
Foundation of Riverside,

The Adobe was under the junsdiction of the Riverside Parks and Recreation and was
neglected for over 30 years. Hundreds of descendants and many Riverside residents and
Histoncal Organizations, have been fund raising to restore the Adobe and preserve the
surrounding area for @ Educational Center for the Riverside Community to enjoy for
years to come.

Our Families armved in 1842 to protect this land and we are still tying to protect it. This
is rare precous untouched land and once it is gone it is gone forever. Please read the
following letter.

Helen Trujillo Warkman Mora Descendant of Lorenzo Trujilla
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Comment C1

The commenter states, “I am writing to voice my opposition to the development of the pie shaped junction of Center
Street and Placentia Lane where a three-story, “4-mile long, 308,000 square foot warchouse is proposed. This would take
away the possibility of expanding the soccer fields to the north of the cutrent location and put up a wall nearly “4-mile
long facing the sports complex.”

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment C2

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

From: morrie kasner mpmekgsneri® omgl com
Date: Apnl 2, 2015 ot 12:02:31 AM PDT

To: chaizy@nversideca.gov, maardner@nverudecagoy, @imelendrez@nverndeca gov, ms
pubiroys@averigecggoy poavisi@versidecg gov, orngoariyr@mverndecg goy

Subject: Stop the Warehouse Building
Dear Mayor and Council members,

I'am writing to voice my opposition to the development of the pie shaped junction of
Center Street and Placentia Lane where a three-story, 1/4 mile long, 208,000 square foot
warehouse is proposed. This would take away the possibility of expanding the soccer
fields to the north of the current location and put up a wall nearly 1/4 of a mile long
facing the sports complex. The last thing we want is to have warehouses being built in
an area we are trying to protect. .

I also strongly object to the City of Riverside selling the Riverside Golf Course and the
Ab Brown Sports Complex to developers. This land was open grazing, then alfalfa fields
to feed the dairy cattle and then golf course and soccer fields and has MEVER been built
an.

—s ——

Qur families amved in 1842 to protect this land - one hundred and seventy-three years
later - we are still trying to protect it! This is rare precous untouched land. Once it is
gone, it is gone forever.

Thank you,

Connie Kasner
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Comment D1

The commenter states, “I am writing to voice my opposition to the development of the pie shaped junction of Center
Street and Placentia Lane where a three-story, “4-mile long, 308,000 square foot warchouse is proposed. This would take
away the possibility of expanding the soccer fields to the north of the curtent location and put up a wall nearly %4 of a
mile long facing the sports complex. The last thing we want is to have warchouses being built in an area we are trying to
protect.”

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment D2

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

From: Karen Renfro spnngorookhentagealliance@yahoo,com To: "Norton,

Brian" ENorton@nversdecz.gov Ce Date: Thu, 25 Aug 2016 22:11:55 +0000 Subject
[External] Re: PW: City of Riverside - Center Street Commerce Center P14-1033 P14-
1034

Dear Mr, Morton:

I notice that in the Center Street Commerce Center CEQA Study, the last sentence of the -
third paragraph on page 42 makes no logical sensze. There appears to be an ermor,

The sentence reads as follows:

"The density of development in the La Plaota area gradually moreased dunng the E1
ensuing decades but despite being annexed by the City of Riverside in 1990, the rural
character of the project widnity has remained largely changed to the present ime."

Are they trying to say that it “has remained largely unchanged to the present time” or
whiat?

Can you danfy this for us?
Thank you again for your assistance
Best wishes,

Karen Renfro
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Comment E1

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

Response

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

Conclusion

This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation
measures is not necessary. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a
result of this comment. No revision to the Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the
significance determination found in the Mitigated Negative Declaration.
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Letter F: Karen Renfro, Springbrook Heritage Alliance

From: Karen Renfro karenfro?@gmail com Te: "Norton,

Brian" BMorton@nversdeca.gov Cc "Brenes, Patriaa™PBrenes@nversideca.goy, "White,
Ted” TWhite@nversideca.goy, "Gettis, Enn" EGetis@nversideca.gov, "Ramirez,
Emilio"ERamirez@nversideca.gov, "Guzman, Rafeel" RGuzman@nversdeca.goy, "Zelinka,
Al" azelinka@nversideca.goy, "Russo, John A jrusso@mversideca.goy, “Gardner,
Mike" MGardner@rversideca.gov, Mark Acosta macosta@scng.com, Alicia
Robinsonarobinson@pe.com, "ddanelski@pe.com” ddanelski@ pe.com, enn

snyder epolcene@juno.com, Wohlgemuth Familypjdnw@yahoo com,

Barbara kwyattl0@attnet, Nancy Melendez nancy.melendez@icloud.com, Hanni
Bennetthannibee2015@gmail.com,

"highgrovenews@roadrunner.com”™ highgrovenews@ roadrunner.com,
Gurumantragkhalsa@nutritionnews.com, Pat Stewart patsiann@pacbeallnet, Leonard
Trupille lennytrupllo31@aocloom, Darlene Elliotelliotone@idoud.com, Duran

ECAC duran_ECAC@hotmailcom, Colton Wildlands coltonwildiands@gmail.com,
"rachael@nversidelandconservancy.org” rachael@rversidelandconsenancy.org,
"bruce.carver” bruce.sver@amoryband.org,

"mirubidouxi@aocl.com” mtrubidoux@aol.com,

"pld@pldeonsultmg.net” pld@pldoconsulting.net,

"tdonahue53@att. net"tdonahue33 @att.net, Sharon Mateja smateja@earthlink.nat,
Alexander King avking@live.com, John Knckjohn.krck@alvord k12.caus,
"commizsionern@aysod].org” commissioner@ayscd.org, James

Rush jimrushd4i@gmail.com, "pres@oldnversde.org” pres@oldnverside.org,
"riversidehistoncalsonety@gmail.com™ nversidehistoncalsooety@gmail.conm, im
Wood minwood2 @earthlink.net, Diana Buiz lediRuiz@acl.com, RayMarlyn

Saucedo myman34@gmail.com, Nick Cataldoyankeenutl S@gmail.com,
"scottandrews@yahoo.com” scottandrews@yashoo.com, K

Wright twodogkd@yahoo.com, ponnech ponnech@att.net, Justin Scott-

Coe waterscottcoe@gmail.com

Date: Fri, 30 Sep 2016 23:57:52 +0000

Subject: [External] CENTER STREET COMMERCE CENTER INITIAL STUDY & DRAFT
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

SPRINGEROCK HERITAGE ALLIANCE Riverside - Colton - Highgrove - Grand Terrace P.O.
Box 745, Riverside CA 92522https://www.facebook.com/SpringbrookHentageblliance

September 30, 2016

Bnan Norton, Senior Planner Community and Economic Development Department City
of Riverside 3900 Main Street Riverside, California 92522
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CENTER STREET COMMERCE CENTER PROJECT Inital CEQA Study and Draft Mitigated
Negative Declaration P14-1033 & P14-1034

Dear Mr. Nortomn:

Our review of this 928-page document identified a number of senous shortcomings,
including errors and misrepresentations of a factual nature that call into question the
legitimacy of the CEQA studies and findings of the Mitigated Megative Declaration.

Because of these problems, our ad hoc committee concluded that the document is not a
realistic assessment of the site proposed for this project and, if it were, no negative
declaration—mitigated or otherwise—would be possible even under the generous
dllowances of the State Legislature as expressed in Section 21002 of the Public Records
Code [1.1 Introduction, p. 2],

Unfortunately, these errors are so numerous there isn't room enough or time to provide
an annotated fist here. But we will bnng to the City's attention as many items as we can
[italics ours]:

There is no reliable relationship between the Table of Contents [i-ii] and the rest of the
document whose pages are not consecutively-numbered. Under the heading "List of
Exhibits", the Site Plan has no page number—instead there is an a computer-generated
editoral note that says "Emor! Bookmark not defined.” There does not seem to be an
entry for project layouts, elevations and other design features. Those that occur in the
document are scattered among the separate studies and at least one seems to be
mcomplete. How the project can be adeguately evaluated for itz impacts remains a
miystery to us. As such, the validity of the 925 pages that follow cannot be assumed;

The General Plan land Use Designation and Zoning Distict [26 & 27 Project T
Description] correctly state that all four parcels on the proposed site are currently zoned
BMP-Business and Manufacturing Park but fail to mention the Northside Land Use and
Urban Design Element from Riverside's General Plan 2025 (LU 105-110). This policy was
adapted from the Northside Community Plan which Riverside City Counal approved in
1991 at the request of Northside residents for the purpose of mitigating the negative
effects of new BMP zoning by the City and County redevelopment agencies on former
agrcultural land in the predominantly rural and single-family residential Morthaide. The
General Plan's Land Use and Urban Design Guidelines five major objectives include
providing a balanced community “with sufficent office, commercial and industnal uses
while preserving the =single family residential preeminence of the community”,
establishing it as a place "in which it is a pleasant place to live, wark and play”, providing
for steady change and improvement to an upgraded model community with a distinct
identity”, and preserving and promoting “the lower density charm of the Northside
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Commumity” (LU 70, 7L 72 & 74}, The Morthside Land Use and Urban Design Element
was adopted before lanuary 23, 2015 when the Transmittal of Materials for this project
was ssued:

One of its polices calls for the preparation of a neighborhood Speafic Plan that
"emphasizes the retention of open space and recreational resources” (LU-71.1);

Anaother policy requires “new development to emphasize views outside of the Morthside
area and not block existing views" (LU-72.2);

Under 2.8 Project Descniption [p. 6], there is an unhelpful reference to the Site Plan m
Exhibit 2 which we cted in Item #1 above, It also gives technical information that cannot
be verified because the related site plan does not appear to exist in the Mitigated
Negative Declaration. However, this description does not include the height of the
proposed bullding and we could find no layout showing iis elevation although we admit
this is something we could have missed given the size of the document. However, under
41a Aesthetics [p. 23] the document states that the building will have a "madimum
height of 47 feet at the northern comers™ and that BMP zoning for 3 project on the
1588 acres proposed limits heights to 45 feet with a 10-foot extension for screening
purposes. The size of the site requires consobdation of four smaller parcels to allow for
the 308,000 sg-ft. 47-foot high building [P14-1034]. A building of this size would of
necessity block views of the sumounding vistas in violation of the General Plan
guidelines for the Morthside, but the Mitigated Negatve Declaration concludes there
would be no significant impact on the epviranment; —

Under Appendix A: L2 Air Quality the Mitigated Negative Dedaration states illogically T
that the project will not result in a substantial increase of toxc or other emissions for a
number of factors, even though the location of the proposed building already suffers
from a significant increase of tosic emissions caused by existing vehide traffic under 3
certain weather conditions. This is caused by the lower elevations in the Santa Ana River
flood plain where the project to be located, proximity to the Santa Ana River, and air-
flow pattems at certain times of the day and night, and certain imes of the year. These
factars have been common knowledge to Northsiders for generations;

Appendix I Histoncal/Archeological Resources Survey Report Management Summary T
states bewilderingly that, based on a 1982 survey, the exisbng 1920s-era Spanish-
Eclectic style house located on one of the parcels to be consolidated does not meet
CEQA's definition of a “historical resource” though the site s within known spheres of py
Cahuilla, Luizeno, Serrano and Tongwa occupation or ranging, the 1845 Bandini
Donation-Salvador de Jurupa-la Placta, 1870 Spanish Town, 1905 Pellisser Ranch and
the onginal boundary of the 1912 Morthside Improvement Assodation boundanes.
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There is indeed a potential for discovery of as yet unknown cultural resources, and
whatever archeological matenal there could be lies bunied below the topsoil left behind
by the wall of water that flooded the Northside 1n 1862; -

In the Introduction [p. 1] of Appendix D, we are told that this study mvolved a cultural
resources records search, historical background research, contact with Native Amencan
representatives, and a systematic field survey, In the References [pp 17 &18] there is a
bewildering lack of dtations from the wealth of materal available from the Rivernde
Public Library's history department, Riverside Metropolitan Museum, Colton City Library,
Colton Historical Museum, San Bemardine County Hall of Records Archives, San
Bernardino County Llibrary, San Bemardino County Museum, Smiley Library, the
histonical societies of each of these junsdictions, ar other sources commonly used by
local histonans and other wrters. The failure to check these sources may explain the
factual errors in the next item on our list;

In the Initial Study/Mitigated Negstive Dedaration, 4.2 Cultural Resources [p. 43]
regarding Site Evaluation, the third paragraph states "there is a single, potentially
historic resource known as the Trujillo Abode [sic] located at 3669 Center Street
approximately one-guarter mile northeast of the proposed Project Site, situaied
narthwest of the intersection of Orange Street and Center Street. The abode [sic] was
constructed circe 1862 and itis curmrently being evaluated by the City for histonc status
and potential preservation, The Abode [sic] is located outside the project boundanes
and will not be modified or otherwize disturbed by construction or opemtion of the
proposed building”, The location and distance of the 18627 dwelling is correct. But its
identification, status and vulnerability to potential harm are not;

The dwelling is correctly identified as the Trupllo Adobe. Its status at the time this study
was wrtten, June 2015, was as follows Riverside County Landmark RIVO09 (1967) and
State of Califorrra Point of Interest P75 (1968). However, by August 2016 when the
Intent to Adopt a miigated negative declarstion for thiz project was published by the
City's Planning Division, the Trujilo Adobe had been on the City's Histoncal Register as
Histoncal Landmark £130 [Riverside City Counal: Dec. 8, 2016);

The Trujillo Adobe was subsequently donated to the Riverside County Parks Department
and became the subject of 8 permanent exhibit at the Riverside Metropolitan Museum
for thirty-five years, The museum still houses the archival treasures that made the exhibit
possible, including pnimary and secondary matenial, family archival photos, transcnpts of
interviews of descendants of the onginal pioneers, eardy maps of the area, and other
itemns of value to histopans. If the research conducted in preparation on the Miigated
Negative Dedaration had included any resource triggenng a referral to the Museum, all
of the information included in our letter (items #10 and £11) would have been
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discovered: The story of the New Mexican pioneers from Abiguiu, New Mexico, to
Southem California by way of the Old Spanish Trail has been told many times, none so
eloquently as the 1977 account by Joyce Carter Vickery in her thesis Defending Eden.
The book has been on sale at the museum for most of the mtervening decades. In her
book, she gives a ively and compelling overnew of the settling of the famous Bandini
Donation in the mid-1840's, The immigrants founded the first pansh church east of
Mission San Gabnel, San Salvador de Jurupa, for which the 1852 Township of San
Salvador was named. San Salvador was compnsed of the villages of Agua Mansa and La
Placita de los Trujillos, both establizhed around 1845, Although the homes of the settlers
were bult on high ground after the Flood of 1862, there may very well be foundations
of the early houses on the flood plain under the topsoil. The location of the proposed
project is within the boundanes of these early settlements;

In 1870, when Riverside's founders were establishing the new township south of La
Placita they discovered native artifacts at a site on Strong and Main Streets known to us
as Elfiotia Spnngs. Although these ftems are not known to us now, it proves that there
was native ocoupation of the Northside. Artifacts from the native and La Placta penods
could be found anywhere around the Morthside. It is unconscionable to assume that
because the research for thiz Mitigated Negative Declaration did not turmn up anything
that seemed histoncally significant that there 1= nothing;

Becausze of the geographical and histoncal link between the Trujillo Adobe and the Ofd
Spanish Trail, the National Park Service has identified it a site with potential for histoncal
development as part of the Old Spanish National Histonc Trail—something that elevates
the area of old La Plaata and its environs abave the perceived wasteland of Northside's
flood plain.

f= time has run out, we must end our letter here. However, we can add maore to this list
any time, including additional references.

At the very least, this study and its conclusions need to be done over.

Respectfully,

Karen Renfro Co-founder Springbrook Hentage Alliance (951)787-
0617 karenfrol @gmail.com
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Comment F1

The commenter states that, “there is no reliable relationship between the Table of Contents and the rest of the
document whose pages are not consecutively-numbered. There does not seem to be an entry for project layouts,
elevations and other design features.”

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment F2

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

Response

The proposed project would not conflict with any plans or programs adopted to avoid or mitigate an environmental
impact because it is consistent with the objectives of the 2025 General Plan and the mitigating policies of the General
Plan EIR, as summarized below.

The City of Riverside 2025 General Plan Land Use and Urban Design Element establishes the goals, vision, and
objectives for development and use of Riverside’s industrial land. The General Plan seeks to, “strictly limit any
redesignations or rezoning of land from industrial use... [and to] avoid encroachments of incompatible land uses within
close proximity of industrial land (Policy LU-24.2)”. The General Plan Land Use and Urban Design Element also seeks
to, “add to the City’s industrial land base whete logically and physically possible to do so (Objective LU-25) and to,
“identify opportunities to redevelop older, underutilized properties (Policy 1.U-25.4).” The proposed project site is
located in an area of the City characterized by light industrial and industrial storage uses and would not be an appropriate
location for residential or commercial uses. The proposed project site is surrounded by industrial uses to the west,
industrial uses and vacant land zoned for industrial use to the north, industrial uses and vacant residences scheduled for
demolition to the east, and open space and recreation uses to the south. Moreover, the proposed site is physically
capable of supporting the proposed speculative warehouse use and is a logical location for such a use given its proximity
to freeways and other industrial land uses. Finally, the proposed project site is an older, underutilized site, part of which
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contains abandoned residences and part of which was formerly used for agriculture. As such, the proposed project is
appropriate for the proposed site given the goals and objectives for industrial land found in the City’s General Plan.

The General Plan sets the guidelines for implementation through the City’s Zoning Code (Municipal Code Title 19)
where the City adopted regulatory standards for site development. The project site is located in the Business and
Manufacturing Park Zone (BMP) and is consistent with the General Plan by permitting a . . . wide variety of industrial,
manufacturing, and support uses . . .” in . . . a district for low-intensity and low-impact industrial, office, and related
uses (Section 19.130.010(A))”. The Zoning Codes specifically prohibits residential or heavier industrial uses that generate
odors (e.g. animal slaughtering, fat rendering, wood distillation), noise (e.g. gravel excavation, automobile wrecking), dust
or smoke (e.g. petroleum refining, steel mills, sand excavation), and other causes of nuisance (Sections 19.130.025(A)(1)

through (24)) in implementing the policies of the General Plan.

The MND analyzed the proposed industrial building as an anticipated manufacturing use providing a “worst-case”
scenario due to the greater number of trips this type of use typically generates. The project Air Quality and Climate
Change Assessment analyzed air quality impacts of both the manufacturing use and the warchouse use based upon a
fleet mix that contains heavy-duty trucks, and both were found to have less than significant impacts. The proposed
building is a speculative shell that has the potential to accommodate a breadth of uses permitted by the BMP Zone
including warchousing and office uses. As is documented in the IS/MND, the proposed building will not result in
significant impacts to the environment including those related to odors, dust, smoke, noise, or vibration. The proposed
project is permitted, pursuant to Design Review approval, in the BMP zone and by extension is consistent with the
General Plan because it will:

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

2. Not generate nuisance or other impacts (General Plan Land Use and Urban Design Element Page LLU-141);

3. Be located in an existing industrial area on a currently underutilized site (General Plan Land Use and Urban
Design Element Policy LU-25.4); and

4.  Be physically developable on the site pursuant to City zoning requirements (General Plan Land Use and Urban
Design Element Page LU-145).

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

Conclusion

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

Comment F3

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment F4

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment F5

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

From: Wohlgemuth Family pianw@ yahoo.com To: "Norton,

Brian" BNorton@nversdeca.gov Co "Gardner, Mike*MGardner@nversidess.gov Date:
Wed, 28 Sep 2016 02:58:19 +0000 Subject: [External] Response to Report of Mitigated
Negative Declaration P14-1033and P14-1034 Dear Mr. Norton -

Attached find the response of the Northside Improvement Asscdation to the report of
Mitigated Negative Dedaration for Planning cases P14-1033 and P14-1034 to build 5
308,000 sguare foot warehouse in the Morthside neighborhood. Thank you for your
attention to this matter.

Peter M.Wohlgemuth, President Northside Improvement Assocation

Northside Improvement Association P.O. Box 244 Riverside, CA 92502
Organized 1912 » Qldest Community Organization in Riverside

Bran Norton, Senior Planner City of Riverside
Dear Mr. Norton,

On behalf of the Northside Improvement Assodation, this 5 our response to the
Mitigated Megative Dedaration report for Planning Cases P14-1033 and P14-1034 to
build a 208,000 sguare foot warehouse in the Northside Neighborhood.

