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Chapter 1 
Introduction 

Purpose 
The City of Riverside (City), as the lead agency under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), has prepared this final environmental 
impact report (final EIR) for the proposed Alessandro Business Center Project 
(proposed project).  This final EIR contains all of the required contents as 
outlined in Section 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines, including: 

 the draft environmental impact report or a revision to the draft; 

 comments and recommendations received on the draft EIR; 

 a list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the draft 
EIR; 

 the responses of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in 
the review and consultation process; and  

 any other information added by the lead agency. 

This final EIR for the project consists of comments and responses to comments 
and a mitigation monitoring plan for the project.  This final EIR is intended to be 
used along with the draft EIR, which is incorporated by reference and bound 
separately.  

This final EIR assembles all the environmental data and analyses that have been 
prepared for the proposed project.  It also includes public and agency comments 
on the draft EIR and responses by the City to those comments.  The intent of the 
final EIR is to provide a forum to air and address comments pertaining to the 
analysis contained in the draft EIR and to provide an opportunity for 
clarification, corrections, or minor revisions to the draft EIR as needed.  

The evaluation and response to comments is an important part of the CEQA 
process because it allows the following: 

 the opportunity to review and comment on the methods of analysis contained 
in the draft EIR, 

 the ability to detect any omissions that may have occurred during the 
preparation of the draft EIR, 
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 the ability to check for accuracy of the analysis contained within the draft 
EIR, 

 the ability to share expertise, and 

 the ability to discover public concerns. 

Process 
A draft EIR was prepared for the project and circulated for a 45-day public 
review period from July 3, 2009 through August 19, 2009 through the 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, the State Clearinghouse, and the 
Riverside County Clerk.   

The City used several methods to elicit comments on the draft EIR.  The notice 
of availability (NOA) was mailed to various agencies and organizations and to 
individuals that had previously requested such notice, and directly to adjacent 
property owners.  Additionally, the NOA was posted at the Riverside County 
Clerk’s office on July 3, 2009.  The draft EIR was available for review at the City 
of Riverside Planning Division, located at 3900 Main Street, Riverside, CA 
92522.  During the Draft EIR review period, the City sent a letter to individuals 
and organizations soliciting additional comments on the Draft EIR.   

Written and oral comments were received during and after the public review 
period.  Pursuant to Section 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City, as the 
lead agency for the project, has reviewed all comments received on the draft EIR.  
Responses to these comments are contained within Chapter 2, “Comments 
Received and Responses to Comments,” of this final EIR.   
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Chapter 2 
Comments Received and 
Responses to Comments 

Introduction 
In accordance with Section 15088 of Title 14 of the California Code of 
Regulation (the “State CEQA Guidelines”), the City has evaluated the comments 
received on the Draft EIR for the Alessandro Business Park Project and has 
prepared written responses to these comments.  This chapter contains copies of 
the comments received during the public review process and provides an 
evaluation and written responses for each of these comments. 

Comments Received 
During the public review period for the project from July 3, 2009 to August 19, 
2009, the City received 10 comment letters from agencies, organizations, and 
individuals.  Oral comments were received from organizations and members of 
the public, as well as members of the City of Riverside Planning Commission 
(CPC), at the CPC meeting held on September 3, 2009.   

Certain comment letters were received from commenter's after the close of the 
official 45-day public review and comment period established by CEQA.  As 
noted above, that official comment period commenced on July 3, 2009 and 
closed on August 19, 2009.  The City received 4 comment letters following the 
close of that 45-day public comment period. 

Section 15088(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that, “The lead agency 
shall respond to comments received during the noticed comment period and any 
extensions and may respond to late comments.”  (Emphases added.)  
Accordingly, nothing in CEQA “requires the lead agency to respond to 
comments not received within the comment periods….” (Pub. Res. Code, § 
21092.5(c); see also Gray v. County of Madera (2008) 167 Cal.App.4th 1099, 
1111.)  Nonetheless, and in the interest of public disclosure and providing a full 
and good-faith CEQA analysis, the City is providing written response to these 
late comment letters.   
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The commenting parties are listed below, along with a corresponding letter, 
which relates to the comment letters and the responses to comments provided in 
this Chapter.  

Comment 
Letter 

Name/Agency Correspondence 
Date  

Date Received 

A John Guerin, Riverside County Airport Land Use 
Commission 

July 22, 2009 July 22, 2009 

B Gail Barton, RCHCA July 29, 2009 August 4, 2009 

C Anna Hoover, Pechanga Cultural Resources, 
Temecula Band of Luiseno Mission Indians 

August 17, 2009 August 17, 2009 

D Daniel Kopulsky, California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) 

August 12, 2009 August 13, 2009 

E Dave Singleton, Native American Heritage 
Commission 

August 13, 2009 August 17, 2009 

F Daniel Kopulsky, California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) 

August 18, 2009 August 19, 2009 

G Greg Holmes, California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control 

August 18, 2009 August 20, 2009 

H Jonathan Evans, Center for Biological 
Diversity/Drew Feldman, San Bernardino Audubon 
Society/George Hague, Sierra Club 

August 19, 2009 August 19, 2009 

I Jeff Brandt, California Department of Fish and 
Game 

August 19, 2009 August 19, 2009 

J Glen Robertson, Regional Water Quality Control 
Board 

August 19, 2009 August 19, 2009 

Comment letters received after the close of the  

45-day public comment period (July 3 – August 19, 2009) 

K Richard E. Eunice, P.E., Department of the Air 
Force 

August 21, 2009 August 27, 2009 

L Cindy Roth, Greater Riverside Chambers of 
Commerce 

August 31, 2009 September 2, 2009 

M Len Nunney, Friends of Riverside’s Hills September 2, 2009 September 2, 2009 

 M1  Len Nunney, Friends of Riverside’s Hills March 21, 2007 September 2, 2009* 
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Comment 
Letter 

Name/Agency Correspondence 
Date  

Date Received 

 M2  Len Nunney, Friends of Riverside’s Hills April 23, 2007 September 2, 2009* 

 M3  Len Nunney, Friends of Riverside’s Hills October 17, 2007 September 2, 2009* 

N George Hague, Sierra Club, San Gorgonio Chapter September 3, 2009 September 3, 2009 

Draft EIR Hearing 

O City of Riverside Planning Commission September 3, 2009 September 3, 2009 

*  Originally received during previous comment period 
 

Comments and Responses to Comments 
This section includes all written comments on the Draft EIR received by the City 
and the responses to those comments in accordance with Section 15088 of the 
State CEQA Guidelines.  In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, responses 
are prepared for those comments that address the sufficiency of the 
environmental document regarding the adequate disclosure of environmental 
impacts and methods to avoid or mitigate those impacts.  When responding to 
comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues 
and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a 
good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the Draft EIR.  Additionally, it 
should be noted that comments by public agencies should be limited to those 
aspects of a project that are within its area of expertise or which are required to 
be carried out or approved by the agency, and such comments must be supported 
by substantial evidence.  (CEQA Guidelines Section 15204)   

Master Responses to Comments 
The City is providing master responses below as to certain issues that were raised 
or implicated by one or more comment letters.  Those master responses are 
numbered and provided below, and they are referred to throughout the letter-
specific responses. 