We reiterate our position that 2 warehouse project in the Northside Neighborhood T
would violate Rverside 2025 General Plan provisons LU-72 (providing for steady
change and improvement to an upgraded model community) and LU-74 (to preserve Gl
and promote the lower density charm of the Northside Community). & warehouse is not
in the best interest of a revitalized Morthside. .

The Mitigated Negative Declastion report as presented is poorly written and very T
difficult to follow. For example, apart from the numerous typographic errors, the sub-
sections in Section 4 (Evalustion of Environmental Impacts) are incorrectly numbersd
and the Appendices each have independent page numbers, making the document
difficult to reference. Moreover, there are many intemal inconsistendes, emors of fact,
and glaring omissions that cast doubt on the accuracy and veracity of the reportasa 5
whale. Far instance, the proposed building height exceeds the maximum specfied in the
Riverside Mumicipal Code 19.130, the proposed project site is in the 100-year floodplain
of the Santa Ana River, and the proposed project site is within 100 feet of existing water
supply wells (both Gamer 'B" Well and Gamer 'D* Well). Furthermore, in the Mandatory
Findings of Significance section there is reference to Mitigation Measure AQ-1, which
does not appear in the Air Quality Section 4.3. The Hydrology and Water Quality Section

PIannzlag Commission - Exhibit 1 - Development Review Committee Staff Report

Development Review Committee - Exhibit 8 - MND Response to Comments
Attachment 3 - City Planning Commission Report and Exhibits - April 05, 2018



4.6 repeatedly refers to detailed hydrologic analysis to be found in Sechon 3.9. However,
there = no Section 3.9 anywhere in the report. Also, in Appendix F, sub-Appendices 3
and 8-10, critical soils and hydmologic information are missing (these Appendices ars
blank). =

The Mitigated Megative Dedaration report mentions several subsequent compliance T
plans that will be generated as part of this project (& Stormwater Runoff Management
Plan, a Nose Mitigation Plan, and a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan). In large
part, the Mitigated Negative Declaration is based on the performance of these yet
unformulated plans. We feel that these compliance plans should be included in this
report in order to justify a determmation of a Mitigated Megative Dedaration,

Some of the data presented in this report are actual measurements, but much are T
denved from various model outputs. In both cases, there is no way to independently
verity the accuracy andfor authenticty of these values. If models are used, there is no
way to know if the input parameters truly reflect the on-site conditions or if the model G4
outputs are reasonable. The sources and assumptions surrounding all of these values
should be stated explicitly so that deasion makers will know that the numbers were not
Just fabncated.

In conclusion, we feel that

» the quality control of the report production is blatantly lacking: - the report contains
numerous emors in the facts; = the report is missing critical analyses; = the report lacks
auziliary compliance plans; » the report presents unwvenfied dats, some based on
unvenfied models.

In light of these senous deficiencies, we believe that the report does not support a
determination of 2 Mitigated Negative Declamton.

Sincerely,

Peter M. Wohlgemuth, President Northside Improvement Association
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Comment G1

The commenter states that, “We reiterate our position that a warechouse project in the Northside Neighborhood would
violate Riverside 2025 General Plan provisions LU-72 (providing for steady change and improvement to an upgraded
model community) and LLU-74 (to preserve and promote the lower density charm of the Northside Community). A
warchouse is not in the best interest of a revitalized Northside.”

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment G2

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment G3

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment G4

The commenter states that, “Some of the data presented in this report are actual measurements, but much are derived
from various model outputs. In both cases, there is no way to independently verify the accuracy and/or authenticity of
these values. If models are used, there is no way to know if the input parameters truly reflect the on-site conditions or if
the model outputs are reasonable. The sources and assumptions surrounding all of these values should be stated
explicitly so that decision makers will know that the numbers were not just fabricated.”
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Response

There are different approaches and assumptions that can be used in projecting the impacts of a development project on
the environment, which include the use of computer modeling programs that utilize default inputs. CEQA requires that
the project analysis consider only reasonable assumptions supported by substantial evidence in estimating the impacts of
a project in order to avoid speculative analysis and conclusions that can be wrought from use of unsubstantiated claims
or excessively "worst-case" scenarios. The environmental analysis is required to represent a project as accurately as is
feasible for the sake of full disclosure of anticipated impacts. Modeling parameters and significance thresholds, for
example, are set by the AQMD. Another example is vibration modeling, in which model inputs and significant
thresholds are established by Caltrans. Because the proposed building is speculative in nature, actual tenants are not
known; therefore, default output settings were used to analyze different uses including unrefrigerated warehouse and
manufacturing. The IS/MND discloses the use of default model input parameters and their assumptions. Such an
approach is valid and adequate under CEQA.

Conclusion

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

Response to Planning Cases P1d- 1033 and P14-1034
Center Street Commerce Building Initial Study Deaft Mitigaied Nogative Declaration

General Cormpents — These following comments are gencral in satuee and relaie Lo e entioe
1epal.

#  This document is difficalt w read and hand w Dallow. Many pages are Blank: some
expressly state that the page i3 intentionally [ blank; same pages are just blank; and
SR pages are blank whers lexl oo geapbics wens inlended 1o wa, This 3s a particalar
peeblem in Appendix F, where critizal soils and Tydmleaic analysis is missing.

*  Puginution is difficuli. Pages 1- 100 ane fairly steaighttoreard, but then Follow: the
Appendices. Weod Appendices are separatcly numbered, but some have Appendioes
within Appendices. Most confusing when Irying e reference o specific scction.

= If guality conlrol on the final document is so blaanily lacking, what can be said af the
Eactuil infarmaticn?

ba - =

+  Inierms of the data itselt, some is measued and some are muodel outpuis, In both ciscs,
there is ma way w independently verify the accuracy andfor autbenticily of these valacs.
[ moadels ane wsed, there is no way so know i che inpul parameters ialy reflect the on-
sife: condilions, We need semething wors than the implied ‘because we say s o “we
wollldn't Lie b o e,

o
~

*  Inseverdl insances the veporl slutes Ll subseguent complionee plans will be developed
wnd subenitied to the Flanning authorities (o Stormwater Bunaff Management Plan: a
Mpisz Mitipation Man: a Scoem Water Pollolion Prevention Plind, These us yet H
uniormulated compliance plans then in pact farn e basie for the delermination of o
tditigated Mepative Decluation. To avoid this clessic cise of polling he cant before the
horse, Ihese complinnee plans should be part ot this rapoct.

wu

s There are many emors anid omissions (documented below) thar cast doubt on the aecuracy
wed the véracity of the roport as a whole, This is cspecially true Tor the hydrologic
inci] e s

= |

Specitic Questlons — [n e arder presented in the manoseepd, [ have the following questions
concerning the texl and tobles.

*  On Page 31, Section 4.3.0, if this proposed pmoject is by build o lnacking warchouse, how
i5 it thait beavaeduny truck wips ouly account for 16.6% of te increased traffic?

v O Page 3233, Secliun .30, in Table 4 the putputs af NOx s listed a5 Substantial
hecpwis the mods|led outputs levels are very noar the dreshold value of 55 Lbiday.

5 b=
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Heswvever, in Table 5 the value of PR2.5 35 very neor the thiesheld of 8 [day, yot this
value is 1ol considersl Subswntial. Whey i this?

[ Page 34 Section 4.1.¢, (e praject ¢obdd buve indireci impucls on sensjlive
communitics downstream. Hewover, with SWPPF (not defined) including Besl
Mianagement Fractices, these impaccs would be reduced oo less than <igmifieam impacls,
Withent documentation, how de we knowe this?

#  On Page 39, Secvion 4.0, we ane iold dhat the project sbie is ot Jocoted withio an

A=

astablizhed o potentia] wildlife movement comider. Without documentation, how dowe  H10
Emow this? L
= On Page 40, Section 4. 1.1, we are told that no suicable borrowing el Babital exist on tee I:Ill_l

project site. Without documentaticn. how do we koow bis?

= On Page 61, Section <.6.0, operational BMPs will be identified in a Swrinwater BugalT
Munageimrent Plun thal will be submitied o ihe City lor reviow and approval. When will
this luke plece? This complinnge plan should be a part of this repart,

+  On Page 61, Saclion 4.6.c, o holding basin will be construeied that will iafilime water af
arate of 1 inches par howr. The infilteacion rate of the natursl 001 was nover tested (or
at loast the resulls appear nowbere in s repam), so o doowe knos that 1his besin will
perform as stated?

«  On Page T4, Scotion 49,5, mitization measure M-1 calls o a noiss miligalion plan

=

-

verilving complisnce cffectiveness shall be prepared and submitted to the Planning H14
Dirceiwer. When will this take place? This complinac plan should be o part of this report. -1

*  On Puge 76, Secliin 405, Toble |7 hes 1be term "PPVET 35 4 column heading, I_{'l_S
Mowhers is this term delined. What is this wemeamd wly is iU imporam? —4

& On Page 78, Section £.9.¢, we e values in Table |9 comeclT How were they obioined? ]?1_()
n  Cn Puges B384, Section 4. 3.4, what is LOS (level of service)? What uee diess volues ==
buaned w0 Whal wo Lbe criteriat I;I|1_7

*  On Puge B4, Section 412 .3, io the paragraph onder Trip Generation, what is the cime o
- - - e H18
peniod of e Lrags (Do, day, weck, maonth, wear)? i

« On Poge B4, Section 413, io Table 20, whal we Uhe unils of the Teloy columos (sceond, ITI'l_Q
minucs, how}? Alse, whese is Highoeowve ar Center Sueet? (il is oot at Tuwa) L

* In Appendix F, Poge ¥, what is LIDY This teers i3 used repealedly in this seclion hut is 1?2_0

never defined,

e T Appendid T Puge 9, Table ©.2 lists DA 2-B wilh Stabilizalion Type of o Matral
Channel with Depressed Overllow Guilel. However, previowsly in Appendix F, Page 5,
it s slaied Ot vheres are mo natwes] Gydrolowic feaures onthe projece site. How con thesa
twa stateonents le reconeiled?

* In Appondix B Pazge 14, in Table 03 DCY Caleulanens Tor LID BMPs, the 1erm DO
is never defined, What is this ond why is it impactane?

54 5
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Specific Errors — Tnothe order presented in the manuseript, 1 have docomented de following
errmrs i Lthe s and lables.

= Stating on Page 25, Seciion 4 (the Evaluation of Environmenial Impaeis} is broken down T
into sobsections. Howewver, the nombering of thase subsections 1s ineonsisient, [abelled
41.42.43,41,42.4.3.44, ..., 4.15. This makes it extremely dilTeult o uniguely H23
refer 1o the many of the subsee|ions,

H

*  Op Page 25, Section 4,1, the repoct states that the Riverside Municipal Cods 19,130
reguires 2 masimum huilding height ol 45 feel. However, the proposcd toilding beight
would be 47 feet.

oy
[\
=~

= [n Page 26, Section 4. Ld, the report atiests to the “penecal wben character of the arca’
and om Page 39, Secrion 4.1 c, Mz proposed project e is descrbed as *primarily webam®,
However, most of the land is vacant and Pape 42, Section 4.2.a, comments un the *naral
area of the projest vizinily™, T'he sined i3 either rorsl or wekan, Iccan’c be both.

5

|_

*  {n Poge 48, Section 4.2.0, the repoct stales that the cmployment of Best Management
Pructices implemenied through @ Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan would be
regquiced e linic tie extenl of eroded materials fmom s constroclion site, Furthermore,
develomment of more 1hon ane sere wolld requice complivnce with the provizions of the H2
NPDES regulaiions concemting the discharge of emded moverials and pollusots from
construction sites and veguirz the prepatation ond implementalion 2 SWEPP, However,
no complisnee plan SWPEE has been prepared as part of this repan,

[

= On Pages 61552, Scotions < 6.cidfeff, all cefor 1o a Section 3,90 or 3.%.c where detiled

hyaleodopic analysis was provioosly performed. However, Section 3.9 does, oor exist H27
smywhere in this neport, either in the main body or in any of the Appendices. Movenver,
this delailed hydrolongic analysis appears aowhere in Ihe repan,
« O Page 62, Seciion 40.0, the report states that the projec) site is not in s I080-year flood
H28

hazard area o 2ens of the Sanle Ana River, However, womap [rom the Ammy Corps of
Enginears clearly shows Ui progeut sile n e D0-year Mood zone,

+ On Page 62, Scchion 46,0, the repont states that e peoject sie s nol in 2 dam inundarion
aren, However, if the Seven Oaks dam on the Sonca Ana River were breached, e
praject sitc would be affzeted.

= On Page 77, Seciion 4.9.50, Table 16 does NOT show that *pericdic heavy truck wakfic
ooetrning along Cenler Sireel will pot exeesd vibrtien criteria for stouctural damage to
histetic ar sensilive bulldings' as =lated in the repont, Racher it shows Distances to
Vibration Receptons.

+

o
&)
o

|_

& Gn Pages 31-82_ Section 4,151y, referring 1o the Mandatory Findiegs of $ignificance,
uader the Air Quality heading the repart stares thar analysis in Seetion 4.5 found that
impacts would be less than sighificant with mitigation incoraled b redoce operational

=T
=
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MO emissions. Poge 92 speeifically refors to Mitigation beasure AQ-1. However, oo
such mifgmalicon measuce appears i Secliom 4.3 ar any ather seclion of the report,

{

In Appendix O, Figure b, & Soils Map of the wicimiry, the main soil vpe ol the projoct
wre (S0A) i5 nod lizted in the nmap legemd wih a thambnail descripiion of 1he sqil
characteristics,

1z

a
o
sy

= |n Appendis B, Page |2, Table 0.1 slaies that the project site is not located within 100
fect of a waler supply well. However, jusl across Placentia Lane from the projece site is
Clarner 'B' Well and Clarner T3 Well,

1

o In Appendix F, Page 14 Table D.3 = DOV Calculations, the parameters [oc s Runoft
Factors and Desipn Storm are taken from a WP Guidanos Dacument which is not
provided. We connot cviloate the calculobons if the parametess are nol docuinented.

Ao
&%)
X

1

= In Appendix F, in the Water Quality Management Plan Exhilbit, te Bast banagzemenl

Practices mup legend lisis the infifision basio (1) 08 @ proposed infilization teench (33, 335
* In Appendix F, Page 23, Appendix 2, the Grading and Drvinage Plans arc nnreadable. _26
o Do Appendis F, Poge 24, Appendia 3, Soils Informalion — Gealechoicnl Siudy and Other -T-

T
(&)
3

Infiltration Testing Dana, the page is blank. Critical infeenion data (and presumahly
ather spils dati} ore missing.

= [n Appondix F, Mfoges 29-31, Appendix 2- 10, the pages ae blank. The Pollution
Sources/Source Control Checklist is missing, The Operaricnal aod Muinlenance Plon eid
Documentation of Finunee, Maintensnce snd Recording Mechanisms is missing. Tha
Beyt Munagement Practices Fect Sheets, batmenoncs Goidelives and (ther End-Usae
BRIP Infommation s missing.

2

—

In conclusion, T Feel that:

= tha quality conkral of the repot productien iz blotsaly lacking:

«  the report contoins numerons creors in the facts:

w  the repor is missing critical analyses:

¢ the report lacks auxiliory compliance plans,

& the repout presents anverificd data, some basal oo onveri Ged model Inpuls.

—z—

Tn lighi of these senous deficicneics, 1 belicve that the repect does nor suppoer a determinaton of
a Minipared Wegalive Declaratien.

Sincerely,

Pete Wohlzermnth
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Comment H1

The commenter states, “This document is difficult to read and hard to follow. Many pages are blank: some expressly
state that the page is intentionally left blank; some pages are just blank; and some pages are blank where text or graphics
were intended to go. This is a particular problem in Appendix F, where critical soils and hydrologic analysis is missing.”

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment H2

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment H3

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

Response

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

Conclusion

This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been

Plann%g Commission - Exhibit 1 - Development Review Committee Staff Report

Development Review Committee - Exhibit 8 - MND Response to Comments
Attachment 3 - City Planning Commission Report and Exhibits - April 05, 2018



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

Comment H4

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment H5

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

Response

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

Conclusion

This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new
information requiting revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated
Negative Declaration.
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Comment H6

The commenter states that, “There are many errors and omissions (documented below) that cast doubt on the accuracy
and the veracity of the report as a whole. This is especially true for the hydrologic analyses.”

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment H7

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment H8

The commenter states that, “On Page 32/33, Section 4.3.b, in Table 4 the outputs of NOx is listed as Substantial
because the modeled outputs levels are very near the threshold of 55 Ib/day. However, in Table 5 the value of PM2.5 is
very near the threshold of 8 Ib/day, yet this value is not considered Substantial. Why is this?”
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Response

The inclusion of “Yes” in the “Substantial?” row of Table 4 (Operational Daily Emissions (Ibs/day)) of the IS/MND
was a typo and has been changed to “No” to reflect the correct determination. The proposed project will not exceed any
of the criteria pollutant emissions thresholds for daily operation including NOx.

Conclusion

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

Comment H9

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment H10

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

Response

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

citation for the source.

Conclusion

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

Comment H11

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment H12

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment H13

The commenter states that, “On Page 61, Section 4.6.c, a holding basin will be constructed that will infiltrate water at a
rate of 10 inches per hour. The infiltration rate of the natural soil was never tested (or at least the results appear nowhere
in this report), so how do we know that his basin will perform as stated?”
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Response

The infiltration rate of the natural soil was tested as part of the project Water Quality Management Plan, and is included

in the WQMP report as Appendix 3 (Soils Information). The Final WQMP is included in the Final IS/MND and
included at the end of this document as Attachment B. As shown, the proposed infiltration basin will exceed existing
infiltration capacity and will therefore perform as intended.

Conclusion

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

Comment H14

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment H15

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment H16

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment H17

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

Response

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

Conclusion

This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new
information requiting revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated
Negative Declaration.
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Comment H18

The commenter states that, “On Page 84, Section 4.13.a, in the paragraph under Trip Generation, what is the time
petiod of the trips (hour, day, week, month, year)?”

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment H19

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment H20

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

Response

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

Conclusion

This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to

Plannal?]g Commission - Exhibit 1 - Development Review Committee Staff Report

Development Review Committee - Exhibit 8 - MND Response to Comments
Attachment 3 - City Planning Commission Report and Exhibits - April 05, 2018



the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated
Negative Declaration.

Comment H21

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment H22

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment H23

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

Response

The subsections have been re-numbered for consistency and ease of reference.

Plannﬁ%g Commission - Exhibit 1 - Development Review Committee Staff Report

Development Review Committee - Exhibit 8 - MND Response to Comments
Attachment 3 - City Planning Commission Report and Exhibits - April 05, 2018



Conclusion

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

Comment H24

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment H25

The commenter states that, “On Page 20, Section 4.1.d, the report attests to the ‘general urban character of the area’ and
on Page 39, Section 4.1.c, the proposed project area is described as ‘primarily urban’. However, most of the land is
vacant and Page 42, Section 4.2.a, comments on the ‘rural area of the project vicinity’. The area is either rural or urban. It
can’t be both.”

Response

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

Conclusion

This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated
Negative Declaration.
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Comment H26

The commenter states that, “On Page 48, Section 4.3.b, the report states that the employment of Best Management
Practices implemented through a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan would be required to limit the extent of eroded
materials from a construction site. Furthermore, development of more than one acre would require compliance with the
provisions of the NPDES regulations concerning the discharge of eroded materials and pollutants from construction
sites and required the preparation and implementation of a SWPPP. However, no compliance plan SWPPP has been
prepared as part of this report.”

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment H27

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment H28

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment H29

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment H30
The commenter states that, “On Page 77, Section 4.9.b, Table 16 does NOT show that ‘periodic heavy truck traffic

occurring along Center Street will not exceed vibration criteria for structural damage to historic or sensitive buildings’ as
stated in the report. Rather it shows Distances to Vibration Receptors.”

Response

The commenter is correct that Table 16 shows Distances to Vibration Receptors and not periodic heavy truck traffic.
This citation has been corrected in the IS/MND to read “Table 187, which presents vibration thresholds for different
building types. As discussed in Response to Comments 1.2 above, operation-related impacts will be less than significant.
and periodic heavy truck traffic occurring along Center Street will not exceed vibration criteria for structural damage to
historic and sensitive buildings.

Conclusion

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

Comment H31

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment H32

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

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

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name
SFA San Emigdio fine sandy loam, deep, 0 to 2
percent slopes
GiA Grangeville fine sandy loam, drained, 0 to 2

percent slopes

Conclusion

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

Comment H33

The commenter states that, “In Appendix I, Page 12, Table D.1 states that the project site is not located within 100 feet
of a water supply well. However, just across Placentia Lane from the project site is Garner ‘B> Well and Garner ‘D’
Well.”
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Response

The commenter is correct in stating that the Garner ‘B’ and Garner ‘D’ wells are located across the street from the
project site on the south side of Placentia Lane. These wells are located in the patking lot of the AB Brown Sports
Complex and will not be physically impacted by construction or operation of the proposed project. Moreover, the
proposed project will not impact groundwater sources that supply the Garner B and Garner D wells, which are located
at least 130 feet from the project’s southern boundary. Therefore, while there are wells in close proximity to the project
site, the proposed project will not have an impact on these wells or their water quality.

Conclusion

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

Comment H34

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

Response

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

MPGuidance.pdf.

rcflood.org

Conclusion

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

Comment H35

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment H37

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

Response

As previously mentioned in Response to Comment G2 above, Appendix F sub-Appendix 3 of the project Hydrology
Report was, in fact, missing as stated by the commenter. This is due to the fact that the Preliminary Hydrology Report,
and not the Final Hydrology Report, was included in the IS/MND appendices. The Final Hydrology Reportt is included
in this Response to Comments (see Attachment B) which includes sub-Appendix 3 (Soils Information).
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Conclusion

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

Comment H38

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment H39

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

LOZES L al=if]o4d freeT— Wi

RECEIVED

GCT 4 30
SepEmber 30, 2016
L : Sty & Fonnayis
Via E-Mait arid Dveriight Mait Development Seng:mrant
Bran Nortan, Sanior Planner
City of Riversids

Communlty Development Departarent
A00 Main Sireet, 3rd Ficor
Riverside, Cabifornia 82522
851-328-2508

hoten @i vemdErg,

Re: Center Street Commerce Bailkding Inltial Study and
Draft Mitigated Negathve Deelaration

Drzar M Morton;

| arm writing oo behall of Laborers intermational LUnion of Narth Amerca, Locdl
Union Mo, 1184 and [ts members fiving in Riverside County nd the City of Riverside
{eoltectively "LIUNA® or "Comments re") ragarding tha Draf Mitigated Negatiwe
Daclarstion and Initial Study {colechvely, “MND™) prepared for the Ceater Siraet
Commerce Buliding {"Prajeet™).

After reviewing the MND together with enviranmental consulling firm, Soll Weler
Alr Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) (aitached hereto as Exhibit &), it is &vigent that the
document. conteins numarnus emors-and ovissions that preciude acourate analysis of
the ijn:ltct. As 3 resUtof these inadequacles, the MND falls as an nformetonal
docurnant,

Commantars ask the City of Riverside {“City”] to prepare an environmental
impact report (*EIR") for the Project bacause thers = a fair argument that the Projec
may haye significant unmitipated Impacts, including impacts an air guality, affic, and
hickocpcal resoursas, An EIR iz required io-analyze thess and other impacts and to
proposs miligation measuras o reduce the impadis o the extent feasible,
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Centar Sirast Corenance Suilding
CECA Coarmment

Septamber 30, 2018

Page 2

P ELC

The project indudes construction of @ 308,000-square oot buikding on 15.88
gross acres {1563 net acres) located south side of Center Street and nocth of Plecentia
Lane (APNS 248.070-017, 248-040.002, -026, and 027). The buikding could be vsed for
any ramber of commercizl or light industrial uses as pemmitied in tha BMP zonse;
howewver, end users have not been identtfled at thds Bme, 85 such, specitc detalls sbout
the future operation of the faclltty are not currently aveilable. The praposed desigh will
be a concrete filt-up buildng, Tha project includes 110,997 square feet of landscaping,
the potantial for up to 282 parking stalls, and 47 kading docks. The profect applications
include Design Review and Lot Consalidation, from 4 Ioks ko 1 1ot

The project site is primarily vaczant with a vacant singla family residenca and five
ancillany structures located on the southeastern portion of the sitg. The project will heve
gooess 1o Center Street vie two 40-foot wide driveways Iocated along the fronlags. Mo
aooess bt Placentia Lane to the soulh will be provided. Intérior dive sigles akng the
western, esstam, and southemn sides of the bullding wil! have a minfmum width of 40
feet to provide adequate vehidke and emergency access as requirad by the Fire
Beparbment The intericr diva aisle alang the northern side of the building will ba 24
feet wide and provide access for passenger vehickes. Cantar Strest and Flacentia Lena
ara not fully improved streets. The proposed project will Include the construction of new
curbs and gutters, public sidewslk, and land=ceping.

LEGAL STANDARD

As the California Supreme Court held, "[if no EIR has been prepared for 2
nonexampt project, but substantial evidenca in the record supports a fair argument thal
the project may resull n signilicant adverss impacts, the proper ramady is o order
preparation of an EIR." Communities for a Batter Exvt v Soulh Coast Alr Quaiity
Manggement Dist. {20101 48 Cal 4lh 310, 318-320 ["CBE v. SCADMD, citing, Mo OF,
ing. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal 2d 68, 75, 88; Srentwood Assn. for Mo Oviling.
Ing v, iy of Los Angedas (1982) 134 Cal App 3d 491, 504-505. “Slgnificart
ervranmental effect” is defmad vary roadly as "a substantial or potentially sub=taniial
acyersa change in the snvirmonment.” Pub. Res. Code ['PRCT § 21068; see also 14
CCR B 15382 An effact on the anvircnment need not be “moementous® 10 meet the
CEQA test for significance; it is enough that the impacts are “not trivial.™ Ao OF, g,
Sunrd, 13 Cal3d at 83, "Tha foremnest principles in interprating CEQA is that the
Legislatura mtended the act to ba read so as o afiord the llles!t possible protaction to
tha anvironment within the reasonable scope of the slatulory language.” Commwnles
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Center Sireet Commerce Building
CEUA Comment

Seplember 30, 2046

Pagm 3

for @ Befter Envt v. Ol Aesources Agency (2002) 103 CalApp.dih 38, 102 [CBE v,
CRA".

The EIR is the very heart of CEQA, Sakarsield Ciizens for Local Comted v, Gy
of Bakevsfiefd (2004) 124 Cal App dth 1184, 1214; Pocket Froteclars v. Gity of
Secramenio (2004} 124 Cal App.dth 803, 927, The EIR is an “environmental "alarmn
ball’ whoze purpose is 1o afert the public and its respon sitde officials (o erdronmental
changes bafore thay have reached the ecological peints of no retum.” Bakersied
Citlzerts, 124 Cal Appodth at 1220, The EIR abss functlons a3 & "document af
accountability,” intended to "demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that e agency
has, in fact, analyzed and considerad the scological impications of its aclion.” Laursf
Heights Improvements Assn. v. Regonts of Universily of California (19887 47 Cal.3d
976, 392, The EIR process “prokects not only the envirenmant but also nformed self-
qovernment.” Pocket Frofectors, 124 Cal AppAth at 927,

An EIR is requlred if “there is substantial evidence, in light of the whole record
frefore the lead agency, that the projact may have a significant efect on the
enviranment,” FREC § 21080(d); soa also Pocket Profectors, 124 Cal App.dth at 927, In
very limiied circumstances, an agency may svald prepanng an EIR by lssulng a
negative dedaration, & witten statemant boefly indicating that 2 project will have no
significant impact thus requiing o EIR (14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15371}, only if therms s
nel even a “fair argument” thal the project will have a signfflcant environmenital eifect,
PRC, £§ 21100, 21084, Since "[t)he adopbon of a negative declamtbon . . hesa
terminal effect on the amdronmental review process,” by allowing the agency *io
dispense wilh the duly [to prepare an EIR]," nenetive declaralions are allowed only in
cases whare “the proposed project will not affect the environment et ell.® Cikzens of
Lake Mumay v. Bar Diego (1989) 128 Cal App 3d 436, 440.

Under the “fair argurnent” snderd, an EIR is raquired if any substantial evidence
In the recard indlcates that 4 praject may have an adverse enviranmentsl effect—aven If
Sontrary avidence edstz (o suppart the agency’s decision, 14 CCR § 15064(F1);
Fostef Protackors, 124 Cal App.dth at $31; Stenislaus Audubon Socigty v. Cownty of
Stanisizus (1985} 33 Cal App4th 144 150-15; Cuak Bofanical Gardens Found., inc. v.
Cify of Encinias (1994) 28 Cal App.dth 1527, 1602. The “fair argument” stanciard
creates a “low threehold” favaring environmental revigw through an EIR rather than
throuph [ssuance of negative declaralions ar notlees of exemptlon from CEQA. Pocket
FProtectors, 124 Cal App.4th 2t 926,

The “falr argument” stendard @ vinually the oppesile of the typleal deferental
standard accorded b agencies, As a keading CELHA, realise explains:

This Fair argument’ standar is very different from ine standarg namalky folowad
by public agencies in making administeative deteminations. Qrdinarily, publle
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Center Street Commerce Building
CECA Comment

September 30, 2016

Page 4

agencies waigh tha avidanca in tha record befora them and reach 8 decision
based on a preponderance of the evidence, [Cltallens]), The fair angument
standard, by conbast, prevents the leed egency from weighing competing
evidence to determing who has a better argurasnt concerning the likalifeod or
extent of @ potantial environmental impact. The lead agency's dedision ja thas
lergely lagal rathey than faclual; it does not resolve conflicts in the avidence but
determines only whether substantlal evidence exlsts in the recaord to support the
prascriacd fair argumeant,

Kostka & Zisheke, Practics Uhder CEQ4, §6.22, pp. 273-274. The Couns hawve
Bxplained that "it is & quashon of law, nok fact, whetier a fair argument exists, end ths
courts owe no deference to the lead agency’s detemminabion. Fewview is de novo, with &
preference for resolving doubts in fBvar of environmental revhew.” Foched Profectons,
124 Cal App Ath at 936 [emphasis in onginal).

A5 & mattzr of law, “substantial evidenge indudes | . . expert cpinion.™ PRC §
21080eif1); 14 COR § 10084H5). CEQA Guideines demand thet whene expents have
prasentad conflicing evidence on the axtent of the envimmonmental effects of & project,
1he agancy must consider the environmental efects to be sgnificant and prepare an
EIR. 14 CCR § 15064(f5); PRC & 21080fe){1];, Focket Profeclors, 124 Cal App.4ih at
J35.

DISCUSSION

A. There is 8 Falr Argument that the Project May have Significant —
Envirommental Impacte Respuiring an EIR.

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

The Lnittal Study {13) admits that the fiture usa of the Project is uriknown.
Therefore, the 15 states that is sekects manufacturing as a “worst-cage, conaarvative
approach e asseas operational impads.” However, the consulting mm, Soil Water Air
Proteclion Enterprise C3WAPE") concdudes that wanshause uses wauld have
significanly greatar impacts than manufachuing. Such uses ara claarly reasonably
fareseeable since there are & lange Aumber of simllar-sized warehouses being located
in the Riverside Counky area, including World Logistics Centar in toreno Velley,
Marano Yalley Logistics Centar, any many othars. According to Appendix A af the
ISMAND:
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Center Street Sommerce Building
CECA Comment

Empiamber 30, 2016

Fage &

“Ther= 18 no kenant for 1he proposed bullding, thus, the opaationzl comMponsnts
af the project are speculalive at this ime The Cily of Rivars|de recommentdsd
considarmtian of 2 'manufactuing’ use as a worst-case, conservative approach lo
assessing oparailonal impacks. The Building has been treated as suUch herein,
zanslstent with the pralsel traffic Impact analysis and health risk assessment”
{Appendrd A, o 27, pp. 1430

EWARE skaies:

#zsuming thet the proposed industral builting will be used for manuf@cuTing
pUrposss, howsver, would not pmovide & worst-caze, conservative scenarnio, 55 15
sungested by the |SIMND. Rather, assuming that {he proposed puilding will be
uged for nigh-cube warehobsing wodld provide for the worst-oess, conesrvative
seenano, &% it accounts for (he possibility of cold-atoraas requiremants, & hlahar
Volume ol heawy-duty truck thips, and onper ruck Inp lEngtivs. By failing io
acoount for tha possibiity of warahtuss land uses, the Project's potentlal
operational Impacts are greatly underestimated, A DE|R should be prepared to
adequately asseas the petendsl impests thal operation of the Project may have
an redional and lasal ale gualiry.

[EWAPE p. 1-2).

BWAFE slatas:

As dismussed by the Smith Goast Ar Quality Mansgemant District (SCACQMD),
“CEQA requiras Ihs use of 'vonservative anakysis' (e afford 'ullest possible
plotectlan of g envifanmeant.”! As & resuit. the mest consenvetive analyels
shaultl be sondadbed, With thia in mind, Ihe prepased Project should be modelad
as refligerated warshouse without /2l spurs, or at the very Isast, a partion of e
building skhould be modeled Bs & redierated waretouse witiou! il spurs, and
the ramaining posticn of tha bullding <hould be modeled 2= an unrefigaraled
Wwarshouge without raif spurs, B0 65 10 teke inte conelderalion the possibiliny that
fLkwe behants may raquite both cold atarsge and noh-coll starage,

Refrigerated warahouges releae more 51 polutants and gresnhause gas (GHG)
airissions when compared o unrefiigersted wamnhousas or othar industrial
buildings, such as manufacturing land uses First, warehouses equipped with

1 Warehouse Trock Trip Study Deta Resulls and Usege” Pressntabon, SCACMD Inkand
Emplr& Lugmhcs Eﬂuncll Juns 2014, avaﬂabf& at [LEE F:‘unw ggmd guwtlm:s.fderaun-

GG :) 17
analvﬁlsa'l'mﬂl-leln E-l&-?ﬂ"lli ::dﬁr.h-r&n-a
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Canter Streat Commerce Buliding
CEQA Comment

Sepember 30, 2816

Page B

cold siorega (raffgeraioms and freazears, for exemple) are known 10 consurne
more snergy whan compared to werehouses or other industrial bulldings without
cold storgge.? Second, wanshouses equippsd with cold starage typically requice
refigerated trucks, which are knawn to [dle far much [onper, even up to an hour;
when comparad o unmiigerated heuing tucks, such 83 thaose used for
manufaciuring purposes * | aslly, sccording io a July 204 Warefiouse Truck
Trip Sfudy Dets Resilfs and {fssge prasentstion prepeaned by the SCAQMD, |
was found that hauling trucks that require raffigeration re=ull in grestse uek tdp
rates when compared 12 non-reffgeratad hauling trugke, suah ag those Lead ol
rmanuiaciuring purposes.”

By naot inchuding fefrigerated warshouses 58 a potentlal l2nd uge 0 the alr gualily
maodael, the Propet's operational smissions may be grossly undersstimated, as
the fulure lenants are currently unknown. Unless the Project Applicant can
demonsirats thet the future tenants of these proposed buildings will be Imited to
unrefrigerated mdustial uses, axtusivaly, it should ba aszumed that 2 mix of
eokd and non-cold siorage will be provided on-site. & DEIR should be preparad
i Eccnunl far e passibillty of refrigenated warehouss needs by futlne tansnts

(BEVWAPE pp. 2-3),

SWAFE connludss hal the: (S further undarestimalas Project emissions by
asaumirng 8n improper frudle mix (Ioo many small rucks Bnd oo faw largs trucks), anc
alsg by underssiimating the lengih of fuck trps, (SWAPE pp, 4-8),

Giver e [arge namber of warshouse projects balng canatiuated |n the reghon
(s2a cumulsive impac section below], thare (5 3 “fair agumeant” that this Project may
be uszd as 3 warehousas. & new CEQA analysis should ba conductad calculating
amissions from e Pmoject if used for warehause purposes, and using 8 proper ruck
fleal profile and trip lenoths.

# Manading Eneray Coste in Warehouses, Business Ensmy Adwaor, avelable ak
fhlrans lsor

**Eslimation of Fuel Use by |diing Commeralgl Trucks." p. B, avaitabie al.

fittp i t s sportaljon. anl govipdis /T AT Bolf

W ks Tn.n:t’i'np Swdy Dedo Reaulis and Uasge” Preseniption. SCACGMO Mobuke Sonres Commmier. Tuly

2004, vl e crrd Bibig ".'mxgmd.gg'l.__n'dncsnfdcfnmt—.nmm&cgaflmmﬂhggﬁw;hﬁmg‘,ﬂuhmgmp Ol SRy~
B i | el e S ol T = e T3
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Center Street Commerce Building
CEL& Comment

Sepltember 34, 2016

Fage 7

2. There Is a Falr Argument that the Profect will have Significani Cancer
Risk Impacts.

Appendix B to the Initial Stedy is a Health Risk Assassment (HRA) Tha
SCAOMD has established a CEQA signilicance threshold that any project erealing a
cancer risk of grester than 10 par million has significant impscts mequiing en EIR. {App.
B., p. 23). The Project will generate significant dissel emissions from inucks angd other
yahicular fraffle. Desel engine exhausl meder s identifled by the State s a canger-
tausing chemical. httipffoehha ca. govimediafdownloadsipronasition-
665//p655i0gle080516 Rl

Appendix B calculates that Bwe Project will create a cancer sk of 31.8 par millian
{3.18 ¥ 10-5). {App. B. p. 26). This excocds the 10 per milkan CECQA signihcanga
threshold by sver 300%. Neverlheless, the Inilial Study concludes hat thers is ne
significant cancer risk impact. The exceadance of the CEQA significance threshold
wreates a fair argument that the Project will have signficant environmental impacts
requlring analysis in an EIR. Indeed, in many instances, such i quality thresholds ane
the anly eriteria reviewsd and treatad as dispositive in svaluzating the significance of 3
projecl's air quality impacls. See, 8.9. Schenck v. County of Soroma (2011] 188
CelApp 4th 949, 980 (County appiles BAADIMD's "publizned CEQA quantltative critenia™
and “threahald level of cumulative significance™), See also Sommundies v @ Betler
Emvironment 1. Califorifa Resources Agency (2002) 103 CalApp.4th B8, 110-111 {*A
‘threshold of significance’ far a glven environmental effect s simply that level at which
the lead agency finds the effecis of the project {o ba significant™). The Califomnia
Supramea Court recently made clear the substantlal Impartanae that a SCAQMD
significance threahold playsin providing substentlal evidenze of 8 significant adverae
impact, Commundies for a Setfer Emviranment v, South Coasl Air Quakty Menagement
Dist. (2010} 48 Cal.dih 310, 327 (*As lhe [Soulh Coast Alr Quality Managemenl)
Dishiet's estaplished significance threshold for MOx s 55 pounds per day, thess
ecstimates [of NOx emissions of 207 to 456 pounds par day] constituta subsiantial
evidenae supporting & fair argument for a8 significant adverse Impact'. Thersfors, an
EIR is reguired to analyze the Project's cancer impacts and to propose all feasible
mitigabion measures {0 reduce those impacts.

SWAPE states:

According ko the ISIVND, because “no thresholds for cancer or non-cancer risk
will be exceeded by the project.” the Project will have & kess than significant
heskh rsk impact (Appendi B, p, 28). This conclusion, however, is incomect, as
it complelaly contradicls the healln risk calculations conducted for the proposed
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Centar Straal Commarca Bieildmg
CECA Commarnd

Sapler bar 30, 2016

Page B

Praject. A3 g resolt, e Project's health risk impact amd [evel of simifican e ane
entirely misreprasantad, An updated heakh nsk assessmant should e preparsd
in g DEIR 1hat more acourately reprasents the proposed Project's haalth risk
impacts.

Appendix B of the IS/MND disdoses the essumplong, methods, end values used
to eatimate the Froject's health risk impactz. Acconting to Appendix B,

‘Concentrations were modeled using AERMOD and then npat inko e Hot
Spots end Reporting Program (HARP) Haalth Risk Assesament
Slandslona Tool (RAST) compuber scftwars bo calculate cancer risk bassd
an the methods and recommendetions found in the HRA Guldelnes. The
results of e HARP svalustion of cancer risk for residentlal 9-years, 30
yoars, and 7O years, and worker 25-years exposune scenanos for grd
receplors and distrete receptars are summarized in the following tebles
and detailed program results are included as Appandix O (p. 25).

The results of the ¥O-year resldentlal lifetme health Ask assessmant, which era
summarized in Tabds 7 of Appendiy B, indicabe that four residantial senajtive
receplor Izcations would have a health risk impact that exceeds the 1000 one
riifsn sigrif cancs threshald {see excerpt betow) (Appendix B, p. 26).