Master Response #1: Late Comment Letters 

The City is providing master responses below as to certain issues that were raised 
or implicated by one or more comment letters.  Those master responses are 
numbered and provided below, and they are referred to throughout the letter-
specific responses. 

Certain comment letters were received from commenters after the close of the 
official 45-day public review and comment period established by CEQA.  As 
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noted above, that official comment period commenced on July 3, 2009 and 
closed on August 19, 2009.  The City received 4 comment letters following the 
close of that 45-day public comment period. 

Section 15088(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that, “The lead agency 
shall respond to comments received during the noticed comment period and any 
extensions and may respond to late comments.”  (Emphases added.)  
Accordingly, nothing in CEQA “requires the lead agency to respond to 
comments not received within the comment periods….” (Pub. Res. Code, § 
21092.5(c); see also Gray v. County of Madera (2008) 167 Cal.App.4th 1099, 
1111.)  Nonetheless, and in the interest of public disclosure and providing a full 
and good-faith CEQA analysis, the City is providing written response to these 
late comment letters.   

Master Response #2: Comments on Non-Environmental 
Issues 

Section 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that, “The lead agency shall 
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed 
the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  (Emphasis added.)  Where a 
commenter submits comments that do not raise environmental issues, there is no 
requirement under CEQA that the City respond.  (Ibid.; see also Cleary v. County 
of Stanislaus (1981) 118 Cal.App.3d 348  360 [holding that a Final EIR was 
adequate under CEQA where it did not respond to comments raising non-
environmental issues].) 

Master Response #3: Vague or Conclusory Comments 

Some of the comments received on the Draft EIR state the commenters’ 
conclusions without elaborating on the reasoning behind, or the factual support 
for, those conclusions.  Under CEQA, the lead agency has an obligation to 
respond to timely comments with “good faith, reasoned analysis.”  (State CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15088(c).)  These responses “shall describe the disposition of 
significant environmental issues raised … [and] giv[e] reasons why specific 
comments and suggestions were not accepted.”  (State CEQA Guidelines, § 
15088(c) [emphasis added].)  To the extent, however, that specific comments and 
suggestions are not made, specific responses cannot be provided and, indeed, are 
not required.  (Browning-Ferris Industries of California, Inc, v. City Council of 
the City of San Jose (1986) 181 Cal.App.3d 852 [Where a general comment is 
made, a general response is sufficient.].) 

Master Response #4: Recirculation 

The responses to comments are presented below.  These responses do not 
significantly alter the Project, do not change the Draft EIR’s significance 
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conclusions, nor result in a conclusion that significantly more severe 
environmental impacts will result from the Project.  Instead, the information 
presented in the responses to comments merely “clarify[y] or amplify[y] or 
makes insignificant modifications” in the already adequate Draft EIR, as is 
permitted by State CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5(b).   

Regarding recirculation of the Draft EIR, State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5 requires the lead agency to recirculate an EIR only when significant new 
information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the Draft EIR’s 
availability.  New information added to an EIR is not significant unless the EIR 
has changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to 
comment upon a substantial adverse, environmental effect of the project or a 
feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect that the project’s proponent’s 
have declined to implement.  (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15088.5.)  In summary, 
significant new information consists of:  1) disclosure of a new significant 
impact; 2) disclosure of a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental 
impact; 3) disclosure of feasible project alternative or mitigation measure 
considerably different from the others previously analyzed that would clearly 
lessen environmental impacts of the project but the project proponent declines to 
adopt it; or 4) the Draft EIR being so fundamentally and basically inadequate and 
conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were 
precluded.  (Ibid.)  In contrast, recirculation is not required where, for example, 
new information added to an EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes 
insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.  (Ibid.) 

The responses to comments which follow present information that expands upon 
the Project and the analysis of the Project’s impacts, but does not change the 
overall significance conclusions presented in the Draft EIR circulated for public 
review.  Additionally, the responses present supplemental information and 
analysis in response to requests from the commenters.  This analysis, however, 
merely supplements, expands upon, and provide further details on the analysis 
already provided in the Draft EIR.  Accordingly, this information merely 
“clarifies” or “amplifies” the analysis provided in the Draft EIR, and 
recirculation is not required. 

Additionally, some of the responses below revise or impose new mitigation 
measures.  These mitigation measures were proposed by commenters and, 
pursuant to CEQA, the City imposed those measures either to further mitigate  
potentially significant impacts or to further reduce already insignificant impacts.   
These mitigation measures, however, do not change the significance conclusions 
originally presented in the Draft EIR, nor are they imposed due to the discovery 
of new significant impacts.  Moreover, and because these mitigation measures 
address ways to implement the proposed Project but do not propose the 
construction of new facilities, none of these new mitigation measures will result 
in any potentially significant impacts of their own.  Accordingly, further 
environmental review based on the imposition of these measures is not required 
because such analysis is only required where a “mitigation measure would cause 
one or more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by the 
project as proposed.”  (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4(a)(1).)  Even then, 
however, the impacts of the mitigation measures should be “discussed in less 
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detail than the significant impacts of the project as proposed.”  (Ibid.; see also 
Stevens v. City of Glendale (1981) 125 Cal.App.3d 986.) 

Accordingly, neither the clarifications to the Draft EIR provided through the 
responses to comments, nor the supplemental analysis provided in these 
responses, nor the clarification or addition of further mitigation measures results 
in any changes to the EIR “that deprive[d] the public of a meaningful opportunity 
to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the [P]roject or a 
feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible [P]roject 
alternative) that the Project’s proponents have declined to implement.”  (State 
CEQA Guidelines, § 15088.5(a).)  Thus, there is substantial evidence supporting 
the City’s determination that recirculation of the Draft EIR  is not required under 
CEQA.  (See ibid.) 
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Comment Letter A. John Guerin, Riverside County 
Airport Land Use Commission 

Response to Comment A-1 

Comment noted.  No changes have been made to the project design or layout, 
building use, and the proposed zoning classification.  Therefore, the June 8, 2006 
ALUC review and consistency determination remains valid and no further ALUC 
review is required. 