Table 7 (70 Vet (Lifatime) Population-wide Cancer Burden

BT T e e iear-en

7B 457291 IT54154 D03558 1. 1HE-05
-17] 457391 I764154 02631 A A5E-05
BS 467391 A7EA254 OLOI7 LATE-0E
717 467181 A7EA154 .04 RS2 L 6EE-05

Even though B |5MND eslimates that the Project will create & cancer rlsk of
31.8 in o milkon [3.18 ¥ 10-3), which axcesds the 143 in one million significance
threshold by ovar 300%. the IS/MND sl concludas that the Projact would havea
lgss than significent heatth sk impact (Appendiz B, p. 26). This concusion,
heorwrewvar, jB antirdly incomseck, a3 Tahle 7 cleary demonsgtrates that the Projact
wolld have a significant health sk ImpacL By Ezlling ko adeguately apply the
results of fe health rlak assessment to the estatlshed significan s thresbald,
tha Prject’s health nsk impact is misreprasentad. The results of the [SIMMWD's
health risk assessment cleady demanstrate that the Projecl would have a
potentially sigrificant health risk impeet, and g5 such, this significence
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Canter Steat Commence Building
CEGH Comment

September 30, 2016

Faqge &

datermination should have besn made, and additicnal mitigation massures
should have esn identifiesd end implemented.

(SWAPE pp. 8-2).

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

Ona of the fundamentsl purposes of CEQA = to ensure that all feasible
miligaticn measures am imposead to reduce Project impacts. CECKWA requines public
agencies (o avold or reduce environmental damage when “feasibla® by nequinng
*environmentally superin” altarnetives and mitigetion measures. (CEQA Guidelines §
15002{a}(2) and (3); See also, Serkefey Jets, 91 Cal. App. 4th 1344, 1354, Citizens of
Golefa Valey v, Board of Supendsars [18990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 584) The EIR sarves o
provvide agencies and the public with Information about the environmental imgacts of a
proposed project and B dentify ways that envirormeantat damage can be avolded or
significanlly reduced.” {Guidalines §15002(@1(211 If (he project will have a signifcant
affect on the environmant, the agency may approve the pmiject only if it finds that it has
“eliminated or substantislly kessensd all slgnificant effects on the environment whens
feasiie” and that any unaveidable significant effects on the environment ara
“acceptable due 19 ovemiding concams.” (Fub.Res Code § 21081; 14 Cal.Coda Regs. §
15092(BH2)A) & (BY)

In ganeral, miigation measunes must be designed 10 minimize, educs or ayoid
an identlfied environmental Impact or to ractfy or compensats for that impact. (CEQA
Guldalines & 15370, Whers saversl miigation maasuras are available o midgate an
impact, each shoeuld be discussed and the kasis for selecling a particular measure
should be Identifled. (/4. at§ 15125 4a)11B).) A lead agency may not make the
requlred CEQA findings unless the administrative record cleady shows that all
unceriainbias regarding the mitigation of slgnificant snvironmeantal impacis have hean
resoived.

CEQA requires the lead agency to adopt feaslble midgation measures that will
subislanizlly lassen of avoid Hhe Project's potantially significant environmental lmpacts
{Puh. Res, Code 55 21002, 21081{a)}, and describhe those miligafion measures in e
CEQA document. (Pub. Res. Code § 21100(b){3); CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4.) A
public agency may not raly an miigakon measures of uncarain efcacy or feasibility,
{Kings County Farm Bureaw v. Cify of Hanford (1980) 221 Cal.App.3d 682, 727 (fnding
groundwater purchese sgreement Insdequate mitigation messure because no record
avidance axisted that replacement water was availabia).) “Feasible” means capable of
keing accomplished In 3 succeesful manner within 3 reasonzable pedod of time, taking
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Center Etreel Commernce Building
ZEQA Comment
September 50, 2016

Pape 14

[no account econantic, snvirenmental, legal, social and technolegical faclors, (CEQA
Guidelines § 15384 Mitlgation measures must be ully enforceable trowgh parmil
condiionz, agreements or othar lagally binding insbuments, (&, &t § 15126.4{a){2).}

A lead agency may not concluda that an impact is significant and unavoidable
without requiring the implementation of all feasible mitigation measuras to reduce the
Impacts of & project to lesa than skgnificant levels. (CEQA Guidelines §5§ 151264,
15081.)

SWAPE pomls out fhat there are dozens of mikgation measures hat have beeqn
Imposed on similar projects In the reglon that would significantly reduce alr pollution,
greenhouse gas and cancer impacts. (SWAPE pp. 811}, An EIR |8 regquired 1o analyze
all of hese feasible mitigaticn measunes, -

4. The Project Wili Have Significant Blological knpacts, But Ralies on T
I proper Deferred Mitigation.

The Inifial Sludy admiis that several species of bats may exist at te sile, but 14
dafers developmant of miligation measures until after Projact approval in violation of
CEQA. The Initial Study states.

Several spacies of Rats ars known to accur o e vicinity of the project site,
Javeral shads, mobile homes, and lrees are [ocatad on the project site that could
provide suitable roostng habitat far bat species. Thos, Mitigation Measure BIO-3,
requiring & pre-consruction survey of suitabls habiiat for roosting bats within 14
days prior vegetation or structure removal be conducted, has been incorporated,
Should an accupled maternity or coleny rooat be detected during the
preconstruction survey, CDFW shall be contacied sbont how lo proceed. YWith
Incorporation of Mitigatlon Measure BIG-3, Impacis to roosting bals will be
reduced Lo lessthan-significant levels,

Initial Shudy, p. 38 {amphasls added).

Y¥hike the Initial Shady admits that the Project may impact bats, ihe proposed
mitigaticn, “COFW shall be contacted about how o procesed © s not a mitgatlon
meaaure at all. First, the use of the pasgsive voisE makes unclesr whe will contact
CDFW, Second, CEQA prohibits 2 lead agency from deferming davelopment of
mitigatcn unlil after the approval of the project. This is precisely what the 15 dees in this
cage. The |5 must specify what mitigaion messures will be implamanted, not simply
state that mitigation measures will be developed at a later time hy a difersnt agency i
necessary. ~A study conducted alter spproval of a profect will Inevilably have a
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Center Streel Commerce Building
FECS Comment

Seplember 30, 2016

Papge 11

diminished influence on decislonmaking, Even I 1ne study is subject fo adminstratie
approval, It Is analogous to the sort of post hoo ratlonalization of agency actions that
fias bean rapeatedly condemned in dacisions construing CEQA.”™ (Sundsiron v. Counly
of Mendooino (1888} 202 Cal App.3d 296, 307 ] "[Rlelience on tentative plans for futurs
mibigation after complation of the CEGQA process significantly undsrmines CEQA's goals
of full disclosure and informed dacigionmaking; 2nd[] consequently, thess miligetion
plans have been overtumed on judiclal revew as consttuling Improper gefercal of
emdranmental agsessment ” { Commuonities for & Beler Environmen! 1. Gy of
Richmamnd (2010} 184 Cal App.4th 70, 82.1 -4

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

Faor sach enviranmental impact, the 15 concludes that the Project woulkd not result
In cumulatively slgnificant Impacts. See, 29, 1S 92, Each conclusion is based on 15
impraper reasoning, and en analysis that is not in compliance with CEQA.

An initial study and MND roust discuss a Project’s significant cumulative impacts,
14 CCR § 151 20a). This reguirement fiows from CEQA section 21082, which requires
a finding that & project may haye & sgnificant affact on the amdaronment if he posaible
affects of @ project are individually Eimited but cumulatively considerabls. . . .
‘Cumulalively conslderable’ means that the incremental effects of an Individuel project
are considarabke whin viewsad i connection wilh the effects of past projacts, the afects
of othar currant projects, and the ofects of probable fulure projects.”

“Curmulhee impacts” are dafined 35 "two or mora individuz| efecks which, when
considered tegether, ame consderable or which compound or increase other
envirenmental impacts™ 14 CCR § 15355(8). “{/jndlvidual effacts may be changes
resufting from a single project or & number of separate projects.”™ fd. “The cumulathne
impact from saveral projects is the change in the environment which results from the
incremeantal impact of the project when edded 19 other ciosaly related past, present, and
reasonaibly foresecable probable future projects. Cumudative Impacts can result from
indivichually minar but eollectively significant projects Bking place over a period of time.”
Comm. for 3 Beiter Env't v, Cal Resouroes Agency PCBE v CRA™ (2002) 103
Cal App dih 88, 117, 14 CCR § 15358(b). A legally adequate cumulative impacts
analysls views a particular project over fme and in conjunction with athar related pest,
present, and reasonably foreszasbla probatie future pojscte whose impacts might
compound of lerrelals with those of the project at hand.

The MND's conclusory curmulative impact analyses ara devoid of subatantal
evidance and ems a5 @ matter of law and commonsense. Lacking any subsindial
evidence, the MND fails to provide sufficient informetion for the public to evaluets
cumulative impacts that may reaul fom approwval of e Project,
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Cenler Street Cammerce Building
CECQA Comment

September 30, 2016

Fape 12

The CEQA Guldellnes allow two methods for satisfing the cumulative impacks
aralysls regulrersent: the listof-projects epproach, and the summany-of projeds
approech. Under sither methed, the MWD must summarize: the expected environmental
effecta of the project and refated projects, provide a ressonable analysis of the
cumulative impacts, and examine reasonable mitigation options. 14 COR § 151300},
Ther MWD's cumulative impacts anelysis does not comply with efther of these
requlrements.

Indeed, the MWD does not mention a aingle past, present, ar fuburs progect thet it
evaluated cormuatively with the instant Project. This is desplte Ihe fact that the Clty of
Riverside and the neighboring Gity of Morano Valley amne cumently undertaking
envircnmantal review for numerous similar distribudion cantar, warehouss and logistics
cenber projecks - 21 of which will generabe similar ruck rafie and 2ir pollution impects,
which will be cumulatively significant. These indude e massive 40 million squane fook
YWeordd Logistics Centar in Moreng Valley {Siate Clearnnghouss Mo, 201302 1045), the
1.7 milllon square foot Moreno Valley Legistles Center {SCH NMumber; 20150610403, the
2.2 million sguare oot ProLogis Eucalypus Industial Park in Morane valley, (SCH NOL
2008021002), and many others, Without any infommation on what — if amy — cumulative
projects were considerad, and what environmental Impacis those cumulaie projects
have, the publlc and decision rmakers lack any infsrmation on which 12 assess the
validity of the umulative impacts conclusions under SECHA

The entire curnulative impact analysis for the Project conslsls of nothing more
than the following paragraph (same for esch impact):

Air Quality. The eontext for assessing cumdlative air quality impeacts b the area is
the extent to which project refaled emissions will contribute to 8 net increese of
any criteria pollutand for which the propect region is in non-attainmeant, The
anelysis providad in Sechon: 4.3 related to gir quality found thet impacts would be
lesa than signiflcant with mitigathan incorporeted to reduce operabonal NCx
amissions, Mitigation Measure AQ-1 requings that prior i issuance of pusinsss
livansas, the building tenant shall provide evidenca it the City Planning Division
that emiesions from truck Reet iipes and other operalions will not excesd Lthe
South Coast Ar Clualty Management District's {SCACIMD) daily axldes of
nitrogen threshekd. Themfore, while the project will contribute to localized or
regiongl cumulsthve impecis, the project contribution will not be considerable. 1

15 92

This bare concuslon does not canstiute an analysls. Withoul even the most
basic information abeut any of the comulative projacts or Beir anvironmental impacts,
tha MML¥s ganeral cumulative impact conclusion is not supportad by substantisk
evidence.
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Comment 11

This comment states that, “There is a fair argument that the project may have significant air quality impacts. This Initial
Study (IS) admits that the future use of the project is unknown. Therefore, the IS states that is [sic] selects manufacturing
as a worst-case, conservative approach to assess operational impacts. However, the consulting firm, Soil Water Air
Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) concludes that warchouse uses would have significantly greater impacts than
manufacturing. Such uses are cleatly reasonably foreseeable since there are a large number of similar-sized warehouses
being located in the Riverside County area... SWAPE states: Assuming that the proposed industrial building will be used
for manufacturing purposes, however, would not provide a worst-case, conservative scenario, as is suggested by the
IS/MND. Rather, assuming that the proposed building will be used for high-cube warehousing would provide for the
worst-case, conservative scenatio, as it accounts for the possibility of cold-storage requirements, a higher volume of
heavy-duty truck trips, and longer truck trip lengths. By failing to account for the possibility of warehouse land uses, the
project’s potential operational impacts are greatly underestimated. A DEIR should be prepared to adequately assess the
potential impacts that operation of the project may have on regional and local air quality.”

Response

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

Daily Operational Emissions (Ibs/day): Unrefrigerated Warehouse Use

Source | ROG | Nox | co | so, PM PM_ s
Summer
Area Sources 16 <1 <1 0 <1 <1
Energy Demand <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Mobile Sources 3 31 38 <1 8 2
Summer Total 19 31 39 <1 8 2
Winter
Area Sources 16 <1 <1 0 <1 <1
Energy Demand <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Mobile Sources 3 32 41 <1 8 2
Winter Total 19 32 41 <1 8 2
‘Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Substantial? No No No No No No
Source: MIG, 2015.
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Daily Operational Emissions (Ibs/day): Manufacturing Use

Source ROG NOox | co [ so, PM PM. s
Summer
Area Sources 16 <1 <1 0 <1 <1
Energy Demand <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Mobile Sources 4 31 55 <1 12 3
Summer Total 21 34 58 <1 12 4
Winter
Area Sources 16 <1 <1 0 <1 <1
Energy Demand <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Mobile Sources 4 33 58 <1 12 3
Winter Total 21 35 61 <1 12 4
‘Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Substantial? No No No No No No
Source: MIG, 2016.

Conclusion

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

Comment 12

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment I3

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment 14

This comment states that, “The Initial Study admits that several species of bats may exist at the site, but defers
development of mitigation measures until after Project approval in violation of CEQA. While the Initial Study admits
that the project may impact bats, the proposed mitigation, ‘CDFW shall be contacted about how to proceed’, is not a
mitigation measure at all. First, the use of the passive voice makes unclear who will contact CDFW. Second, CEQA
prohibits a lead agency from deferring development of mitigation until after the approval of the project. This is precisely
what the IS does in this case. The IS must specify what mitigation measures will be implemented, not simply state that
mitigation measures will be developed at a later time by a different agency if necessary.”
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Response

All existing on-site buildings and structures will remain undisturbed until the project construction plans are approved
and the buildings demolished. As such, even if bats are currently present, it is possible for them to move in or move out
prior to actual demolition of the buildings. It is for this reason that a pre-construction survey is appropriate. Moreover,
the mitigation is not deferred because a performance standard has been established, in that the mitigation measure is
required to be implemented prior to issuance of grading permit. The City has complete authority to withhold the permit
until proof of full compliance with the Mitigation Measure, which will ensures that no impacts will occur to bat species
because of the project. The mitigation is based upon objective, specific criteria, which must be satisfied if bats are
observed during or prior to construction. These specific standards include, but are not limited to, the creation of a buffer
exclusion zone, which would address noise, screening, and necessary vegetation. Prior to the start of construction, a
survey for roosting bats shall be performed by a qualified biologist within seven days of the start of the construction
start date for all proposed work areas adjacent to appropriate roosting habitats. The survey shall include all appropriate
roosting habitats within 250 feet of any work area. If an active roost is found, or survey data provides evidence of an
active roost within 100 feet of a work area, or if a maternity roost is found, or sutvey data provides evidence of a
maternity roost, within 250 feet of a work area, the limits of the work area will be clearly marked and a qualified
biological monitor shall be provided and shall remain on-site during construction activities within the vicinity of the
roost ot maternity roost. The biologist will ensure that construction activities do not encroach upon the 100-foot buffer
around an active roost or 250-foot buffer around a maternity colony site. The proposed mitigation, therefore, does not
constitute deferral because measurable performance standards are identified and required to be achieved prior to
issuance of appropriate permits. Use of performance standards are allowed pursuant to CEQA.

Conclusion

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

Comment 15

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

...Each conclusion is based on

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

“The MND’s conclusory cumulative impact analyses are devoid of substantial evidence and errs as a matter of
law and commonsense. Lacking any substantial evidence, the MND fails to provide sufficient information for the public
to evaluate cumulative impacts that may result from approval of the project.

“The CEQA guidelines allow two methods for satisfying the cumulative impacts analysis requirement: the list-
of-projects approach and the summary-of-projects approach. Under either method, the MND must summarize the
expected environmental effects of the project and related projects, provide a reasonable analysis of the cumulative
impacts, and examine reasonable mitigation options. The MND’s cumulative impacts analysis does not comply with
either of these requirements. Indeed, the MND does not mention a single past, present, or future project that it
evaluated cumulatively with the instant project. In addition to being conclusoty, the cumulative ‘analysis’ is also based on
flawed logic. The conclusion that the project will have no cumulative impact because each individual impact has been
reduced to a less than significant level relies on the exact argument CEQA’s cumulative impact analysis is meant to
protect against. A new cumulative impact analysis is needed for the project that complies with CEQA’s requirement to
look at the project’s environmental impact, combined with the impacts of other past, current, and probable future
projects. An EIR must be prepared to fully analyze the project’s cumulative impacts.”

Plann?%g Commission - Exhibit 1 - Development Review Committee Staff Report

Development Review Committee - Exhibit 8 - MND Response to Comments
Attachment 3 - City Planning Commission Report and Exhibits - April 05, 2018



Response

The commenter is incorrect when he states “The CEQA guidelines allow two methods for satisfying the cumulative
impacts analysis requirement: the list-of-projects approach and the summary-of-projects approach.” In fact, the two
accepted methods for analysis of cumulative impacts are the list-of-projects approach and the “projection” approach.
The cumulative impact analysis included in the MND is in fact based on the projection method, which indicates a
project will not result in a cumulatively considerable impact if it is consistent with local, regional, and other planning
programs developed to address environmental issues. The Initial Study and MND do indeed include analysis of all
potential cumulative impacts at the local, regional, and global levels, as appropriate to the cumulative context of the issue
under evaluation and show that the proposed project will be consistent with local, regional, and other planning
programs. The Project was assessed using this method and found to be consistent with all applicable programs and thus
would not contribute considerably to any cumulative impacts. This comment provides no evidence to the contrary.

Conclusion

This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated
Negative Declaration.
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Letter J: Anna Hoover, Pechanga Band of Luiseno Mission Indians
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review dosimnents acheclozisal rpliids, and o]l dacurreils pertainin o thiz Projeet, The Tabs
Durther reguesi Ly b direatly usiAed of all publie beainge and schedalad approwals condermng,
I Promees. Plesss wan nscporns Jege soraments nto thie reoond of appredd G s Pregect
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Pochumg Clomment Latier U Cily ol Rivoside

Fe: Pechanga Trioe Comenrs on the Conter simesel Commence Tailling
Septramber 56, 2010

Puagre 4

THE CITY OF RIVERSIDE MUSL IMNCLUDE INVCHL VEMENT (F AND
CONSULTATION WITH THE PECHANGA TRIGE 1IN ITS ENVIRONMENTAL
REVTEW PROCESS

[ has been the inlent af the Federal Gavermment! and the Stae of Califormiy? thal Indian
trihes he eonanhted with regard to issoes whish fmpacl culuoal and spizitual resources, as well as
other govermmental soneemms, The respuosibiliny to consolt with Tndian tribes stems from the
naigue governmizy-lo-wevemment relationship between the Tiled Stles and Indian tnbes, This
arises wher, Lribad ineresls are alfacted by the actions of governmental agzenesics aud deparinaents.
In this case, if is undizputed that the projoest lies within 1he Pechanpa ITibe™s imaditiooad eerivay.
Thereforz, i order to comply with CTA and stber applieable Foderal and CaliZornia law, it is
wnperative that the Cily of Riverside consalt witk the Teibs in onder (0 puarantee an adequats
kriswl=dge base [or an approprizre cvaluaden of he Projecy eliects, as woll as generaling
adeguate mitipation measnres,

LEAI AGENCY CONS MNOWITIHL THE PECHAMGA TRIBE REOUIRILLE

o Beptember 23, 2014, the Gowsner signoed AN 32 lepislation thal amends he
Calitoraia Enviommental Qualibe Aet, Jep Public Resources Code i 5007, 55, 21073, 21074,
S1080.3.0, AI0EG3.2, 2R, ZI0R09, 210842, and 210843, AB 33 gaplizs o pujects that
bwwe a notice o prepuration (e a1 envirounental mpaet reporl, oegative declavation o
mitipated nepaive declaration filed on or after July 1. 2HS5. The low now requices tribal
constation hy citics, covrdes. and other CEOA lend ngencies and an cvatuation of @ new
covircrraental exteEory, bl cultuml resorees,” which acknewledge sl lake nlo aeenunt
tha rescuress” Lrbad waloes rather than loeusing purely o the selentifie or aelemic value of the
el UT LSS,

AR 52 eslablishes a povemment-lo-government proccss bovween a Wike und o Tead
agency, including a specific consultation process with Califmnin Naive American tribes
concerning potential impacts ta tribal cultural rescurees. ATE 32 alwe recognizes that sribes may
have cxpertize regsrding their culture and hislere amd requires the consideration of fhe tribal
values inharenl i cillurdl resanrees o provide a corapleie wdarstanding of thelr naee ynd the
sigaificancs ol the polential mmpact:.  Lhe law fonther added new subslantive considerations
cancorning sipodficant impacts, when a CEQA document may he cortilied oo adoped whas
findingsielements sre to be neluded o 4 CEQA documen, sencerning Oitil culioral rcsourees,
wnd apprepriale midgalion fon impacels W whal culioml cesoceess.

Yoo cog, Execufive W ematandnn o Apeil 2%, 1588l an Ginve svmenr-tn-gimizrment Belations with Sutive
Amerivan Tribal Severaments, Bxcowcive Order ol Movember & 2000 on Conzulalivn and Ceaenl vation with
Todian Tzl Coecinrner L, baegan e Mernnranhon ol S epusmloa 23, 2004 an Govcnen-te-Codermnent
RBefatwnskipe with Tribal Govemments, and Lxsoative Memiorand im of boovember 5, 5008 oo Tribal Consuliagon.
£ Zoe Calitornia Moslie Resouree Cods SE007.% o1 -2n.: Califomiz Goverament Code §56533], 032323 und 63332 4
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Tewiianga Connenil Lelier v e Civs of Riveeside

R Feghanga Tribe Comineints an the Conter et Commerce Huilding
Seplemnlbser 30, 2016

Tags 3

Pechianga began AL 52 consultation with the City of Riverdde Seplember 1, 2016, which
was eorrcetly iderified in the ISOVINTE Altnough e 188NTY stales that consultatios was
comeheded @ tha Hime, Pechanpa was mn provided with the peoposed mitlealion medsures;, we
weare 1ol provided with the archosoloaieal report of any of the Projest docoments we gequested
and AR 52 was not formal'y clozed, Tlms, the Tribe bolicwes this ix o Jodluce o the A 52
process and o e fonnal vonsullation provess by vhe Civy.

PECHANGA CUETURAL AFFILIATION [0 PROJECT AREA

Thie Pechangs Tribe ggeeds ha the Prgect aren 3 part of 1oisefe. aod therelore to
Tribe's, aharignal lemilory wevidenced by the exislence of Luisefio place names, tdojr pixdbd
irock arl pictoeraphs, pelroolypbs), and ao extonsive Luiseiio atifact roeornd in the vicinity af ke
Prejest.  Uhiz enlmrally sensitive arca v affiliated with lbe Pechemga Ramd of Tadsedio Jodians
apeanse of che Leibe’s longstanding prehigiony gad hislorie coltural ties w this avea.

The Peclanpa Trike’s hmseledse Al owr ancestral boundarics s based on meliahle
informsrien pasied dowmn to uz trom our alcers; puklabed seademic works inothe areas of
anfluopology, history and olme-history; and theough regonled clbnographic and cngnist.c
accrunbs,  CH the myny anlbropelagisis wd hisiomans whe hove presected boundarics of the
laizefa craditionn] territary, few have excluded the Riverside arca fromn thelr deseriplicns
(Hparkrnan 1908; Keoeber 1923, White 1963, Bmith anc frecrs 19947, and auch lerridury
descrptions correspond aloest identically with that cormmunicaled o the Pechunpu people by
pur elders, Whils histonc scecunts and aolbrepeiogical sod Hnguiste Ouweries as noporad in
deterreining traditional Taisefics leriloey, the most cotical sources of into:mation nsed to dzfne
o traditional teeritories ooe our songs, crention oecees, and aral raditicns,

Tanisedie istory onginates with the crcation o7 all things s frwe Temdeku, 7 the present
doe City o Temeeula, and dispersng ool 0 all comers ol creatien Dahal s Weday Leown as
Luigciio teceilory), which includes The Oy of Riveside and the Bania Ana River, It was at
Temngenla thar the Luaisefn deity Hupder lived and tneht the pecple. aod hote that be beewme
sick, fmally cxpiring at Lake Blsinore, Many of cur songs relabs the tale of the peaple laking vhe
damy, Bageded Loothe many hot spongs, icluding those @t Elsmore, wherg Tae allimeely dled
fDnBods 1908Y. 1e was cremales] ol erre Fessdekpe TU 35 the 1odaefion cogaliom account 1hat
councets Elzineee to Temecnla and the sest ol Loisefio tercditory.  Crigin accounts state that from
Flsimoeg, the people spread out, establishing villages and warking their territories,

hdans traditinns ard swomes wre pesiesd Fom genetaion o penemlion by sones. Ooe ol
the Luisclio songs recoutts the uasels ol the people Lo Dlsinore afier ogreal Uood [Dollois
100EY. From hete, thev apain spread ont to the noth, south, cast and west, Threee sones, called
Kewimenlotms Monideod, are sorrs of the places and labdmarks that were dectinations of -he Lojaciia
anceators, several of which wre located near the Project arcs, They deseribe the camel ronds of the
Temzeuls {Pechanga} peaple und the lamdrmarks wuds b ocaeh o ckaim Gds by plaes 79 Their
migruliomz {DuBods 19081100 "The Mative Amerivan Teritge Commissien (AT %ol

Fotonea Cwitiral Revprrsey = domecwdy Band af Luisefe Ao Dadians
Port (Hfce Bor 2053« Tenceerdo, GA R2352
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Plann%g Commission - Exhibit 1 - Development Review Committee Staff Report

Development Review Committee - Exhibit 8 - MND Response to Comments
Attachment 3 - City Planning Commission Report and Exhibits - April 05, 2018



TPaschianges Coanenl Letter ta the Cityr of Riverside

Rz Poghangs Tribe Commients on be Center Sireel Commerve Building,
Septeiber 30, 2018

Fapc 4

Likely Dlaseencent (MLIY files suastantiale (his hebiletivm acd mipratien reeord from gral
tradition.  These cxamples Mlusirale o direcl coreladon borwcen the ol tradivion and the
chysical place; proving the imporance of sonps and stores s o welid source ol inlbemation
autside of the published anttiropolagical dams,

Flote pixdfeed (rock arl) Ts alsn an impuoradl element Jnothe detemmination of Duisetice
tervitorial Boundaries.  Tidorr pivdlend con counsist of powoglephs inelsed) elements, or
pictographs {painted) 2lements. The aclence of arehaeslowy 1ells L that places can be described
throush these cloments, Biverside and Morthern Sic Diepe Countics are homs o red-pigmenlad
pictograph pumels Amchaevlapisls have adopred the pame for these pielograph-vemsions, s
deficed by Ken Lledges of the Musewn of Man, a3 chs San Lais Rey siyle. The San Lds Rey
gtvle incorporarcs clements which include chovrons., zig-wags. dul palerns, sunbiusts, bandprints,
netchain,  splhropomornlic (human-like) snd  wseemorphic {animal-like) designs, Trioal
histomiuns: und pholopraphs nform s thal some desigh eletnents s reminisenl of Taisetn
zro.cd painlings. A Jew of these desipn elaments, particularly the flawer motils, he netichaic
and zig-zaps. were sometimes depiered in Luischo basket designs and can he obsecved in
remaining biaskots and textiley today,

A aeldivional ype ) ddota pivdived identilied oy archacologists also sz roek wl o
potrcalvphs. are copules. Thronphant Lwisefs wereitony, thore soe corlon pes ol Targe Boullers,
taking the shap: of mushrommns or wases, which conlgin numerows small pecked and aeoutd
indentaticnns, or cupules. Bany ol Thise cupole boulders heve been identified within o faw miles
ul the Pagect. Addivanally, aveerdiog o Dislerian Conslaoes Dobais:

When the people scattered fromn Blove Tomcke, Teomeeuls, they seaors wery
powertie, When they got to a place. they would sing o somg L moke waler come
there, and wonill call thal place theirs; ot They waull scoop aut a hollaw ina rocl:
with their haods 1o hasve hat foe their marle a¢ a claim opon the land,  Lhe
different partics of poople had thair odn marks. For ingtanec, A bafias's ancestor:
had Theers, dnd Lueadio’s people bad theirs, snd their ovwn songs of Mumival el
furew thery traveled fromn Temecula, of the spotg whers (hey sbooaed snd about the
different places they cleimed {1908 158,

This, eir somes amd #torics, our indigcnons place names, #s well a3 aeadenue works,
demonstrate that the Taisefic poeple wha oveupied wlut v koo woday ag the Cioe af Riversile
and its sphore of itluence anceslors of the presenl-day LuisefioTechanpa people, and as such,
Pevhyng s cultarally atfiisted w this ;eopraphic aren

The Urihe welewmes Uy cpporlynily to meet with the Tk to firther cxplan and provide
documentaticn coneeroing vwesaesilic cullal Tt Lo Jamd: wilhin sour jurisdiclion.

Pechanga Cultwal Revoangees » Tiecels Bard 0f Lutrefo dlosion fudiona
Fost Ciiice Boe 2083 « Teneecielo, G4 22502
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Fevhianpa Cornment Letler b Uee Cile of Riverside

Rz Tochangs Trihe Crmments on fhe Center Stesst Commcres Biding
Hoplember M0, 501 E

Tage 5

PROJECT IMPACTS TO CULTURAL RESOURCES

The propased Projest 15 laeated in g highly sensitive regbon ol Luisefio territory and -he
Trite believes thal the possihility Ine recovering subsiitace reaorccs during growmd-diztarhing,
activities is hiph, which iz alzo 2upported o the IBRAN0 Scofion 4. 2-Culirul Resoueces. The
Taihe has over thimpe-five 257 vears of cxporioness o working wilth variows lepes of corstraction
prjesls thraughoul ils ermtary.  The combination ol his koowledwe and cxparicnes, along with
e kngwledwe ol the cullurally-sensitive areas and veal tradition, is what the Tribe relies on b
miake faly accamte predictions regacding the likalihood of sulsurfice resmmess na particular
location.

Criven the sersitivity o the area, inadverenr discoveriee are foresccable impaeks and this
nocd to b appropriacely mitipated for within the confines of the Projoet. The tdenlilfiewin ol
aurface nesonrecs during an archacelogical survey sheuld mol be lhe sale delennining Gactor i
deciding swhether mitgation megsures Tor madverlenl dizcoveries are required.  The culmral
sigmilivanee al the aren sheobd fliy o loree part i deterrciming whetser specificarions sorcerming
mwnanticipated discowveries shoold he ioeluded.

PRGJECT MITIGATION MEASURT.S

The propozed l'raject is on land thar is within the traditional taritery of te Pechangs T
Band of Luisefio Indians, Pechanga is pot oppozcd w0 this Project;, howewer, we eore opposed Lo
urry dimee,, imelirecl and cumulalive Impacls (his Projec: may heye w tribwl coloal cesoaeces.
The Ttibe’s primory concerns stern mom the ProjecUCs peoposed wpacts on Native Amcricarn ]2
cultueal resetuees.  Coneatns abow bedl ibe peotection of vnique and ireplaccabls euliual
reaouress, such as Luiscfio village sites, sacied sitcs and archacological tems which would e
ahispliced by proond distordaing work on ke Progoet, snd o the proper smed Besw ] reatment ol
cudtueal iverms, Mulive Amoricar homan remaing aml saceed ilems Tikely wo be discoveced in the
couse of the work musl be properly avcounted Tor and mitigated per A1 52 and CLE.

The Tribe beigwves that che proposcd mitipation measures a listed o Seelion 4.2 gne nol
aullicienl, given the sensitivity of the amsa. The 2002 archacolegival sansitisd by analysiz oearly
aterod that e area along the Sunla Ana River (Fordwen) shaolkl ke considersd sesitive o
archacological and cnltural resonress. Additicoally, with the presense of telbal ciloral resmarces
within 4 elose goniminy to the Projeet, the poteotial to impact additional, subsurface rescurces 1z
hiph.

Aldthough the mitigation measues address procadures [oe inadverten Linds, they are nm
the slundard City of Biveralde measwecs. nor do they appropriase melode Uribal invalvcment o
the developroent provess, As staled above, the ‘T1ibe was not provided with these measures for
roviow prior to public relewse of The docomenl gnd wene umalle 1o saggest sl sl ons,

Pechanga Cufiers Sepspres » Semoenb Sercd of Lieeeefn Ligson feio
Part Otfce fax S5 = Tomecwiae O 22502
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Fechanga Comnient Letter o the Oy of Biverside

Bt Mol Tribe Corunenls v Ui Conde? Slies] Conises Broding
Seplernher 30, 2006

I'age &

Vurther, CL2 -1 s delerred mitipaion and wnder CEQA, iz not allowshle, AL parenlial
development optioas and off-sice rpactz should be properly analyzed wl this Grae s thol the
dicision-makers have all available dala w review, DBy requiring additicmal archasoiogical
survevs sl 8 luler dale, U resulis cannal be propedy anolyzed nor can aveddanos or proper
preservation metods be opplied, which are mandared under CBOA. Pochangs recommuends 1hal
additional surveys b complooed and inctuded in the final ISATND or & revireululec TSR ax
AT 4

L acldlition oy sempleting all archaeolaoical work prior to scheduling for pulahie hegning,
Preehangs roguests, in ordzr to cosure chat the 15BN 15 commplianl wilh aT 52 and CROA, the
lllowing Towigions Wy Ehe mitigelion messores b be eloded o the docceent (uderlines ane
udditions, simkeous ure deletions:

Mitigation Mcavures:

g earthimoying
operations UThe [oiliveing miligalion messumes are |:U|mmmldt'L o mecuce  potcotialle
signiticant  impacts 0 archaenlopical resolrces  Het—see—accidental vy discovered  during
implementation of the proposed pooject te o less than sipnificant level;

CLL-T TITTR 15 DETFTERLD MITIOATICN AWD [E NOT ATLOWARLTE [TNORR
CLQA. Prior to the gradisg permitissuances the-City should require the Aoplicant
%a—e&mﬁ&&& %pr]ementﬁl Phage-| Eﬁclmlcal HE}M fal'—&ﬁ-]ﬂﬂ'&]—t&&ﬂﬂi—ee‘!—l—f

nyinimizatio :
Rﬂpﬁrn: The supp

Egeulual ce oo i :
FS—Searesary of the neriors Pmleuﬁmﬁul—%mh#ﬂeﬁﬁm—ﬁﬁd—&aﬁf}ﬂrd;—l—he
Lratrimg—seastor—weH—dgetnde—a Dandoul wid—wi—re—sr—hew—to—ideatify
archaerdapontresanreesthr-maybe—encoutterad during e%ﬂmwng—ma%

Peshamma Calierad Beroprzey = toaeswd: Foad of Lielvern 1isior Idians
Pt Cftce Sox 250 = tenzecidi, 08 #2502

Koot Iy The Dare Teusted Unta Ope Lipez A With Horor B Rise To The Meei!
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Fechuan s Comonent Leler b the City ol Biverside
Fe: Pechangs, Tribe Comments an e Cenree Steer Commerce Boilding
sSepderibee A0k 24014

Puie 7
aral the procedunss e be lollwedrawesarevert—the-utiosat-archuen ngical
RIS, ﬂﬂd—thf—ge&e*ﬂl—b%ﬂ-ﬁs—ﬂ—ﬂﬂﬁ-l—]ﬂed—ﬂf‘&;ﬂ% anchaelepist—werhd
1 b fIECegsary:
CUL-3 heomitir Comvstruction Excavze wiresl a all

d%ﬂ%ﬂﬁ%%ﬁ#%—%ﬂd—%ham]nqmam
wehe—pi e pmder—the—dirouir—und—pabdonss—ad o quatifiedprefesstonsl
5. Recnel ar—af—che—tnteriors—Trefessonsd

arsheqhsene—ah—meely the 1)
Cwalifications and ‘-.Iandztn:lq J He—:—r&aﬂeelagieai—mﬁm—e{—s&ﬂﬂ—be—frmmm Wiy

‘prubbing) info

Hﬁ-ﬂ—ﬁl—]—}‘ﬁﬂ-ﬂgﬁ&'—?l-e—i*ﬂeeﬁl& H.”'Ll"r”l] " sollimengs. Multiple earthmeving
R R e aeguice  wlilple —seeheseda e —remitors—Fhe
archasolopical monitoring witl keep-s-dedyrnrebseslogiod-munitermpJagalall
eqrthrmpving—aetivites —ceenrring —dumng—the—puding—phuse —olthe project’z

Lhe—m&wﬁmh—hemge*&wmd-[-emwe VEIEUE Jﬂlﬁfml—fﬁ-ﬂﬂ&ﬂ—ﬂﬂd—ﬁe—ﬁ&ﬁl‘h—&r
exegrates—andH fennd —thesbardarecsnd—trpe—afarehacelogical resouree:
eaesnatered —Hi-imemesdtorins s beTodusadteper Haeaspectivae 1

CLL-4 Lreie—GroundTRsurbime—Aubivition—and - bnplemess  Lrepnens—Mas—F
afehmealonical Hesources A HE&&H&EFH—HHH&&&H&—B*&M&-]&@H-B}

W—&r&ﬂﬁ?ﬁﬁhﬁ‘d dtwag—g-rmmd—-dm

find Ldﬁ—hﬁ-ﬁhﬁl-&&ed—ﬁ—htﬂ*!w&ﬁl—d”ﬂ:&rlr‘![i lessL shall hE eﬁl%&hﬁﬁ-&rﬁiﬂ-‘r&
the hn-_‘l where construction activities shall not be a]l(“hed—ﬁ&—eai‘&lﬂﬂf‘—uﬂﬂ-l—&

AINErBCEL - S e
shal-enordinate with the melmmlmau H—é&k&#p—ﬂ—&-ﬁ%?ﬂ:ﬁé—#—&&tﬂﬁﬂl—p—uﬂ
+GT—+hﬁ—fEbE&EEE‘E.—FHE%[E+&H—J]1W elade - implementation of archaselagical data

e sipaf - the seamares abepge svith-gidhseguen
Jabumiun provessing and unu]:rwn Cetloted ol resoueees ot faetsand
araccisredtoerds shall e translerrel includirg—tite—tithe-approprate-curlion
Hmhl—v—wh&ehﬂﬁe&s—ﬂae- st’im'la.uis ser fouth in 36 CRF Mact 79- fortudaral
eameve'i mthm theproject apsa;
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Pechamga Comrient Lailer e the iy ol Riverside

Be: Pechanga Tribe Cocunenls on e Cenfer Street Commg e Buoilding
Septeraber 21, 20160

Pupe 8

CLL-1 I'rick o anv edrty moving activity, the Projesn Applicwnt shull retuin u guadilied
principal investipater (P13, defined as an archacolagisl who meels the Secretary of
L Towor's Standands G prelsssiene] wehaeolooy, 10 owersce the cultural
restrurces-relate] mitipaticn elfors. A qualilicd archacalegical monitor skall
moniter all oround distarbing activitics for the duration el the Project. The
archacologieal menitor will work under the supervision of the princioal
imvestigalor, The duraiion and liming ol the menioring shall be delermined by the
principal investigalor in consultation with the Ciae of Riverside apd 8 Trioal
hdonitor from the Pechanps Band of Lyisefia ndians. If, in consullaion with the
City of Riverside enc the Tribal Monitor, the principy invesizator detesmines
that Mll-fime meniwering @& oo lmger warcnied, be or she way iecomnend

that imerizoring cease snrively.

The: Provel archuesngrizl will have the aulborily oo atep amd redircer grading in
the immediale aea gl w od o ceder w svaluare the find and doteroune ths
appropriae nesl steps. in consullation with the Tribal Monitor. Any newly
discovcted cubtural resourec depositz shall be subjeel (0oa euliural reseurces
cvilvation which will be detsiled noa Culigral Resources honitoring Mlan
(CRMFE 1o be complelzd by the srchaeolosl, the Uity and e Pechanga ‘ribe,
pricr Lo e sl ol pralie, The CEBIY wil documeont the proposcd
tathodolocyr far inadvertent finds, the stase Jaw process shoald hynen renvginy e
identificd, the prading asrivite obsaprvation srecogs, the miligulion mewsures and
| conditions of approval for the Project, as well as the customs and fraditioes of the

Peclanpa Tribe.