The July 6, 2006 ALUC Development Review findings and conditions were 
provided as an attachment to the comment letter.  All conditions set forth by 
ALUC were included in the DEIR as Mitigation Measure HAZ-1. 
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Comment Letter B. Gail Barton, RCHCA 

Response to Comment B-1 

Comment noted.  The City of Riverside appreciates the RCHCA’s 
acknowledgement of the receipt and review of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment B-2 

The Project Description includes dedication of 36.23-acres of property to the City 
of Riverside Parks, Recreation, and Community Services Department for 
incorporation into the adjacent Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park (DEIR page 
2-4).  The existing Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park boundaries also 
encompass the Sycamore Canyon Core Reserve for the RCHCA Stephen’s 
Kangaroo Rat (SKR) Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).  The City of Riverside 
agrees that the proposed dedication of 36.23-acres of property should be included 
in the SKR HCP Sycamore Canyon Core Reserve.  The following text will be 
added to the Project Description (DEIR Page 2-4). 

“The remaining property comprises approximately 6.15 acres of vacant land 
located at the southwest corner of the property, and 36.23 acres to be dedicated to 
the City of Riverside Parks, Recreation, and Community Services Department for 
incorporation into the adjacent Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park.  The 36.23 
acres will be added to the SKR HCP Sycamore Canyon Core Reserve, managed 
by the Riverside County Habitat Conservation Authority (RCHCA).  A deed 
restriction would be recorded for the dedicated 36.23-acre area to preserve the 
property as open space in perpetuity.” 

Response to Comment B-3 

Comment noted.  The City of Riverside will coordinate the addition of the 36.23-
acres of property into the SKR HCP boundaries with the RCHCA through 
submittal of a letter requesting that the lands be added to the boundary of the 
Sycamore Canyon Core Reserve.  The Commenter confirms that the RCHCA 
will accept the dedication. 
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Comment Letter C. Anna Hoover, Pechanga 
Cultural Resources, Temecula Band of Luiseno 
Mission Indians 

Response to Comment C-1 

The City of Riverside acknowledges that the Temecula Band of Luiseno Mission 
Indians (the Pechanga Band) has concerns regarding the impacts the Project may 
have on existing and/or buried cultural resources and, like other tribal entities in 
the region, has a right to voice its concerns as part of the CEQA process.   

The City previously engaged the Pechanga Band in consultation through a letter 
dated May 5, 2006, during the Senate Bill 18 Consultation (DEIR, Page 3.4-17).  
Additionally, the Pechanga Band was contacted by the project consultant, ICF 
Jones & Stokes, through a letter dated January 31, 2006, during preparation of 
the cultural resources report (DEIR, Page 3.4-16).  The City will continue to 
provide project notices to the Pechanga Band in accordance with the 
requirements of Senate Bill 18.  Per the Tribe’s request, the City will also add the 
Tribe to the distribution and mailing lists for all future CEQA notices on this 
Project. In addition, City staff has been in contact with Pechanga Tribe 
representatives and have had discussions to address their concerns. As a result of 
these discussions, additional mitigation has been provided that is not necessary to 
reduce any potentially significant impacts, but rather to further reduce already 
insignificant impacts.  Pursuant to the requirements of CEQA and as confirmed 
by the Tribe’s comments, the Tribe’s comment letter and these responses are part 
of the Final EIR and administrative record for the proposed project. 

Response to Comment C-2 

The City of Riverside recognizes that the Pechanga Band claims a direct and sole 
relationship to prehistoric peoples in and near the project area and that the project 
area may be located within the aboriginal territory of the Pechanga band.  The 
City also recognizes that significant amounts of information exists showing that 
the ancestors of the Luiseno utilized the regional northeast of Lake Elsinore, and 
many miles north of the sovereign lands.  The City acknowledges that Luiseno 
place names are associated with topographic points in the area. 

The Schroth document discussed in the Pechanga Band’s comment letter 
recommends that any decisions on actual and prehistoric tribal uses of the area be 
left up to the Native American Heritage Commission (“NAHC”).  The City of 
Riverside concurs with recommendation and, while recognizing the Pechanga 
Band’s connections to the area, leaves any decisions regarding most likely 
descendant and other potential tribal ties to the NAHC.  The City also thanks the 
Pechanga Band for the detailed and informative history provided in its comment 
letter. 
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Regarding the Project site specifically, no clear deposits of human remains or 
grave goods have been discovered in the project area, but because the 
development requires substantial amounts of earthmoving, project related 
exposure of human remains and/or grave goods remains a remote possibility.  If 
human remains or grave goods of Native American origin are uncovered by 
project related construction, Mitigation Measure CR-3 (DEIR, Page 3.4-28) 
requires that NAHC determine the MLD once contacted by the County of 
Riverside Coroner in compliance with California Public Resources Code 5097.98 
and California HSC 7050.5.  Once the MLD has been designated, the MLD has 
the right to recommend mitigative procedures associated with treatment of the 
exposed human remains or grave goods to the Landowner. 

Response to Comment C-3 

The DEIR is supported by a Phase I and Phase II cultural resources report written 
by ICF Jones & Stokes senior archeologists.  The reports followed the technical 
process mandated by the City of Riverside and were subsequently reviewed by 
City staff. 

Two of the archeological sites, CA-RIV-2518 and CA-RIV-2524, are located 
within the development footprint (DEIR, Page 3.4-20).  The sites consist of one 
to four milling slicks on a rock face.  Site CA-RIV-2505 is located in the 6.15-
acre project parcel that would remain vacant at present, but is subject to future 
development.  All of the remaining seven sites are located outside of the 
development footprint and within the 36.23-acres of property proposed for 
dedication to the City of Riverside Parks, Recreation, and Community Services 
Department. These sites would be protected and remain undisturbed under the 
Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Management Plan 
and Updated Conceptual Development Plan. 

Phase II archeological testing and evaluation, was conducted at Sites CA-RIV-
2518, CA-RIV-2524, CA-RIV-2505, CA-RIV-2518, and CA-RIV-2524.  No 
surface or subsurface artifacts were uncovered during the testing. It is possible 
that cultural resources will be unearthed during construction-related earthmoving.  
The cultural resources reports recommended that monitoring take place during 
earthmoving and this recommendation was included in the DEIR as Mitigation 
Measure CR-1 (DEIR, Page 3.4-27).  Additional mitigation measures 
recommended by the Tribe to reduce impacts to cultural resources are described 
and imposed as described below.  (See Responses to Comments C-7 and C-8.) 

With regard to the project’s cumulative impacts on cultural resources, CEQA 
provides that an EIR must consider the potential that the combined impacts of 
two or more individual effects will result in a cumulatively significant impact.  
(State CEQA Guidelines, § 15355.)  The Draft EIR provides a cumulative 
impacts analysis in Chapter 4, and provides a list and a map depicting other 
nearby projects in the area that may add to or compound the proposed Project’s 
individual effects.  (Draft EIR pp. 4-2 through 4-4 and Figure 4.1.)  Regarding 
cumulative impacts to cultural resources specifically, the Draft EIR 
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acknowledges that: “Cumulative projects in the project area and other 
development in western Riverside could result in the progressive loss of as-yet 
unrecorded archaeological resources.  This loss, without proper mitigation, would 
be an adverse cumulative impact.”  (Draft EIR p. 4-7.)  Therefore, the EIR 
provides mitigation “to minimize and avoid potentially significant cumulative 
impacts on” cultural resources.  (See ibid.)    Additional mitigation measures 
recommended by the Tribe to reduce impacts to cultural resources are described 
and imposed as described below.  (See Responses to Comments C-7 and C-8.)  
Accordingly, the analysis of cumulative impacts to cultural resources is adequate, 
there has been no piecemealing, and “cumulative impacts on cultural resources as 
a result of future development throughout the city would not be cumulative 
considerable.”  (Draft EIR p. 4-8.) 

Response to Comment C-4 

The cultural resources surveys conducted by ICF Jones & Stokes for the project 
included Phase II testing of Sites CA-RIV-2518, CA-RIV-2524, CA-RIV-2505, 
CA-RIV-2518, CA-RIV-2523, and CA-RIV-2524, which are located within or 
adjacent to the development footprint (DEIR, Page 3.4-20).  The testing included 
shovel test probes (STPs) which were excavated at each of these sites to 
determine presence or absence of subsurface deposits and to define site 
boundaries.  All excavated soil from the STPs was passed through a 1/4” screen.  
No culturally significant surface or subsurface artifacts were identified during 
testing (DEIR, Page 3.4-21 and 22).  Evidence of long-term human habitation of 
the site was not found during the cultural resources records search, assessment, 
and Phase II testing (DEIR, Page 3.4-28) 

The City undertook an analysis of whether each of the cultural sites located in the 
proposed Project met the requirements of City of Riverside Municipal Code Title 
20 (the City’s cultural resources ordinance).  (Draft EIR pp. 3.4-23 through 3.4-
25.)  Based on the Phase I and Phase II cultural resources reports and other 
information in the record, the City concluded that none of the cultural resources 
identified met the City’s requirements for designation as a Landmark.  (Ibid.; 
Draft EIR Appendix D [cultural resources reports].)  Please refer also to  
Response C-3. 

Response to Comment C-5 

Refer to Responses C-2, C-7, and C-8.  The City thoroughly analyzed both 
Project-specific and cumulative impacts, has not piecemealed, and has provided 
mitigation to assure that all impacts are reduced to below a level of significance.  
(Draft EIR p. ES-13, ES-14, and 4-8.)  The mitigation measures proposed by the 
Tribe in its comment letter were imposed where feasible.  (See Reponses C-7 and 
C-8.) 
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Response to Comment C-6 

As discussed above (see Responses C-1 and C-2), the City defers to the NAHC 
regarding decisions on actual and prehistoric tribal uses of the area and most 
likely descendant status.  However, the City of Riverside recognizes that the 
Pechanga Band claims a direct and sole relationship to prehistoric peoples in and 
near the project area and that the project area may be located within the 
aboriginal territory of the Pechanga band.   

Response to Comment C-7 

The City agrees with the Tribe’s comment that, “if human remains are 
discovered, State law would apply” including the provisions of Public Resources 
Code section 5097 – cited in the Tribe’s comment letter – and other laws.  The 
City would be bound to immediately notify the County Coroner, and the NAHC 
would be contacted and name a most likely descendant in the event that those 
human remains are Native American. The City will comply with all laws 
governing the discovery of human remains and, in the unlikely event that any 
remains are discovered, would immediately stop excavation in the vicinity of the 
area of discovery.  (Draft EIR p. 3.4-28 [confirming that Health and Safety Code 
section 7050.5 requires that excavation be stopped in the vicinity of any area in 
which human remains are discovered].) 

Regarding avoidance of the cultural resources that would be impacted by the 
Project, only two sites are located within the development footprint.  Those sites 
are CA-RIV-2518 and CA-RIV-2524, both of which include milling slicks.  
(Draft EIR pp. 3.4-19 and 3.4-20.)  All of the remaining sites are outside the 
development footprint and will be protected as they lie on lands that will be 
included in the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park.  (See Response C-3 and 
Draft EIR p. 3.4-20.)  The two sites that will be affected are located near the 
center of the remaining developable land.  The only way to preserve those sites 
and still allow for development of the site is to reconfigure the map in a manner 
that would then affect other nearby cultural sites and also introduce impacts to 
the drainages and water resources that cross the site.  Accordingly, and to allow 
development consistent with the City’s land use designations, it is not feasible to 
avoid the two sites that are within the development footprint.  Finally, under 
CEQA, impacts are already mitigated to below a level of significance and thus  
redesigning the site to avoid those two cultural sites is not required.  (See State 
CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4(a)(3) [“Mitigation measures are not required for 
effects which are not found to be significant.”].) 

Additionally, the Pechanga Band recommends that certain existing mitigation 
measures in the DEIR be revised.  The recommended changes are found to be 
feasible by the City as noted below.  These changes and additions are not 
necessary to reduce any potentially significant impacts, but instead further reduce 
already insignificant impacts.  Accordingly, they are not new information of 
substantial importance, and recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required due to 
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these changes.  (See Master Response # 4.)  The changes to Mitigation Measures 
CR-1 are as follows:  

Mitigation Measure CR-1: 

A qualified professional archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native 
American monitor shall monitor the initial phase of ground-disturbing 
activities and grading for the project.  If buried cultural resources—such 
as flaked or ground stone, historic debris, building foundations, or non-
human bone—are discovered during ground-disturbing activities, the 
archeologist and the Native American representative shall have the 
authority to stop and/or redirect grading to recover cultural resources that 
are uncovered during grading activities. 

Work shall stop in the area that the discovery is made and within 50 feet 
of the find until a qualified archaeologist in consultation with the Native 
American representative can assess the significance of the find and, if 
necessary, develop appropriate treatment measures.  Treatment measures 
typically include development of avoidance strategies, capping with fill 
material, or mitigation of impacts through data recovery programs such 
as excavation or detailed documentation. 

The City of Riverside finds that the Pechanga Band’s recommended changes to 
Mitigation Measure CR-1, above, are feasible and the revised mitigation measure 
shall be added to the FEIR. 

As recommended by the Pechanga Tribe, Mitigation Measure CR-1 will include 
the following footnote: “It is anticipated that the Pechanga Tribe will be the 
“culturally affiliated” Tribe due to its prior coordination within the City and due 
to its demonstrated cultural affiliation with the project area”.   

It should be noted that although the Tribe is anticipated to be the culturally 
affiliated Tribe, as started in Response CR-2, above, the City will consult with 
the NAHC to determine the appropriate Native American representative or MLD 
if potential Native American resources or remains are uncovered during 
construction. 