CTLL-2 At legst 30 davs prior to bepinning projees construction., (he Projecl Aoplicant
sha ] vonlael (e Peg 1k 1o penily e Tribe ol iny, es v intisen benl the
oiemiloring  proprant, wnd o odevelap s Colum] Resources  Teeatm@il and
Monitoring Asreement which will be developed belwesn the Project Anplicant
the Pechanea, The Apreement shall address e teatment of known culmral
respurees, lhe desiematon. respensibolitics. and  participatior. of prolossional
Malive American Tobal moniors during grading,  excavaion  and  pround
distorbing ectivilies: project grading sand  development scheduling: terms ol
compensation Sor the monitors: and tregtment end final dispositinn of any cultural
Tesaurecs, sEored sites, and lniman remaing discovered on the site.

ke Poechangn Tribal Monitor wi'l have fhe mushanity to stop and vedineer grading
i he inonediae ares sl w Nnd inoorder ke eveloae the Gnd uned determine che
appropriate et steps, in consulition witl the Praject archaspdagist,  foch
evaluation shall include cultural v appropriate et poeaey and pereianent teeateient
prusseant o the Agreement which mav include avoidarce of cultural resources. in-

Parfangr Onfers! Revomeces + Temernla Band of Letodo Mg fedang
Frind (M Kook 20153 Trggeoiaa, UA J2707
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I*azhanga rmiment |etmer oo the Uiy of Reerside
Fee: Pechangu Tribe Comments en the Center Sreet Comunerze Huilding
Sepromnbere A0, 2006

Hage: 4

CLUL-3 The archaeclozical PT, along with a representabive desinpated by the Pecharga
Tribe s7all ettend the pre-oradine meeting witk the soasruction mandger and any
comitrmdaers and will eondoet a Coloral Resourecs Worl pribivity Training

thoze in attendance.  Jhe lramming will inelede o briel review of the cultural
sms:mm ni 1l.r. men:.l and the syronnding aea; what resources  could

] duri arthroving sctivities: the requircments of the
monilosing proemm: he protocoels that apply in the event inadverient diseoveies
of culiure]l resources are identified, inchiding who to contavl snd appropeiate
avoidance measures untl the find(s) can be properly evaluated. and anv other
aporoprisie protoeals, AL new corstruction personnel that begin work on e
Project Tollewing the initial “rainine must take the Culbural Sensitivity Training
priar 1o beninning wark,

CUL-4 Adb cultoral maserials thal s sollels] dubnyg the gading moeiierie propran
and mom uny previcos srchueslogizg] slodies of excavations on tle projoct i,
with the exceplizm wl seered iterme, borial ooods amd husan cemoains which wil] he
addressed tn the Treatment Apcecocnt oquiqced in CTL-2, shall he curaled
arcording to curecnt professional repository stmularde The collectivns and
guspeiated resords shall be trmslomad, melucding Gle Lo the Pachanpa TTike's
wuralion Cacility which meels the shndurds sel lorth an 36 G Par 7% for foderal
repositories. Al sacred sitzs, should they he encountered within the project aea,
thall be avoided and prazerved as the preferred mmithmation, if feasible.

CLUL-5

T in overvs o] sybsprlaee grehgeslogicalfculluru] reseurces are
discoverad during srading, the Applicant, 1he archaenlagical Pl and Pechangs
ahall zesess the cpnificance of such resonrces and shall meet and confer reearding
the mitigation: for such resources, Fursunant fo Calif Pub, Bes, Code 5§ 21083, 20
aviidimee 18 he praleme ] method of preservghion Gor archaeonlopies] resouness, 110
the Dewveloper, the projevt archueslogist and he I'obe cunmel apree on the
sipnilicance or the milization for such resources, these issues will be presented 1o
lhe Planninge director tor decision. Jhe Manrine Dircetor sha’l make che
delerminution based on the provisions of the Califormia Envirenmental Quality
Al with respeel w wrchacplopmeal epsouress aod shall lake i aeesunt she
religious beliefs, customs, and praclices ol the Trike, Nowithsiarding anv olther
dphts avsilzhle under the law. the decizsion of the Planning Director shell be
uppealoble 1o the Planning Commissisn anc/or City Couneil,

CLT-34 Frepave Report Lipon Completion ol Monioong Servives. The srehaonlogiosl
ereRierl’], upderthedireetionot a qualitied pentessional archasedagist whe mesls
the 8. Rearctwy of the Interior*a vofessiceal Qualifications and Swandanls,

Pz hartss Caltwead Hecapezey = disaecwle Boad ot Lilzefs Miesior Dading
FPost Cfice Box AThE - Yemzeeddn, 7 BITRE

Nocread T VR Thar Trusted Thta Opr Cere Ao With Huooe B2 Rige To The Nard
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Pecung €amment Lo wo he iy of Biversids

Be: ecaanga Tribe Coniments on the Ceadar Sreeet Comunerse Duilding
Replomber 540, 20 G

Faps L0

ghe] propuire a ral report al the sonclusion ol 2echoecbogical moritoring which
ghatl wr include resulis of the manitoring program, artifact catalogs and site recoerd
forme if applicahle, updatad site recond forme for the existing resovrees within the
Privel bounlaries. the daily archacolomeal moodleriog loge, aad any other
Unporlent Inlormatien or evenls thal oceureed durine catlunovine, The meport
chall he sulniteed within o4 dairs of corapledon of srading ae ivilivs byl grior w
obtaining  Cemifieates of Cwcwpancy, o the Civy, Applicant, the Tastern
Tnigrmation Cenbar (FTC0, amd e Pechanen Tribe. epresentatives—ef-other
appreprire-rshreerEs-apencies L signily the saistactory comalotion of the
praject and required ritination measures. Fhe repor-chalbineldea-deseripbanod

resmpreas unaarthad, i ame, aenlistion- of $he—resapres—with—rospect—te—tha
CalifarmiaRegisterand-CROAand-Featrment-of the resources to-inehode-eoration:

CUL-af ot applicetile. ™o comrmeant

to-a less than siandiean leval:

CUL-78: Ceaza Geound-Listarbing Activities and Modfy County Corouer I Human
Fremains A Encovetercs.  if human rermdins ar: vocarthed  during
implemaentatian ai the Propesed Projest, the Oy of Riverade sl the Applicam
shall comply with Bl Hewlth and Safely Carde Seoven TOS0E The ity ol
Liverside and e Applicant shall Tmneediaely ety the Ceunty Corener and oo
furtaer disturbanes shall coour until the County Coroner has made the noccssany
lichings as w orlinn end-dispesition pursuant to PRC Scotion 309734, I the
reaine ore determane] o be of Matibve Aanerican descent, the coroner has 24
lioaes v oodily Lhe Wative American TTerilyes Commmisgion (MATRC), The SATIC
shall then idenrife the petsond) thouehl o be the Most Likely Descendent
(M Atter the MLI has inspected the ramairs and the site, they bave 4% hours
Lir Immﬂ; Tc:r.ummn;miatmus 1o r].v: lanru:uwncr 'EhE—H’E'ﬂ{-mE'ﬁ{—Bﬁdl‘i}l -dizpasal,with

] .FH—:.Lf-ﬂajeeH—l |fl3n

ﬁ%ﬂd—%h&pfmﬁﬂ—mmmlnhm wlmll [1ke o record-s ke reboral-will-tha
CHREREEdE: I the WAHC i aoahls te jdentifs a 31002, ar the k1.0 identiled

fails e make u recomenemlaion, o ths landowner rejects the recomnsndation of
the *MLLD and the mediatior arovided Tor i Subdivision (k) of Scetion 2087 94, if
mvoked. fails to previds measuces soveplable o the Tamdowner, the landesosr ot
hia or her anthoreed represeatative shall inrer the horan remains and ilems
astociated with Mulive Amecieay buman remains with appropeiate dignily en the
Propatty o location not siuhj=el 1o [othar and fotare subswfaee disturbance

Pekoaize [ntteeal Hesonaes « Tanecala Basd of Lietsefo Missioa tedios
Frowp 0 Boen 2053 0 Tengeeiaa, O RE50E

Sacred Jr The Shore Thurtesd Ut O Cane Al Fith Hovor By Rise 1o The Saed
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Bevhumgs Cormment Loller i dhs Cuy ol kayversids

R Techanga Trbe Cosiomals olb e Ceoter aeset Canmerae Bflding
Hoptember 3, MG

Puge L1

The Tribe reserves Cthe right e Ty perieipule e enyomnatal fovisw prosess, o
wrall gz 1o provide frhee comment on the Project's inpams 1o culoeg) resoomees and potential
mitieation for suck Tmpacts,

The Peshyrign Tribe looks lovward Lo working louether with the City of Rivorside m
prrecting *he thivaluanle Pechanpa cufiral fesoutces tound in the Projoel sz, Plasse vonlizl
me gt 951-770-8104 cr at abooverd@pechanea-lei oy nnes voy have had o chance 4 redjew
these comments 50 that wo might addresy any oukstanding issues coneerning the nipsricon
Tartgnapes. Thunk wiu,

Smeerely.
i

Anna Hoover
Thepiy THR Gl lural Anaies

(e Posshangg Office of the Goneral Coasc]
Ciaby Adamne, Flannmg/Histons Presoreminn

gy beiamyrss Trilerans’ Rezanpres + Temaonly femel nf Tociven Migaiog deadign s
et (it e Bay ATEY » dapsegyia 1247 1N02

Srired 55 e D Srreeiad Dt Cup Cave g Wil Horoe s Bive To The Jeed
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Comment J1

This comment reiterates that under current Federal and State law it is imperative that the City of Riverside consult with
the Tribe in order to guarantee an adequate knowledge base for an appropriate evaluation of the project effects, as well
as generating adequate mitigation measures.

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment J2

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

From: To: Ce Date; Subject: PW: [External] Re: City of Riverside - Center Street
Commerce Center P14-1033 P14-103 4

From:epolcene@juno.com [mailtoepalcens @ uno,com] Sent: Friday, September 30,
2016 4:59 PM To: Norton, BnanBNoron@nversidecagov Subject [External] Re: City or
Riverside - Center Strest Commerce Center P14-1033_P14-103 4

Brnan Norton and Riverside Zoning Administrator, | am writing to express my concermn for
planning cases #P14-1033 and 1034, and the submitted intent to file a Mitigated
MNegative Declaration, | am very concemed about the inaccuracies and deficienoes in
this document and the propozed project oversll.

I know you have recenved comments from other concerned dtizens and I would like to
express my agreement with the comments submitted by the Northside Improvement
Assooation, Sala Ponnach and Karen Renfro. The discrepandes in the MND document
are dearly of enough magnitude to invalidate the report and require a full
Ernvironmental Impact Review/Repart (HR), The California Environmental Quality Act and
EHR are legally required processes enacted to protect our people, lands and
communities, I am never in suppart of trying to arcumvent these protections,

Reported figures in the document are inconsistent with sach other (numbers of T
parking/loading spaces), or inaccurate due to the fact that no end use of this faolity has
been determined so how can they accurately state how many vehides; whether cars,
trucks or forklifts will be accommodated? Reports of the current status of the K1
neighborhood are inacourate with descnptions of urban, well-lit and no histoncal value
being used that are not true. Additionally cut-dated information was used to come to
some presented conclusions, -

The value of the soil, groundwater resources, wildlife connections from the La Loma Hills
and Springbrook Wash to the Santz Ana River is minimized and the proposed

mitigations are in many cases inadequate or at this ime pon-existent. The air guality K2
concems alone are huge and yet realistically without an idea of what will end up in this
faality we really can’t know anything from the presented info. -4

Additionally, the document contains typos, missing pieces and confusing dogma. Very T
hard to understand and interpret. Finally, this project is not compliant with the City
General Plan 2025 or the Morthside Community Plan of 1991 The cammunity has long
been against industrial development i this area even when redevelopment K3
overpowered the objections. Zoning changes from that time do nat agree with the
general plan and need to be changed. Redevelopment is gone, the zoning and concept
of it in the northside needs to go too. Please to not accept this submitted Mitigated
Negative Declarstion. -+
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This project would be in conflict with the Riverside 2.0 and Carbon Action Plan |
infbiatives. Currently the land which has never been developed, covered with concrete,
etc,) 15 sequestenng @ tremendous amount of carbon each year, 1 truly great senace to
our community and environment. If this project goes through not only with that
ongoing benefit be lost but the amount of carbon released through the disturbance of K4
the soil and through the vehicles assoqated with the faality will substantially increase
our carbon footprint. Additionally, [ understand there has already been unpermitted
grading at the site, To me this indicates the intention of the project to disregard the
rules and decreases my confidence in their truly miigating their impacts.

Erin Snyder 1645 Mathews 5t Riverside, 92501
"Teachers open the door, you enter by yourself.”

« Old Chinese Proverb

Please note: message attached
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Comment K1

The commenter states that, “Reported figures in the document are inconsistent with each other (numbers of
parking/loading spaces), or inaccurate due to the fact that no end use of this facility has been determined so how can
they accurately state how many vehicles; whether cars, trucks or forklifts will be accommodated? Reports of the current
status of the neighborhood are inaccurate with descriptions of urban, well-lit and no historical value being used that are
not true. Additionally out-dated information was used to come to some presented conclusions.”

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment K2

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

Response

The Initial Study accurately states that the proposed project site is not currently used as a wildlife connection or wildlife
corridor. Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-3 have been incorporated to ensure that impacts to the movement of
animals will be less than significant. These measures include pre-construction surveys for the presence of bird nests and
roosting bats as well as restrictions on construction activities that can occur if the pre-construction surveys result in the
discovery of active nests or roosts. All feasible mitigation was considered when evaluating potentially significant impacts.
The project Air Quality and Climate Change Assessment found that project-related emissions would be less than
established SCAQMD thresholds and impacts would be less than significant. It should also be noted that the zoning for
the site allows for warehouse uses, which is consistent with the proposed project. The environmental analysis is required
to represent a project as accurately as is feasible for the sake of full disclosure of anticipated impacts. The IS/MND
makes all efforts to disclose the realistic impact of the project as proposed.
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Conclusion

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

Comment K3

The commenter states that, “Additionally, the document contains typos, missing pieces and confusing dogma. Very hard
to understand and interpret. Finally, this project is not compliant with the City General Plan 2025 or the Northside
Community Plan of 1991. The community has long been against industrial development in this area even when
redevelopment overpowered the objections. Zoning changes from that time do not agree with the general plan and need
to be changed. Redevelopment is gone, the zoning and concept of it in the Northside needs to go too. Please to not
accept this submitted Mitigated Negative Declaration.” Also, please see Response to Comment F2 above.

Response

We appreciate the opportunity to correct typos in the document as a result of this Response to Comments effort;
however, while inconvenient, the typos do not affect the meaning of the text or the analysis. The Northiside Community
Plan was folded into the General Plan 2025. As discussed in Response 2, the General Plan includes Goals and Policies
with the purpose of limiting any redesignations or rezoning of land from industrial use... [and to] avoid encroachments
of incompatible land uses within close proximity of industrial land (Policy 1.LU-24.2), to add to the City’s industrial land
base where logically and physically possible to do so (Objective LU-25) and to, identify opportunities to redevelop oldet,
underutilized properties (Policy LU-25.4). The proposed project site is located in an area of the City characterized by
light industrial and industrial storage uses and would not be an appropriate location for residential or commercial uses.
The proposed project site is surrounded by industrial uses to the west, industrial uses and vacant land zoned for
industrial use to the north, industrial uses and vacant residences scheduled for demolition to the east, and open space
and recreation uses to the south. Moreover, the proposed site is physically capable of supporting the proposed
speculative warchouse use and is a logical location for such a use given its proximity to freeways and other industrial land
uses. Finally, the proposed project site is an older, underutilized site, part of which contains abandoned residences and
part of which was formerly used for agriculture. As such, the proposed project is appropriate for the proposed site given
the goals and objectives for industrial land found in the City’s General Plan

Conclusion

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

Comment K4

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

\

oo 4/u§ il f/@;wf
J \\\_ Herftage Foundation

Septem ber 340, 2018

Brian Martar, Seilay Plan ner

City of Raverside Communsty Development Bepartreny
3200 bdgin Sleael, 3rd Raoe

Rlverside, Callfornia 2522

RE Cormrents an Casé F14-1033

Dear Mr, Forton;

The timing of the preparatéion and releass of the DECA Studyy Mitigated N egative Declaration tor Case
P148-1033 wes prioe oo e slgnlficent actlon iakes by e Natiaral Park Seodes dasipgn b lng 1l Pnmsriide-5sen L1
Besnarding rowts as park of the Tl Spanish Mations| Hiskoriz Trail and further [isting the Trufilla Adobe as
a 5ite of “high potential,” Pleasa review the Final Comprehensive Adminlstrative Strakegy of the Matlonal
Fark Senece st otgs f fparkpl anning.nos gow/document ol fdotomant iD=T4063 -

Secormdly, page 76 which discussas the cparational vibmton and the Koman and AASHTO crltena, statas
1he ¢ontinugaus thissheld PRV s, 12 and , 10 for Histons sites. The eritera |5 using a standard of measure
and does not state tha vannus conditlons of the skructure. Wa can anly a55ume thag the histaric sike s L2
free standing and thatls cleary vat the cage af e blslarie Tro|dio Adobe, which orrrently has anly Bee
walls, and & suppareed by woad Beams a0d B exirernehs s ensiiiva. Recently, tha County of Riverside,
sugeested that vis(is and tours to the site be raduced because of jts fraglle state.

—
Anslhar [ssue that hes nol been addressed iz sirburve nibrmtion, The noizs of passing buses and truchs T
£an induce vibrations, especially I buildings are elose (o (he foad. Thaso Sieorme wibr ions oo a1 1.3
hiaher [requencies than soil-borne wirations and cavee ratling of all strechures sspecially adohe J_
14

siructures. Adoe bricks are made of dirt and are extremely sensltive to alrborne vibratlen:

O banall of the Spanel Town Heftagg Riupdation, wa sequas| (hat vou reject the CEQS reporl a5
prefenied and
& Revi e the Mational Park Servics and Bureau of Land Management Final Compre hensive
Administrative Sirategy e determine s sgeficant im pact on development adjacent tna site ol
"hlgh piential,” the Truglito Adabe.
= brestigste the fondn and A8SHTO standards used in the report to see |f they ware properiy

applled.
= eastigate the silects ol airboeme vitrations onthe Tryilko Adobe.

Manck Melendez, P Brt
Sperigh Town Herita g2 Foendabaon

n [951) 23535848 = wwew spanisttownheritogaf DY weebly.com L)
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Comment L1

The commenter states that, “The timing of the preparation and release of the CEQA Study/ Mitigated Negative
declaration for Case P14-1033 was prior to a significant action taken by the National Park Service designating the
Riverside-San Bernardino route as part of the Old Spanish National Historic Trail and further listing the Trujillo Adobe
as a site of ‘high potential”.”” The commenter also expresses concerns about operational vibrations impacting the Trujillo
Adobe.

Response

The proposed project site is located approximately a quarter mile to the west of the Trujillo Adobe in an area
characterized by light-industrial land uses. There are also a number of automobile wreckage/storage sites located in the
immediate vicinity if the project site and the adobe. Truck traffic currently operates along Center Street. Although the
Trujillo Adobe is designated as a site with pozential for historical development as part of the Old Spanish Historic
National Trail, it is not currently formally designated as part of the historic trail system. Moreover, according to maps of
the Old Spanish National Historic Trail, the southern-most spur of the trail stops in the City of Colton, approximately 5
miles north of the project site and the adobe.

Construction and operation of the proposed warehouse building will not impact either the Trujillo Adobe or the Old
Spanish National Historic Trail. The proposed project will not include demolition of the Trujillo Adobe or physical
changes to the Old Spanish Historic Trail. Further, as shown in Response to Comment C2 above, vibration impacts to
the adobe will not occur. Given the proximity of project site to the adobe and the trail, and given the existing character
of the project area, the project will not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
within the traditional location of the Old Spanish National Historic Trail. Further, as previously noted, the cultural
resources section of the IS/MND includes mitigation measures that include requitements for archaeological sensitivity
training for construction personnel, monitoring of construction excavations, the implementation of a treatment plan
should archaeological resources be uncovered, and the preparation of a construction monitoring report upon
completion. This mitigation is sufficient to ensure that impacts to buried cultural resources will be less than significant.

Conclusion

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

Comment L2

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment L3

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

Response

This comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the proposed project will have a significant impact on the
Trujillo Adobe. Local streets are considered public rights-of-way and are intended for the purpose of the traveling public
and the movement of commerce. Moreover, airborne vibration impacts are not required to be analyzed by CEQA.
Potential impacts to the Adobe from vibration are addressed in the Response to Comments B1, C2, and 12 above. The
environmental analysis is required to represent a project as accurately as is feasible for the sake of full disclosure of any
anticipated impacts. The IS/MND makes all efforts to disclose the impacts of vibration to surrounding receptors.