The changes to Mitigation Measures CR-2 recommended by the Tribe are as 
follows:  

CR-2:  Prior to the initiation of grading and project construction, 
exclusionary fencing shall be erected at the boundaries of the project 
construction limits as directed by a qualified professional archeologist to 
restrict vehicles and machinery to the construction area and prevent 
inadvertent impacts to cultural resources located outside of the 
development footprint.  Prior to the start of construction activities, as 
well as during construction, training shall be provided by a qualified 
archeologist for all construction workers regarding site avoidance, the 
requirement to support the monitoring effort, and what types of cultural 
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materials may be found in the area.  At the conclusion of all grading 
activities, all protective fencing shall be removed and discarded. 

The City of Riverside finds that the Pechanga Band’s recommended changes to 
Mitigation Measure CR-2, above, are feasible and the revised mitigation measure 
shall be added to the FEIR. 

The Tribe also recommends the inclusion of a mitigation measure (CR-3) which 
requires that the City comply with applicable laws regarding the discovery of 
human remains.  As discussed above, the City is bound by the law and must and 
will comply with the laws addressing the discovery of human remains.  The 
provisions of the Health & Safety Code and the Public Resources Code cited by 
the Tribe are already fully enforceable against the City.  Accordingly, the 
imposition of a mitigation measure requiring that the City comply with those 
laws is unnecessary and will not be added to the mitigation measures.   

Response to Comment C-8 

The Pechanga Band has recommended the addition of six mitigation measures to 
the DEIR.  Although the potential for significant impacts to cultural resources 
have already been mitigated to a level of less than significant through the 
implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-1, CR-2, and CR-3, the City of 
Riverside finds that the mitigation measures recommended by the Pechanga Band 
are feasible.  These changes and additions are not necessary to reduce any 
potentially significant impacts, but instead further reduce already insignificant 
impacts.  Accordingly, they are not new information of substantial importance, 
and recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required due to these changes.  (See 
Master Response # 4.)  Referred to in the Tribe’s comment letter as Mitigation 
Measures CR-4 through CR-9, the suggested measures are listed below.  Because 
these mitigation measures address Impact CR-1, they follow Mitigation Measure 
CR-2 in the FEIR, and are numbered CR-3 through CR-8.  The mitigation 
measure listed as CR-3 in the Draft EIR, which responds to Impact CR-2, has 
been renumbered in the FEIR as CR-9 in order to maintain the measures’ proper 
numerical sequence. 

Mitigation Measure CR-4: 

At least 30 days prior to beginning project construction, the Project 
Applicant shall contact the Pechanga Tribe to notify the Tribe of grading, 
excavation and the monitoring program, and to coordinate with the City 
of Riverside and the Tribe to develop a Cultural Resources Treatment 
and Monitoring Agreement.  The Agreement shall address the treatment 
of known cultural resources, the designation, responsibilities, and 
participation of Native American Tribal monitors during grading, 
excavation and ground disturbing activities; project grading and 
development scheduling; terms of compensation; and treatment and final 
disposition of any cultural resources, sacred sites, and human remains 
discovered onsite. 
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The City of Riverside finds that the Pechanga Band’s recommended Mitigation 
Measure CR-4 is potentially feasible and the recommended mitigation measure 
shall be added to the FEIR.  This measure is listed as CR-3 in the FEIR. 

Mitigation Measure CR-5: 

The landowner shall relinquish ownership of all cultural resources, 
including sacred items, burial goods and all archaeological artifacts that 
are found on the project area to the Pechanga Tribe for proper treatment 
and disposition. 

The City of Riverside finds that the Pechanga Band’s recommended Mitigation 
Measure CR-5 is potentially feasible and the recommended mitigation measure 
shall be added to the FEIR.  This measure is listed as CR-4 in the FEIR. 

Mitigation Measure CR-6: 

All sacred sites, should they be encountered within the project area, shall 
be avoided and preserved as the preferred mitigation, if feasible. 

The City of Riverside finds that the Pechanga Band’s recommended Mitigation 
Measure CR-6 is potentially feasible and the recommended mitigation measure 
shall be added to the FEIR.  This measure is listed as CR-5 in the FEIR. 

Mitigation Measure CR-7: 

CA-RIV-2523 shall be avoided and preserved during Project 
construction through use of protective fencing and other safe guards 
developed in consultation with the Pechanga Tribe.  Subsequent to 
Project construction, the site shall be appropriately protected and 
preserved in a manner determined in consultation with the Tribe. 

The City of Riverside finds that the Pechanga Band’s recommended Mitigation 
Measure CR-7 is potentially feasible and the recommended mitigation measure 
shall be added to the FEIR.  This measure is listed as CR-6 in the FEIR. 

Mitigation Measure CR-8: 

CA-RIV-2505 shall be avoided and preserved during Project 
construction through use of protective fencing and other safe guards 
developed in consultation with the Pechanga Tribe.  Subsequent to 
Project construction, the site shall be appropriately protected and 
preserved in a manner determined in consultation with the Tribe. 

The City of Riverside finds that the Pechanga Band’s recommended Mitigation 
Measure CR-8 is potentially feasible and the recommended mitigation measure 
shall be added to the FEIR.  This measure is listed as CR-7 in the FEIR.  

Mitigation Measure CR-9: 
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The Project Applicant and Project Archeologist shall consult with the 
Pechanga Tribe regarding appropriate treatment for those archeological 
sites which will not be avoided by the Project. 

The City of Riverside finds that the Pechanga Band’s recommended Mitigation 
Measure CR-9 is potentially feasible and the recommended mitigation measure 
shall be added to the FEIR.    This measure is listed as CR-8 in the FEIR. 
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Comment Letter D. Daniel Kopulsky, California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

Response to Comment D-1 

Comment noted.  The City of Riverside acknowledges that Caltrans has concerns 
regarding the impacts the Project may have on the State Highway System and 
Caltrans responsibility consult with local jurisdictions as part of the CEQA 
process.  The commenter’s specific comments on traffic and increased 
stormwater runoff are addressed below in Responses D-2 through D-6.   

Response to Comment D-2 

The EIR fully analyzed the project’s impacts to traffic and transportation 
resources.  (See Draft EIR § 3.10.) The commenter is incorrect that the existing 
LOS at Alessandro/I-215 is at an unacceptable level.  The Alessandro/I-215, as 
referred to by the commenter consists of the I-215 Freeway SB and NB Ramps at 
Alessandro Boulevard.  The project baseline data for the I-215 Freeway SB 
Ramps at Alessandro Boulevard (Year 2007) shows the intersection operating at 
LOS B in the AM and PM peak hours (DEIR, Page 3.10-8).  In Year 2010, the I-
215 Freeway SB Ramps at Alessandro Boulevard are projected (with or without 
the project) to operate at a level of LOS B in the AM and C in the PM, which is 
an acceptable level of service (DEIR, Page 3.10-13).   

The project baseline data for the I-215 Freeway NB Ramps at Alessandro 
Boulevard (Year 2007) shows the intersection operating at LOS D in the AM 
peak hour and C in the PM peak hour (DEIR, Page 3.10-8).  This level of service 
(LOS D and LOS C) meets the conditions of City of Riverside General Plan 
Policy CCM-2.3 which requires LOS D or better (DEIR, Page 3.10-6).  
Additionally, this level of service meets the target of LOS C and LOS D on State 
facilities set forth in the Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies.   

The City of Riverside acknowledges that the I-215 NB Ramps at Alessandro 
Boulevard are projected in the Year 2010 to operate at unacceptable level (LOS 
F) in the AM and PM peak hours (DEIR, Page 3.10-13).  This unacceptable level 
of operation is not due to the project, as demonstrated by the Draft EIR.  (Draft 
EIR pp. 3.10-13 [even without the project, the NB Ram will operate at LOS “F” 
in 2010].)   

Independently of the proposed project, the City of Riverside is taking steps to 
address this impact.  The City is the lead agency working with the City of 
Moreno Valley and Riverside County Transportation Commission to address 
level of service on the Alessandro Boulevard Corridor through approval and 
implementation of the Multi-Jurisdictional Traffic Signal Synchronization 
Project.  This project would reduce traffic delay on the I-215 Freeway SB/NB 
Ramps at Alessandro Boulevard, including the through traffic signal 
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coordination, real time roadway surveillance, and communication links between 
the cities Traffic Management Centers.  The South Coast Air Quality 
Management District awarded the grant to fund this project in September, 2009. 
This project is fully funded and is currently in engineering review by the City of 
Riverside and is expected to be implemented in 2010. See Appendix A for 
description of project plans.  

Additionally, the City of Moreno Valley will be improving Alessandro 
Boulevard from the I-215, east to Frederick Street, to increase level of service as 
part of the Alessandro Boulevard Street Improvement Project.  These 
improvements include the addition of two 12-foot wide travel lanes in both the 
east-bound and west-bound direction; one 14-foot wide travel lane in both the 
eastbound and westbound direction; one 8-foot wide paved shoulder lined with 
concrete curb, gutter (2-foot wide gutter pan), 5.5-foot wide sidewalk, and 6-foot 
wide parkway in both the eastbound and westbound directions; and an 18-foot 
wide raised landscape median separating eastbound traffic from westbound 
traffic.  A negative declaration was adopted on February 19, 2009 and is now 
undergoing the permitting process through CalTrans (Appendix B). All necessary 
permits are expected to be completed in early 2010. Although the I-215 NB 
Ramps at Alessandro Boulevard are projected to operate at LOS F in the AM and 
PM peak hours (Year 2010), it is important to note – as mentioned above - that 
this level of service would exist with or without the project. Although this 
information is provided in the text of the DEIR and the traffic Study (DEIR, 
Appendix G), the Year 2010 conditions without the project have been added to 
Table 3.10-5: LOS and Level of Significance With and Without Project (2010) 
(DEIR, Page 3.10-13).  The revisions to Table 3.10-5 are provided on the 
following page.  The revision to the Table 3.10-5 does not change the analysis or 
conclusion of the Traffic Study of the DEIR but further breaks down information.  
Furthermore, CalTrans also requested an analysis breakdown that does not 
combine ambient growth plus cumulative project impacts. The table in Appendix 
C further breaks down this information and does not change the conclusion in the 
DEIR. 

As noted by commenter, implementation of the proposed mitigation provided in 
the DEIR, would improve the LOS at the I-215 NB Ramps to LOS D in the AM 
and LOS C in the PM (DEIR, Page 3.10-13).  These levels of service would meet 
the target of LOS C and LOS D on State facilities set forth in the Guide for the 
Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies.  Accordingly, the project would have a 
less than significant impact on the ramp intersections.  With the intersections 
operating sufficiently, the project would not lead to considerable backup on the 
mainline of I-215.  Analysis of the project’s impact on the mainline of I-215 is 
also provided in the form of a merge/diverge/weaving analysis, as requested by 
Caltrans and discussed below in the Response to Comment D-5.  
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Table 3.10-5.  LOS and Level of Significance With and Without Project (2010) 

 
Existing Condition 

Year 2010  
Without Project 1 

Year 2010 With Project 4 
Without Mitigation With Mitigation 

Intersection Delay LOS 
Peak 
Hour Delay LOS 2 Delay LOS 

Project 
Impact 3 

Significant 
Impact? Delay LOS 

Project 
Impact 3 

Significant 
Impact? 

Trautwein Rd. (NS) at  
Alessandro Blvd.(EW) 

38.7 
59.5 

D 
E 

AM 
PM 

76.9 
104.6 

E 
F 

79.9 
106.3 

E 
F 

3.6 
1.7 

Yes 
No* 

30.9 
27.6 

C 
C 

-45.4 
-77.0 

No 
No 

Mission Grove Pkwy. 
(NS)  
at Alessandro Blvd. (EW)  

32.1 
37.0 

C 
D 

AM 
PM 

48.3 
57.8 

D 
E 

49.3 
60.8 

D 
E 

1.0 
3.0 

No* 
Yes 

40.7 
39.0 

D 
D 

-7.6 
-18.8 

No 
No 

San Gorgonio Drive (NS) 
at Alessandro Blvd. (EW) 

10.0 
10.9 

B 
B 

AM 
PM 

349.4 
325.2 

F 
F 

351.7 
325.5 

F 
F 

2.3 
0.3 

Yes 
No* 

23.1 
36.1 

C 
D 

-326.3 
-289.1 

No 
No 

Sycamore Canyon Blvd. 
(NS) 
at Alessandro Blvd. (EW) 

12.6 
14.3 

B 
B 

AM 
PM 

412.6 
237.4 

F 
F 

422.3 
244.5 

F 
F 

9.7 
7.1 

Yes 
Yes 

25.1 
27.9 

C 
C 

-387.5 
-209.5 

No 
No 

I-215 Freeway SB Ramps 
(NS)  
at Alessandro Blvd. (EW)  

10.7 
10.7 

B 
B 

AM 
PM 

15.2 
23.2 

B 
C 

16.1 
28.2 

B 
C 

0.9 
5.0 

No 
No 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

I-215 Freeway NB Ramps 
(NS) at Alessandro 
Blvd.(EW) 

36.7 
26.1 

D 
C 

AM 
PM 

121.9 
111.3 

F 
F 

138.9 
126.4 

F 
F 

17.0 
15.1 

Yes 
Yes 

35.1 
26.0 

D 
C 

-86.8 
-85.3 

No 
No 

1 To account for areawide growth on roadways, opening year (2010) traffic volumes were calculated based on a 2.0% annual growth rate of existing traffic volumes over a 3-year period.  The areawide 
growth rate was obtained from discussions with City staff.  Areawide growth has been added to daily and peak hour traffic volumes on surrounding roadways, in addition to traffic generated and other 
development.  