Conclusion

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

Comment L4

The commenter states, “On behalf of the Spanish Town Heritage Foundation, we request that you reject the CEQA
report as presented and: Review the National Park Service and Bureau of Land Management Final Comprehensive
Administrative Strategy to determine its significant impact on development adjacent to a site of ‘high potential’, the
Trujillo Adobe.”
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Response

This comment does not provide evidence that the proposed project will have a significant impact on the Trujillo Adobe.
Local streets are considered public rights-of-way and ate intended for the purpose of the traveling public and the
movement of commerce. Moreover, airborne vibration impacts are not required to be analyzed by CEQA. Potential
impacts to the Adobe from vibration are addressed in the Response to Comment F2 and L.2. The environmental analysis
is required to represent a project as accurately as is feasible for the sake of full disclosure of any anticipated impacts. The
IS/MND makes all efforts to disclose the impacts of vibration to surrounding receptors.

Conclusion

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

Frome: "Rich/Mary Ann Stalder” scoachrsi@isboglobalinet To: "Morton,
Brian" BNorton@rversdeca.goyv Co Date: Mon, 29 Aug 2016 00:58:56 +0000 Subject:
[External] Proposed warehouse at Orange, Center, Placentia Streets

Dear Mr. Norton 1 was bom i Riverside in 1939 and have been a resident of Rivernde T
for most of my 76 years. [ was fortunate to live in Riverside when it had beauty and a
real quality of life. Through theze many years | have seen our community leaders destroy
what was once the sparkling diamond of the Inland Valley, Yes, that's just what Riverade
needs, another WAREHOUSE. Our whole area has now become the Warehouse Capitsl
of the world. I am sure this warehouse would reslly upgrade the neighborhood. Are you
kidding me? Our leaders have destroyed more great neighborhoods in the name of
progress to make our cty nothing but an eyesore. Ga up to the top of Mt Rubidouz and
for 360 degrees all you can see are these monstrosities that brng in more trucks, traffic
and smog. Fortunately, T am retired and spend as much time away from the oty as
possible, [ only wish that all of our community leaders would move next door to one of
these warchouses, 1 hope you enjoy the besutiful sumoundings, the trucks, the
congestion, the smog and the wonderful quality of life that all of these warshouses have L
brought to Riverside. -

Respectfully
Rich Stalder vooachrs@shoglobal pet 951 204-7193 Sent from my Pad
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Comment M1

The commenter voices their opposition to the project based on the creation of traffic, aesthetics impacts, and air quality.

Response

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

Conclusion

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

RECEIVED

SEF i 20

Community & Economic
Cevalnpment Department

August 31, 2ZH&

Brian Morton, Sendor Planner

Lity of Riverside, Planning Division
3900 Mafn Street, 3™ Floor
Riverside, CA 92522

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

Having lonked over the Mitigated Megative Declaration for this project, 1 find it
deficient in a number of ways.

Project Description (page £)
The secand paragraph on page & described the praject as follows:

The profect includes 110,591 square feet of landscaping, the potential for
up te 282 parking stolls and 47 toeding docks.

The Canceptual Grading Plan show a total of 62 loading docks, 47 along the
Placentfa Lane side and 15 on the west side. This is a significant difference although N1
47 loading docks already seem more than what is necessary for a manufacturing
facility. The number af parking spaces is also misstated as 282 although the Site Plan
calls for 404 {or 368) parking stalls. These misstatements are material because basing
analyses an Mlawed inpur makes It more likely that conclusions will be skewed toward
“ne significant impact”.

|
F

Determination (page 23)

| disagree that a Mitigated Negative Declaration is appropriate when ane
considers the problems with analyses of individual environmental factors, which { will
discuss in mare detail below.

Z,
)

Apsthetics (page 25)

The proposed building will have a maximuom height of 47 feet at the northern
cormers. | assume the rest of the building will comply with the 45-foot height l[imit.
If | stood on Placentia Lane and faced the building, | would not be able to see the
existing vista. The fact that the “project sfte and vicinity are not designated by the
City's General Plan for the preservation or unigueness of scenic yviews™ does not do

Z,
o8
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away with CEQA’s requirement to consider them. The authors of this study de not
explain how they jumped to the conclusion that the "balance between development
interests and broader community preservation objective (5fc)” tilts in the direction of
development interests. AL this point, the project may be the only structure planned
for this area but athers are sure ta follow and further obscure the vista. .

As for the effect on amblent light in the vicinity, this project is enormous. The
study™s authors claim:

There is currently subsiantial pighttime lighting in the surrounding
oreas of the praject site due ta surrounding developments and the
general urban character of the aren. (poge 24)

The swidy characterizes the vicinity as urban. That term implies a degree of
development that could generate significant {ight pallution. | am ak Reid Park at
might at least once a monkh and | would not describe the adjoining neighborhood
ifrom the park down to the comer of Placentia Lane and Qrange Street) as well lit. |
do not know exactly how much Light is thrown off by the existing businesses but
material storage yards, sports flelds and towing companies are not huge buildings that
require extensive outdeor lighting and whose indooer lighting could be exposed at
night through truck Bays. [F trucks arrve and depart throughout the night, their
headlights would add to the light produced by the facility itself. 4

Afr Quality {page 29) I

The profect woirld resull in short-term construction and long-term
poftutant emissians that are less than the CEQA significance emissions
thresholds established by the SCAQMD...Cherefore the project could not
resuft inan fncredase in the frequency or severity of ony afr quality
standaras violaticn and will nol couse @ new ali- quatily stendard N5
violatton.

Table 2 on page 30 summarizes the South Coast afr Basin Attalnment Status.
T Basin §s abieady out of compliance with state standards on kevels of four alr
pollutants, This study appears to argue that because the air is already 5o bad, this
project cannot make {t warse, sa why worry.  That is not an argument I find
acceptabls even F air quality complles with AQWD regulations in a strictly tegal
SENSE. —

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

CalEEMoad defaulls were used for telp length, prime ond no-primer trip
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percentages and krip purpose in light of the proposed project being
aesessed as menufaciuring us (sich

Although the authors of this report admit they are not certain about the
ultimate use of this building [see page ), they used the manufacturing default data.
| cannot understand that a manufacturing facility would require 62 loading docks.
Given the growth of the logistics industry in the inland area and its popularity with
the Powers That Be, it is most likely this facility will be a warehouse fdistribution
center. In that scenarip, the fleet mix will probably consist of a much greater
percentage of medium-heavy duty and heavy-heavy duty trucks than the figure sed
in this report. Furthermeore, CalEEMod shows that warehauses without rall service
wikild have an average daily trip rate of 2.59 par 1000 square feet per day while
manufacturing facilities have an averaee daily trip rate of 1.97 per 1000 syuare feeat.
My everages were based upon CalEEMod Table 4.3: Mobile Trip Rates, Trp Purpoese,
Trip Type by Land Use.

It is also difficult to believe thak a warehouse would have only five fark lifes
operating inside the facility, as stated on page 31.

F F

The report also states that operational emissions will have a less than
significant impact on sensitive receptors, including athletes. In discussing whether or
not the proposed building will impact surrcunding receptors, the report states that
“The proposed building does net have a tenank and is speculatively considered for
manufacturing uses, thus the type and extent of on-site stationary or on-site mobile N8
sources is unknown.” {page 32}, The authors then estimate the internal equiprment
will consist of three (not five as previously stated)) forklifts and qne generator,
Cambining these estimates with a flawed analysis of vehicle emissions, the report
concludes no criterla pollutant will be emitted that will exceed applicable 1575,

€

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

Tha use of a manufacturing model versus a warehousing maded to caleulate air
quality impacts is & material misrepresentation of the sttuation, The air quality
analysis also exposes a majer weakness in this stedy (and maybe many CEQA studies:
it comsiders anly the praject site and not the ripple effects from the project. For
easple, ncr=ased Lruck ralflc from Centar to the [-215 ar down Main to the &0 {and
from the freeways to the proposed warshouse) means more trucks idling as they slow  N10
down for turns, wait for lights or idle while stuck an freeway entries or exdits.
Students at Fremont School near the inkersection of Main and the 60 could be
gxposed to incregzed combustion poliutien all day during the schogls year, Thatis a
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different risk pattern than the one facing users of the sporis complex or park. Even if
big rigs would not be “allowed™ to travel down Main te the 603, it will be tempting for
them to do so. -4

Cultural Resources (page 41) T

According to records research, there are seven prehistoric sites, 27 historic-
period sites, three “pending™ sites and five isolates within a one mile radius of the
praject site. However, only one of these sites, an abandanad house, is located on the
praject site, 5o the report does not treat the rest of them. Again, this underscores N11
the failure to put the project in context. An area this rich in cultural resaurces,
Including the site of the important La Placita/Agus Mansa settlemant, should be
developed very carefully, 1f at all. On page 43, the report recognizes the Trujilloe
Adobe but claims it will nat be disturbed by activities on the site. The report does
not conslder the potential iImpact of increased dally truck traffic along Center Street
on what 15 already an extremely fragile building. -

Hote also that the vicinity is characterized as “rural” on page 42, wheraas in
the ambient ght impact analysis it was described as "urban™. This is an important N12
distinction. Failure to properly classify the area is 2 material misrepresentation.

The Historicalf drchasological Resources Survey Report appendix deals at greak
length with the one historical structure (six associated buildings) on the project site.,
The =ite evaluation on page 15 states that the construction of these buildings
postdates La Placita and is "more closely associated with a time when the area
underwent a prolonged period of slow, agrarian growth as a sparsely populated
outskirt of Riverside.™ But in the same paragraph, the report states "they do nat
demanstrata a particularly close or important assoclation with this pattern of events, N13
or with any other established histare themeas,™ [s there a clase association or nat? |
noticed that Table 1 on page 11 shows the property was inhabited by C.5. Densmore.
There are Densmares Lliving in the City of Riverside, one of them being former City
Cauncilperson Laura Pearson Densmore. There is no indication that the authors of
this report attempted ta locate or speak with any Densmeres about this property.

They might have been able to shed some light on the history of these buildings. 1

Hydrology and Water Quality {page 59} T
On page 62 we are assured that

N14

«profect related storm waoter flows will be directed to the proposed
tfiliration bosin ond infittrete into the sofl. The proposed water
gquatity funcHon of the basin would reduce the amount of poliuted
runaff that would be comveyed Into the ground waler.
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Water quality Is discussed in Section 3.9 of the report. | coutd not find this
sectioh. However, | wonder how il 75 that collecting pelluied runcff inte an
infiltration basin will ultimately reduce the ameunt of pollution entaring ground
water without on-site treatment. The WOMP Exhibit Detail “A" shows the
components af the infiltration trenches but there is no explanation of bow they wark
to clean waker or for haw long they would operate sticently without being cleaned
or rebalit. Assuming that the trenches do their job and are maintained, | wonder how
the property owhers would dispose of the prdluted materials. —

The project site itself is only about .7 miles from the Santa Ana River {paee 82)
afthough Tabla A-2 in Appendix F implies that receiving waters are mtlch forther
away, The implication is that petlution from ground water is not likely to reach the
river. | do not know T ground surface distance from the preject site to the river bed
15 even the best measurement if ground water flows underground, Althaugh the Ciey
of Riverside draws its waker from aguifers upstream from the project site, that doss
ot rean the Tty will not draw water from dovmstream in the future.

|
3

The source contral pest management, practices listed in Section G are
commendable but ther2 is no mechamism for policing thess reguirements. | supposs
o eolld say that about avery CEQA requirement, but | think risk of noncompliance
15 less tolerable In matters concerning water quality-

Z,
>

|_

My canclusion 15 that given the semi-rural character of this part of the
Morthside, its cultural sensitivity and its proximity to a river, laree
{ndustrial fwarshousing development s inappropriate.

Tours truly,

il e

Sala Pannech
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Comment N1

The commenter states, “Having looked over the Mitigated Negative Declaration for this project, I find it deficient in a
number of ways. Project Description (page 0): The second paragraph on page 6 described the project as: “The project
includes 110,591 square feet of landscaping, the potential for up to 282 parking stalls and 47 loading docks’. [Howevet],
the Conceptual Grading Plan shows a total of 62 loading docks, 47 along the Placentia Lane side and 15 on the west
side. This is a significant difference although 47 loading docks already seem more than what is necessary for a
manufacturing facility. The number of parking spaces is also misstated as 282 although the site plan calls for 404 (or 368)
patking stalls. These misstatements are material because basing analyses on flawed input makes it more likely that

595

conclusions will be skewed toward ‘no significant impact’.

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment N2

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

Response

This comment has been received and noted.

Conclusion

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

Comment N3

The commenter states that, “The proposed building will have a maximum height of 47 feet at the northern corners. I
assume the rest of the building will comply with the 45-foot height limit. If I stood on Placentia Lane and faced the
building, I would not be able to see the existing vista. The fact that the ‘project site and vicinity are not designated by the
City’s General Plan for the preservation or uniqueness of scenic views” does not do away with CEQA’s requirement to
consider them. The authors of this study do not explain how they jumped to the conclusion that the ‘balance between
development interests and broader community presetvation objective [sic]’ tilts in the direction of development interests.
At this point, the project may be the only structure planned for this area but others are sure to follow and further
obscure the vista.”
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Response

The proposed warehouse project is consistent with both the BMP-Business and Manufacturing Park Zone land use
designation and Policies LU 105-110 of the General Plan 2025. Exhibits with the project site plan and elevations that
show the height of the proposed building have been included in the IS/MND. The main mass of the building is 41- to
43-feet tall with screening going up to 47-feet tall, which is permitted under the City’s zoning height restrictions. Also,
please see Response to Comment F2 above.

Conclusion

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

Comment N4

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment N5

The commenter states, “Table 2 on page 30 summarizes the South Coast Air Basin Attainment Status. The Basin is
already out of compliance with state standards on levels of four air pollutants. This study appears to argue that because
the air is already so bad, this project cannot make it worse, so why worry. That is not an argument I find acceptable even
if air quality complies with AQMD regulations in a strictly legal sense.”
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Response

This comment has been received and noted. While the commenter does not agree with the results of the analysis, he/she
does not state how or why the analysis is deficient. The Air Quality analysis was prepared in accordance with Table 7-2,
Checklist for an Air Qunality Analysis Section of the SCAQMD Air Quality Handbook and impacts were determined to be
less than established SCAQMD criteria pollutant emissions thresholds. Therefore, impacts will be less than significant.

Conclusion

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

Comment N6

The commenter states that, “Turning to the section on Operational Emissions on page 31, the study discusses how it
calculated mobile source emissions... Although the authors of this report admit they are not certain about the ultimate
use of the building (see page 06), they used the manufacturing default data. I cannot understand that a manufacturing
facility would require 62 loading docks. Given the growth of the logistics industry in the inland area and its popularity
with the Powers That Be, it is most likely this facility will be a warchouse/distribution center. In that scenario, the fleet
mix will probably consist of a much greater percentage of medium-heavy duty and heavy-heavy duty trucks than the
figure used in this report. Furthermore, CalEEMod shows that warehouses without rail service would have an average
daily trip rate of 2.59 per 1,000 square feet per day while manufacturing facilities have an average daily trip rate of 1.97
per 1,000 squate feet. My averages wete based upon CalEEMod Table 4.3: Mobile Trip Rates, Ttip Purpose, Trip Type
by Land Use.”

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment N7

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment N8

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

Response

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

Conclusion

This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new
information requiting revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated
Negative Declaration.
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Comment N9

The commenter states that, “On page 35, the report delves into the question of how toxic emissions from the facility
would impact the AB Brown sports Complex directly across the street from the loading docks. It does not consider the
effects on Reid Park, also a sports and recreation center.

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment N10

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

Response

The project proposes a speculative industrial building which could be occupied by one or more of a variety of tenants
ranging from office to manufacturing to warchouse uses. The manufacturing use was assessed because that use
represented the “worst case” scenario (except for the refrigerated warehouse use which is not proposed for this project).
However, an assessment of impacts based on the unrefrigerated warehouse use was also conducted using CalEEMod
(see Attachment A). Slight differences in emissions occurred as a result of employing these different land uses in the
model- most notably that the manufacturing use has a greater impact than the unrefrigerated warehouse use. However, it
was determined that both uses would still generate emissions levels below established thresholds. Included in this
response below are the two emissions tables showing the differences in emissions between the two uses. The
environmental analysis is required to represent a project as accurately as is feasible for the sake of full disclosure of
anticipated impacts. Because the proposed building is speculative in nature, actual tenants are not known; therefore, it
would be considered speculative analysis to analyze the project in the context of the refrigerated warchouse default
setting, which is prohibited by CEQA. If in the future the Project were to include a refrigerated component, then the
Project's entitlements and adopted environmental review documentation would need to be reopened to consider the
changes to the Project. Because the proposed building is speculative in nature, actual tenants are not known; therefore,
default output settings were used to analyze different uses including unrefrigerated warehouse and manufacturing. The
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration makes all efforts to disclose the use of default model input parameters and
their assumptions. Moreover, CalEEMod includes analysis of cumulative project impacts, which is based on information
from the project Traffic Impact Analysis report. Chapter 10.56 (Restricted Use of Certain Streets) lists the City streets
where trucks of a certain tonnage are prohibited. Trucks associated with the proposed project will have direct access to
the site from Center Street, which connects the project with I-215 to the east. While trucks are permitted by the City on
Placentia Lane, the project has been designed such that all truck traffic associated with the project will enter and exit
from the driveways on Center Street. Moreover, truck traffic is not allowed on Main Street south of Columbia Avenue,
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meaning the proposed project will not have direct access to SR-60 via Main Street. In addition, the project Health Risk
Assessment shows that increases in truck traffic along Center Street as a result of the proposed project will not
significantly impact nearby sensitive receptors. The IS/MND makes all efforts to disclose the use of default model input
parameters and their assumptions as well as truck traffic emissions. No changes to the Initial Study and Mitigated
Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment.

Conclusion

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

Comment N11

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

Response

This comment does not provide evidence that the proposed project will have a significant impact on the Trujillo Adobe.
Local streets are considered public rights-of-way and are intended for the purpose of the traveling public and the
movement of commerce. As shown in Table 17 (Construction Vibration Impacts) of the IS/MND, construction-related
vibration impacts at the single-family home located approximately 640 feet to the southeast of the project site will be
greatest from use of vibratory rollers (0.0031 PPV in/sec). The Trujillo Adobe is located approximately 932 feet to the
northeast of the project site. At this distance, vibratory rollers will produce a PPV of 0.0019 in/sec, which is well below
the threshold of 0.10 in/sec for historic and sensitive structures. Therefore, construction-related impacts to the adobe
will be negligible. In terms of operation-related impacts, namely vibration from heavy truck traffic along Center Street,
the IS/MND shows that the recommended upper limit of vibration to which ruins and ancient monuments should be
subjected is 0.080 and that truck-related vibration levels of 0.006-0.019 are unlikely to cause damage to buildings of any
type, which would include buildings in the condition of the Trujillo Adobe. The structure is located approximately 88
feet from the centerline of the nearest lane on Center Street. According to Caltrans, the highest truck traffic vibrations
generated on freeway shoulders is 0.079 PPV. At 88 feet, and at speeds well below freeway speeds, the vibration level
reaching the Adobe structure is estimated to be 0.015 PPV. This is well below the upper limit of 0.080 recommended for
ruins and ancient monuments and within the range whereby vibration impacts from trucks on Center Street are unlikely
to cause damage to buildings of any type. Given the distance of the Trujillo Adobe to the project site and Center Street,
vibration impacts from construction and operation of the proposed project on the Trujillo Adobe will be negligible. The
environmental analysis is required to represent a project as accurately as is feasible for the sake of full disclosure of any
anticipated impacts. The IS/MND makes all efforts to disclose the impacts of vibration to surrounding receptors.
Finally, the purpose of identifying the other prehistoric and historic sites and the isolates is to identify the need for onsite
monitoring during grading in case such elements or artifacts are unearthed during grading. Mitigation Measures CUL-1
through CUL-5 have been included in the MND to ensure that, if found, any such elements or artifacts are properly
treated. Therefore, the proposed project was analyzed in the proper context and the determination in the IS/MND was
sufficient for the purposes of CEQA.

The proposed project site is located approximately a quarter mile to the west of the Trujillo Adobe in an area
characterized by light-industrial, commercial, residential, and vacant land uses. There are also a number of automobile
wreckage/storage sites located in the immediate vicinity if the project site. Although the Trujillo Adobe is designated as a
site with potential for historical development as part of the Old Spanish Historic National Trail, given the distance from
the proposed project site and the existing character of the project area, the project will not cause a substantial adverse
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change in the significance of a historical resource within the traditional location of the La Placita/Agua Mansa
settlement.

Further, as noted, the cultural resources section of the IS/MND includes mitigation measures that include requirements
for archaceological sensitivity training for construction personnel, monitoring of construction excavations, the
implementation of a treatment plan should archaeological resources be uncovered, and the preparation of a construction
monitoring report upon completion. This mitigation is sufficient to ensure that impacts to buried cultural resources will
be less than significant.