2 Level of service 
3 A significant impact occurs when the addition of project generated trips adds 2.0 seconds of delay at an intersection operating at Level of Service E or F.  
4 Includes ambient growth plus cumulative projects plus project 
* Although no significant impacts, improvement are already programmed by the City. 

N/A-no impact therefore mitigation not required.   

Source: Kunzman 2007. 
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Response to Comment D-3 

The I-215 is not a Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) facility, 
therefore the City has not relied upon the TUMF Program to mitigation for any 
impacts to the I-215  

 Implementation of the Mitigation Measures TRN-1 through TRN-12 would fully 
mitigate significant direct project impacts to traffic to a level of less than 
significant.  (Draft EIR pp. 3.10-16 and 3.10-18.)  Accordingly, the City has fully 
analyzed and mitigated the proposed project’s direct impacts. All fair share 
contributions are programmed for a particular segment to be improved. In any 
case, Mitigation Measures TR-11 and TR-12 have been fully completed by the 
City. 

Regarding cumulative impacts, the City of Riverside proposed Mitigation 
Measure TRN-15 as additional project mitigation that further reduces already 
insignificant cumulative traffic impacts.  (See Draft EIR pp. 3.10-16 [mitigation 
measures TRN-1 through TRN-10 fully mitigate roadway impacts] and 3.10-18 
[mitigation measures TRN-8 through TRN-12 will also fully mitigate for 
intersection impacts].)  The City of Riverside is requiring project contribution of 
fair share funds to help satisfy funding needs for planned improvements to the 
Alessandro/I-215 Interchange. The Alessandro Boulevard NB/SB I-215 Ramp 
Improvements project is currently proposed to address impacts associated with 
level of service at the ramps.  This is an independent project that is sponsored by 
the City of Riverside and March Joint Power Authority, and will be completed 
regardless of whether the proposed project ever goes forward.  Fair share funding 
may be provided by other projects, however, the Alessandro Boulevard NB/SB I-
215 Ramp Improvements project is planned for implementation regardless to 
address the projected level of service (LOS F) for the NB ramp in 2010.  This 
condition is projected to occur with or without the proposed project (DEIR, Page 
3.10-13). The City has already begun to design these planned improvements, as 
shown in Appendix D. 

The project is currently in review by the applicable jurisdictions (City of 
Riverside and March JPA) and is expected to be approved by 2011.  The City of 
Riverside has determined that the following mitigation measure will be added to 
the FEIR.  Because this mitigation measure directly relates to Mitigation Measure 
TRN-17, it has been included in the FEIR as Mitigation Measure TRN-18, and 
the measure listed as TRN-18 in the Draft EIR has been renumbered to TRN-19 
to maintain the measures’ logical numerical sequence.   

Mitigation Measure TRN-18: 

In the event that the Alessandro Boulevard EB/SB I-215 Ramp 
Improvements Project is not constructed by 2013, the City of Riverside 
will restripe the I-215 Freeway NB ramp at Alessandro Boulevard to 
create a dual eastbound left lane and shared westbound right through 
lane.   
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Therefore, the analysis conducted by the City in 2009 fully analyzed the potential 
for impacts associated with the project and mitigates the potential for impacts 
associated with traffic to a level of less than significant. 

Response to Comment D-4 

The commenter confirms that “the proposed project does not directly abut State 
facilities,” and states that the proposed “may” impact stated facilities “if” the 
proposed project causes the existing facilities to exceed capacity.  No evidence 
was provided by the commenter to indicate that stormwater would be discharged 
to state right of way.  As demonstrated by the analysis in the EIR, the proposed 
project includes construction of an underground stormdrain system, including 
curb inlets and catch basins, to collect stormwater runoff and direct it into the 
proposed 1.8-acre detention basin at the northwest corner of the project site 
(DEIR, Page 3.11-13).  The proposed basin has been sized to retain stormwater 
runoff generated by a 2-, 5-, 10-, and 100-year storm such that the runoff 
generated in the built condition does not significantly exceed existing conditions 
(DEIR, Page 3.11-13).  The proposed detention basin discharges to Sycamore 
Canyon Creek, which flows west through Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park, 
away from the I-215 to the east of the project, which represents the nearest state 
right of way.  In fact, the entire project site – which is which is over 0.5 miles 
from the I-215 – is sloped away from the I-215 and Alessandro, such that no 
stormwater flows will travel towards or into state-owned facilities.  (Draft EIR 
Figure 2-3 [topographical map showing relationship of project site to I-215].)  No 
stormwater flows associated with the proposed project would be discharged 
directly or indirectly to stormwater drainage facilities within state right of way.  
Accordingly, the EIR’s less than significant conclusions are supported by 
substantial evidence. 

Response to Comment D-5 

The 2007 Traffic Impact Analysis provided in the Draft EIR (see Appendix G) 
incorporated most of Caltrans’s requests stated in this comment, with the 
exception of the Synchro analysis and the merge/diverge analysis.  In response to 
Caltrans’s request, the City prepared a Synchro analysis for the Alessandro/I-215 
ramp intersections and all intersections between the project site and the ramp 
intersections pursuant to the specifications Caltrans requested.  The results of the 
analysis were submitted to Caltrans in October 2009 and are presented in the 
Final EIR as Appendix E.  The Synchro analysis provided additional detail and 
clarification of impacts and did not reveal new significant impacts on any of the 
studied intersections.  This information supplements analysis already presented in 
the Draft EIR and confirms the significance conclusions set forth therein.  
Because this information merely clarifies and amplifies analysis that was already 
presented in the Draft EIR, recirculation of the EIR is not required.  (See Master 
Response # 4.)In response to Caltrans’s request, a merge/diverge/weaving 
analysis report was prepared for the I-215 Freeway/Alessandro Boulevard 
interchange by Kunzman Associates in October 2009.  This analysis was 
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submitted to Caltrans and is incorporated into the Final EIR as Appendix F.  The 
analysis includes ramp LOS for existing conditions, opening year + project 
conditions (without mitigation), and opening year + project (with mitigation) 
scenarios, as requested by Caltrans.  The analysis also examines queuing on the 
ramps, as requested by Caltrans.  The results of the analysis indicate that the 
study area merge/diverge/weaving areas are projected to operate at Level of 
Service D or better during the peak hours for Opening Year (2010) with Project 
traffic conditions, with improvements.  Level of Service D meets the target of 
LOS C and LOS D on State facilities set forth in the Guide for the Preparation of 
Traffic Impact Studies.  Accordingly, this supplemental information confirms the 
analysis and significance conclusions already set forth in the City’s Draft EIR 
and merely clarifies and amplifies that analysis.  As such, recirculation of the 
EIR is not required.  (See Master Response # 4.) 