Conclusion

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

Comment N12

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment N13

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment N14

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

Response

This comment has been received and noted. Section labels have been changed for ease of use. Moreover, an explanation
of how infiltration basins capture and clean water before discharging into groundwater has been included in the Final
Initial Study and is summarized herein:

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

Conclusion

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

Comment N15

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment N16

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

STATE OF CAUFORNIA--CAIIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT & PLANNING (MS 722)

464 WEST 4" STREET, 6" Floor SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92401-1400

Cctober 3, 2016

Brain Norton, Senior Planner
Community Development Department
Planning Division

3900 Main Street, 3rd Floor

Riverside, CA 92522

Planning Case F14-1033 and P14-1034 (RIV 215 PM 44.93)

Mr. Narton,

We have received and reviewed your comment letter dated August 24, 2016 for the
above mentioned proposal for consideration of a design to construct an approximately
308,000 sguare foot warehouse and a Lot Merger to consolidate four (4) parcels into
one parcel totaling approximately 15.90 acres.

Asx the owner and operator of the State Hig System (SHS), it i5 our responsibility to
coordinate and consult with local junsdictions when proposed development may impact
our faalities. Under the Califormia Environmental Quality Act [CEQA), we are required to
make recommendations to offset assooated impacts with the proposed project.
Although the project = under the jurisdiction of the City of Riverside due to the Project’s
potential impact to State faalities it is also subject to the policies and regulations that
govem the SHS.

We recommend the following;

+ Page #18. Appendix B -the scoping agreement with the City (pg. #87) does not
have approved scoping agreement signatures,

+ Page #20. Why the existing intersection tuming movements counts were
obtamed during the month of December 10, 20157 Please provide plots with
{readable traffic volumes) showing AADT and ANMYPM Peak Hours for all modeled
years with PCEs,

« Page #24. At intersection #1 Riverside Avenue/Center Street there is no traffic
contral for northbound direction; therefore, De Facto will not be implied for this
miovement.

Fo —8
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s Page #26. Please note that all traffic volumes figures provided are not balanced.
Please balance, or justify the imbalance in these figures. Explain how PCE was
incorporated to these volumes counts: and prowvide plots with readable traffic
volumes.

+ Page #39. Please explain and show how car and truck percentages were obtained
on Table 2 -Project Tnp Generaton.

o 2

Mr. Norton October 3, 2016
Poge 2

= Page #45. Please explain if the project Peak Hour Intersection Tuming Movement
Violumes are in PCE and attach plots,

+ Page 387. Please explain why study for roadway segments and gueue analysis
were not induded.

« Page #96. Appendix C contans traffic worksheets, but there 15 no passenger car
equivalent (PCE). Please provide plots for all counts with PCE.

= Page #1275, Please explain why the northbound nght tum movement on the
intersection at lowa Avenue. Main Street shows a zero value for &AM & PM (HCS
2010 signalized Intersection Results Summary].

= Page #133, Please explain the analysis performed for Main Street. Riverside
Avenue signal. It seems that files and results are not consistent with this locabion,

F=1 e F2 FE

We appredate the opportunity to offer comments concerning this project. If you have
any guestions regarding this letter, please contact Talvin Dennis at (309) 806-3957 or
miyself at (900) 383-4557 for assistance,

Sincerely,

MARK ROBERTS
Office Chief
Intergovemmental Review, Community and Regional Planning
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Comment O1

The commenter states, “Page #18: Appendix B — the scoping agreement with the City (pg. 87) does not have approved
scoping agreement signatures.”

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment 02

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment O3

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment O4

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment O5

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

Response

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

Conclusion

This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the environmental document or identify any significant new
information requiring revisions to the IS/MND. No new or substantial increase in the severity of an impact has been
identified. Analysis of feasible alternatives or the inclusion of new mitigation measures is not necessary. No changes to
the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration have been made as a result of this comment. No revision to the
Initial Study text is necessary, and this comment does not change the significance determination found in the Mitigated
Negative Declaration.
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Comment 06

The commenter states, “Page # 45: Please explain if the project Peak Hour Intersection Turning Movement Volumes
are in PCE and attach plots.”

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment O7

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment 08

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

Response

Please see Response to Comment N2. In addition, a sensitivity test was conducted for the intersections of West La
Cadena Drive at Stephens Avenue/I-215 Freeway SB Ramps (Intersection #6), East La Cadena Drive at Highgrove
Place/1-215 Freeway NB Ramps (Intersection #7), and Iowa Avenue/I-215 Freeway NB Ramps at La Cadena Drive
(Intersection #9). The sensitivity test utilized a conservative heavy vehicle percentage of three percent and is included in
Appendix B of the project TIA. As shown in Appendix B, these study area intersections are projected to operate at
acceptable and identical Levels of Service during the peak hours for Opening Year (2017) With Project traffic
conditions.

Conclusion

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

Comment 09

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

Response

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

Conclusion

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

Comment 010

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

Response

The intersection was analyzed in the same manner as the other study area intersections were analyzed (see Section I1.B.
and Appendix D of the project TIA). The Level of Service calculation worksheets change in layout/appearance because
the intersection control changes for “with improvement” conditions. Without further explanation, we are unable to
determine what the commenter is referring to in regards to the following sentence: “It seems that files and results are not
consistent with this location.”

Conclusion

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

The following represents a comprehensive set of responses to comments provided by the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) regarding environmental review of the Center Street Commercial
Building project. Comments were submitted by Caltrans on February 4, 2015 and July 23, 2015 prior to
release of a Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration (NOI) for the project. Caltrans also
submitted comments on August 31, 2016 in response to NOIL The initial set of comments focused on
Caltrans requesting preparation of a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) despite the project being exempt from
full traffic analysis pursuant to both Caltrans and City of Riverside guidelines. Subsequently, a TIA was
prepared and submitted to the City in January 2016; therefore, many initial comments submitted by
Caltrans have been addressed via preparation of the TIA.

February 4, 2015

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

July 14, 2016 (Kunzman)

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

July 23, 2016

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

August 31, 2016

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

Attachments

1. Caltrans Comment Letter — February 4, 2015

2. Kunzman Associates Responses to Comments — July 14, 2015
3. Caltrans Rebuttal to Responses — July 23, 2015

4. Caltrans Comments — August 31, 2016
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1. Caltrans Comment Letter — February 4, 2015
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fynchre Analysis file.

We alppn:cjata i‘:hr. UPpOIUNitY & orfer comouenls concerning this pruject 7 you hove army
questions regardiag this |ooter, please contact Talvin Denmis at (905 B6-357 or wysel £ AT (SO0
3812557 for assistance

Bincerely,
/? e =
)
MARK ROBERTH
Olie= Chict

Interzovemmental Review, Comunwily snd Repional Planming
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2. Kunzman Associates Responses to Comments — July 14, 2015

GB KUNZMAN AsSSOCIATES, InC.

(i A8 YEARS 0F SX0E | FuT SET Vi
luly 14, 2015

Mr. Chris Brown, Director of Environmental Services
MIG | HOGLE-fRELAND

1500 lowa Avenue, Suite 110

Riverside, Ca 92507

Dear Mr. Brown:
INTRODLUCTION

The firm of Kunzman Associates, Inc is pleased to provide responses to comments regarding the
proposed 6055 Canter Street Warshouse Project in the City of Riverside. Comments were received from
the Califommiz Department of Transportation in a letter dated February 4, 2015 (see Appendix A). The

6055 Center Street Warehouze Project Traffic Exemption Letter was prepared by Kunzman Associates,
Imc. [fuly 8, 2015). The project s proposed to be developed with a 308,000 square foot high-cube
warehouse distribution center.

COMMENT 1

A Traffic Impact Study {T15) is necessary to determine this project's near-term and [ong-term impacts to
the State facilities and to propose appropriate mitigation measures. The study should be based on
Caltrans’ Guide for the Preporotion of Troffic impoct Studies (TI5] which is located at the following

dot.ca ffices i a_filesftispuide pdf. Minimum contents of
the traffic impact study are listed in Appendix "A" of the TI5 guide.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1

According to the City of Riverside Public Works Department Traffic Impact Analysis Preparation Guids,
December 2014, a traffic impact analysis exemption may exist fior the following types of development
proposals per approval from the Public Works Department and Planning Division:

1. Al Residential Parcel Maps (4 lots or fewer]
. Single Family Residential Tracts 10 bots or less
A Apartments and other Multiple Family projects 75 units or bess

LS Plot Plan and Use Cases for projects of one acre or less

T Tows & Couseray Roin, Sarme 34
OmAncs, Thirossad, SR80
7o) G-I
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Mr. Chris Brown, Director of Emvironmenital Services
MIG | HOGLE-IRELSND
July 14, 2015

5 Lodges, Community Centers, Neighborbood Parks and Community Parks
(-8 Commerdal 5torage Fadilities

i Congregate Care Facilities that contain significant special serices, such as medical facilities, diming
facilitias, recreation facilities and support retail facilities.

8.  level 1 Project (51-200 peak hour trips) in areas where a current comprehensive traffic analysis
exists, infrastructure funding mechanism are in place, or roadway system is built owt in
accordance with the 2025 General Plan within a 0.25 mile radius of the project. The Public Works
Department may, however, require a localffocused traffic impact analysis study for projects that
exhibit potential adverse impacts to the circulation system.

: Any use which can demonstrate, based on the Trip Generation Manual published by the Institute
of Traffic Engineers ([TE} or other approved trip generation data, during the peak hours on the
roadway, trip generation of less than 50 vehicle mips.

As stated in the jde e P studias, Califomia Department of
Transportation, Deuan'berzmz amfﬁcm&pactstud‘rmybeneededwfmapmﬁct

1. Generates over 100 peak hour trips assigned to 3 State highway facility.

hqghwal,r fxlﬁtlﬁ are BXperiencing nunr_ed:rle r.‘lElaT qurnachlng unsmhle traffic fiow conditions
[Lavwe! of Service "C" or "D").

3. Generztes 1 to 49 k_hour irips assi to & State highway faolity - the following are
examples that may require a full traffic impact study or some lesser analysis:

5. Affected State highway facilities experiencing significant delay, unsiable or forced traffic
flow conditions [Leve! of Service "E" or "F").

b The potential risk for a traffic accident is significantly increased (i.e., congestion related
collisions, non-standard sight distance considerations, mcrease in waffic conflict points,
et ],

¢ Change in lo| cmoutation networks that impact a State highway facility (i.e., direct
access to State highway fadlity, 2 non-standand highway geometric design, etc ],

The proposed project is projected to generate approwimately 679 daily vehicle trips i passenger car
equivalents, 43 passenger car equivalents of which will oocur during the moming peak hour and 51
passenger car equivalants of which will occur during the evening peak hour.

The proposed project meets the City of Riverside traffic impact analysis exemption oriteria [number ),
as the proposed project i projected to generate less than 50 pesk hour tips (converted to passenger
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M. Chris Browm, Director of Emaronmental Services
MIG | HOGLE-IRELAND
July 14, 2015

car eguivalents) during both the moming peak hour and the evening peak hour on Center Street both
west and east of the project site.

The proposed project is not anticipated 1o generate 50 or more peak bour trips to a Stete highway
facility.

As such, the 6055 Center Street Warehouse Project Traffic Exemption Letter was prepared by Kunzman
Aszociates, Inc. [July 8, 2015) at the request of the City of Riverside Transportation Department staff.

COMMENT 2

Traffic Impact further away from the project is typically not reqoired because a project's potential
impacts to the 5HS disipate to less than signifient levels as traffic disperse throughout the
ransportation system.

RESPOMNSE TO COMMERNT 2

Comment so0 noted.

COMMENT 3

The data used in the T15 should not be more than 2 years old.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3

Comment so noted.

COMMENT 4

The gecgraphic area examined in the traffic study should include as a minimum all regionally significant
arterial system segments and intersections, including State highway facilities where the project will add
over 100 peak hour trips. 5tate highway facilities that are experiencing noticeable delays should be
analyzed in the scope of the traffic study for projects that add 50 to 100 peak howr trips.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4

See response to comment 1

COMMENT 5

Traffic Analysis Scenarios should clearly be exhibited as existing, existing + project, existing + project +
cumulative, and existing + project + cumulative + ambient growth.
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Mr. Chris Brown, Director of Environmental Services
MIG | HOGLE-[RELAND
July 14, 2015

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 5

See response to comment 1.

COMMENT &

Caltrans endeavors that any direct and cumulative impacts to the State highway system be eliminated or
reduced to a level of insignificance pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and
Mational Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) standards.

RESPOMNSE TO CONMMENT &

Comment s 50 noted.

COMMENT 7

The LOS for operating State highway facilities is based upon Measures of Effectivensss (MOE) identified
in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM). Caltrans endeavors to maintain a target LOS at the transition
between LOS "C* and LOS D" on State highway facilities; howewer, Caltrans acknowledges that his may
not always be feasible and recommends that the lead agency consult with Caltrans to determine the
appropriate target LDS. If an existing State highway fadlity is operating at less than this target LOS, the
existing MOE should be maintzined. In general, the region-wide goal for an acceptable LOS on all
freeways, roadway segments, and intersections is "0". For undeveloped or not densely developed
locations, the goal may be to achieve LOS "C™,

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 7

Comment is 50 noted.

COMPMENT B

Clearly indicate LOS with and without improvements.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O

See response to comment 1.

COMMENT 3

It is recommended that a Synchro Analysis includes all intersections from the Project site to the

proposed study areas. A PHF of 092 in urban areas is recommended to be used in the SYNCHRO
Analysis.
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Mr. Chris Browm, Director of Emaronmental Services
MIG | HOGLE-IRELAND
July 18, 2015

RESEONSE TO COMMENT 5
See résponse to comment 1.

COMBENT 10

All freeway entrance and exit ramps where a proposed project will add a significant number of peak-
howr trips that may @use any traffic queses to exceed storage capacities should be analyzed. If mmp
metering is to ooo, 3 remp quede analysis for all nearby Caltrans metered on-ramps is reguired to
dentify the delzy to motornsts using the on-ramps and the storage pecessary o accommodate the
queding. the effects of mmp metering should be analyzed in the traffic study. For metered freeway
ramps, LOS does not apply. Howewver, ramp meter delays above 15 minutes are considered excessne.
RESPOMNSE TO COMNMERNT 10

See response to comment 1.

COMMENT 11

Proposed improvements should be sshibited in preliminary drawings that indicate the LOS with
improvements.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 11

See response to comment 1

It ws a pleasure to service your needs on this project. Should you have any questions or if we can be of
further assistance, please do not hesitate to call at (714} 573-8383.
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3. Caltrans Rebuttal to Responses — July 23, 2015

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 8

PLANNING (M5 722)

464 WEST 4= STREET, &= Flooe

SAN BERNARDING, CA T2401-14060
FHONE (P09) 3834557

FAX (009) 383-3036

TTY (909 383-6300

July 23, 3013

Brain Norton

Asspriate Planner

City of Riverside

Commmmity Development Department
3900 Man Stveet, 3 Floor
Raverside, CA 92522

Planmimg Caze P14-1033 and P14-1034 (RIV 215 FM 44.93)
Mr. Norton,

We have received and reviewed your comment letter for the sbove mentioned proposal for
consideration of a design to construct an approzimately 308, 000 square foot warehouse and s Lot
Merger to consebdate four (4) parcels mfo one parcel totalimg approzumately 15.90 acres.

Although the City of Fiverside Public Works Department may issues exemphon to certain
projects that met the City critena to avosd prepanmg of a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Report. A
TIA will be necessary for fimther and fisure study of traffic mpact to the State Highway System
(SHS).

The proposad 308,000 square foot High-Cube warehonse and distnbution center wall create an
mapact to the SHS. In your comment response letter, Response to Comment 1 bottom of page 2,
Tbnpmpmedmjmtmpm}ec&dhgmﬁa&apmﬂmﬂyﬂﬂaﬂyuﬂﬂchhm&mpmmm
cars equivalents, 43 passenger car equvalents of which will ocour dumng the mormng peak hour
and 3] passenger car equvalents of which will ocour m the evemng how™.

In response to your comments 1t is vital that the Department of Transportation 361l would need to
understand what you are basing your mumber counf assumption of 679 daily tmps on. Your 43
passenger car equvalents PCE that ocour i the AM hour along with your count of 31 PCE
ocouming m the PM hours do not equate to the 679 daily tmps you listed.

Please provide a more detaled descoption of the warehonse and distnbution center, also the
mmber of daily Trock Tops. The shippine of merchandise to and from your facility needs to be
caleulated in order to establish a more accurate study. The PCE for larger trucks calculate as
follows:

Mn* rumcnnevle. rmegraned ot oFfcienn Fonpe S TS
emliomee Coaliformia 'y cenromy and feafidin ™
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Mr Norton
July 23_30135
Page 2

# 1.5 cars for 2 axle trucks.
s 20 cars for 3 axle trucks.
= 3.0 cars for 4 or more axle tcks.

Az the owner and operator of the State Highway System (SHS), it 15 owr responsibility to
coordinate and consult with local junsdichons when proposed development may impact our
facilities. Under the California Envirommental Cuality Act (CEQA). we are required to make
Tecommendations to offset associated mpacts with the proposed project. Although the project 1s
under the unsdiction of the City of Riverside due to the Project’s potential mpact to State
failities 1t 1= also sobyect to the policies and regulations that govern the SHS.

We appreciate the opportunity to offer comments concerning this project. I you have amy
questions regarding fhis letter, please contact Talvin Demis at (909) B06-3957 or noyself at (909)
383-4357 for assistance,

Smeeraly.

Original signed by Mark Roberts

MARE ROBERTS
Office Chief

Infergovernmental Review. Commumty and Regional Planmmg

Py a nofe, susatnoble, fcgraned o o fisfers remEperLanTe narEm
an epfiance Califermia 's ccomonry and freab iy
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4. Caltrans Comments — August 31, 2016

TIATE LESALIFORM—TALITORNIS STATE TRANAMOETATION AGERCY
DEFARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATTON

DISTRICT B -
PLANNING (M5 727) g

464 WEST 4% STREET, 6 Flaor REC&:{W i )

SAN BEKHARDING, CA 524011400 Serus drought
BHOME |90¥) IE3.4557 SEP 7 Y6k Hel seve wankee!

LA (B09) MF-5U06
TIF (30 3E3-6300

ww, ot o, o st Community & Econciiz
Developmert Depanirhent
Augost 31, 2016
Brain Morton
Seqior Planner

City of Riverside

Comumunity Development Deparivent
Planning DHvision

3900 Muin Sireet, 3 Floor

Riverside, C4 92522

Planning Case P14-1033 and P14-1034 {BIV 215 M 44.93)
Mr, Morton,

We have roocived and rovicwed your comment letter dated Augnst 24 2016 for the abowve
mentioned propoasl for consideration of 8 desipn to construct an approximatcly 308,000 square
feot warehouse and a Lot Merger 0 consalidate Tour (4) percels inte anc parcel tofaling
approximately 15940 acres.

As the owner snd operalor of the State Highway System (SHS), it is owr responsibility to
coordinate and consult with local junisdiciions when proposed development may impact our
facilities. Under the California Fovironmental Quality Act (CEOQAY, we sre mquired io maks
reeommendations to offsct associated impacts with the proposed project. Althouph the project is
under the judsdietion of the City of Riverside due to the Project’s potentinal impaet to State
facilities il 15 alsae subject o the polisics and regulations that govern the SHS,

As per o letters dated July 23, 2016 and February 4, 2013 we sk that you pleage mview said
lellers for our somments. A copy of both leters are enclosed for vour reference. The Departinent
of Transportaiion stands behind our pervious conRcoms.

We appreciate the opporhmity to offer comments concerning this project,  IF you have any
fucstions regarding this letter, please contact Talvin Dennis at (4094} 806-3957 ar mysell at {909)
JEIAS5T for nasistance,

“Frovide o safe, menarmably, wiegrated o oficim rompoeuailog e
s erfiaare Califeal s coonenp aud heblipp"

Plannllhgg Commission - Exhibit 1 - Development Review Committee Staff Report

Development Review Committee - Exhibit 8 - MND Response to Comments
Attachment 3 - City Planning Commission Report and Exhibits - April 05, 2018



Wir. Marton
August 31, 2016
Pape 2

Sincerely,

fodoo  Boniy

5+ MARK ROBERTS
Offica Chief
Intergovernmental Review, Commurity and Regional Planoing

“Froreidy w s, mweaimni. sekegraied ana sfffctem ireasncriaton s
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Attachment A:
Air Quality/ Climate Change Assessment: Unrefrigerated Warehouse Use
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