Response to Comment D-6 

The proposed stormwater and drainage facilities are limited to curbs and catch 
basins located throughout the business park and the proposed 1.8-acre detention 
basin.  These facilities are depicted in the project site plan (DEIR, Figure 2-6).  
As indicated above in the Response to Comment D-4, the project will not result 
in a discharge of stormwater to a state right of way. 

Unnamed Drainage 2 is a natural streambed which is not connected to any man-
made drainage system.  This unnamed drainage will not be disturbed by the 
proposed project.   Unnamed Drainage 2 is located within 36.23-acres of property 
to be dedicated as part of the proposed project to the City of Riverside Parks, 
Recreation, and Community Services Department for incorporation into the 
adjacent Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park. (See Draft EIR Figures 3.1-1 and 
3.11-1.)  The proposed basin has been sized to retain stormwater runoff generated 
by a 2-, 5-, 10-, and 100-year storm such that the runoff generated in the built 
condition does not significantly exceed existing conditions that could cause 
erosion in the streambed at the discharge location (DEIR, Page 3.11-13).  There 
are no existing or connecting stormwater facilities.   
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Comment Letter E. Dave Singleton, Native American 
Heritage Commission 

Response to Comment E-1 

Comment noted.  The City of Riverside has complied with the Native American 
contact and records search requested by the Native American Heritage 
Commission.  A cultural resources literature and records search was conducted 
for the proposed project at the Eastern Archaeological Information Center, 
University of California, Riverside, in December 2005 (DEIR, Page 3.4-16).   

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was contacted regarding 
the proposed project on December 2, 2005.  A request was made for review of 
the NAHC sacred lands file and provision of a list of potentially interested Native 
American representatives for the project area.  The NAHC responded on 
December 15, 2005, stating that the search of their sacred lands database did not 
yield any sacred lands or traditional cultural properties within the project area 
(DEIR, Page 3.4-16).  Letters describing the project area and indicating the 
project location were sent to 11 Native American representatives on January 31, 
2006.  Additionally, in accordance with the requirements of SB 18, the City of 
Riverside contacted the NAHC in April 2006 and was provided with a list of 
potentially interested Native American representatives for the project area.  The 
lists of Native American contacts consulted with for the proposed project are 
provided in Tables 3.4-2 and 3.4-3 of the DEIR (DEIR, Pages 3.4-17 and 3.4-18). 

Two comments were received from the Cahuilla Band of Indians and the 
Morongo Band of Mission Indians during the Native American contact made in 
2005.  Mr. Alvino Siva with the Cahuilla Band of Indians responded via 
telephone that the area was known to be sensitive.  The Morongo Band of 
Mission Indians responded separately and also indicated that the area was known 
to be sensitive.  The Morongo Band, in a letter dated February 8, 2006, requested 
testing at CA-RIV-2518, and suggested standard conditions regarding inadvertent 
discoveries and human remains.  The tribe requested that if human remains are 
found, the County Coroner should be contacted.  Further, the Morongo Band 
requested that if Native American cultural resources are found, the find be 
evaluated by an archaeologist and the tribe consulted if a Treatment Plan is 
required (DEIR, Page 3.4-17).   

One response from the tribes was received by the City of Riverside in response to 
their notification and request for consultation under Senate Bill 18 in 2006.  Mr. 
Britt Wilson, representing the Morongo Band of Mission Indians sent an e-mail 
dated June 7, 2006, which requested an update of the site records for the milling 
stations that would be removed by the project and submittal of the updated 
records to the Eastern Information Center at UC Riverside (DEIR, Page 3.4-17) 

Phase II archeological testing was conducted (Sites CA-RIV-2505, CA-RIV-
2518, CA-RIV-2523, CA-RIV-2524, and CA-RIV-2519) and the site records 
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updated for submittal to the UC Riverside Eastern Information Center.  
Additionally, recommendations related to site monitoring, the disposition of 
recovered artifacts, and discovery of Native American human remains have been 
incorporated into the mitigation measures and conditions of approval for the 
proposed project, including Mitigation Measures CR-1, CR-2 and CR-3.  

Response to Comment E-2 

Comment noted.  The City has undertaken consultation with potentially 
interested Tribes as discussed in Responses E-1 and the Responses to Comment 
Letter C.  Section 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that, “The lead 
agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 
who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  (Emphasis 
added.)  Where a commenter submits comments that do not raise environmental 
issues, there is no requirement under CEQA that the City respond.  (Ibid.; see 
also Cleary v. County of Stanislaus (1981) 118 Cal.App.3d 348  360 [holding that 
a Final EIR was adequate under CEQA where it did not respond to comments 
raising non-environmental issues].)  Please see also Master Response # 2.  

Response to Comment E-3 

Comment noted.   Avoidance of cultural resources has been achieved to the 
extent feasible, as recommended by the NAHC.  A total of ten archeological sites 
within the 80.07-acre property were identified during the archeological surveys 
(Phase I and testing) conducted for the proposed project.  Four of the sites occur 
within the proposed project footprint.  Phase II testing and evaluation conducted 
by Jones & Stokes for the project determined that based on the current evidence, 
these four sites, CA-RIV-2505, CA-RIV-2518, CA-RIV-2523 and CA-RIV-
2524, are not eligible for the California Register of Historical Places due to 
insufficient ability to yield information important in prehistory.  Additionally, 
these four sites are not eligible for Landmark or Structure of Merit nomination 
under the City of Riverside Title 20 Cultural Resources Ordinance.  Site records 
were updated for the sites and submitted to the UC Riverside Eastern Information 
Center (DEIR, Page 3.4-26).  Regarding the two sites that are within the 
development footprint, it is not feasible to redesign the project to avoid those 
sites because it would introduce new environmental impacts on other areas of the 
site (see Response C-7), nor is redesigning the site required because impacts to 
cultural resources are already less than significant (State CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4(a)(3) [“Mitigation measures are not required for effects which are not 
found to be significant.”]). 

The remaining five sites, CA-RIV-2514, CA-RIV-2516, CA-RIV-2517, CA-
RIV-2521, and CA-RIV-2522, are located within the 36.23-acre property that 
would be dedicated to the City of Riverside Parks, Recreation & Community 
Services Department for inclusion within the City’s Sycamore Canyon 
Wilderness Park.  These sites would be managed by the City of Riverside Parks, 
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Recreation, and Community Services Department under the existing Sycamore 
Canyon Wilderness Park Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Management Plan and 
Updated Conceptual Development Plan (DEIR, Page 3.4-27). 

The project site is not known to contain human remains nor was evidence of 
long-term human habitation of the site found during the cultural resources 
records search, assessment, and Phase II testing.  Mitigation Measure CR-3 is 
proposed to address the potential for discovery of Native American human 
remains during excavation activities. 

Response to Comment E-4 

Refer to Response E-1.  The City has fully analyzed and mitigated for the 
project’s potential to impact cultural resources. 

Response to Comment E-5 

Refer to Response E-1 and E-3.  The City has fully analyzed and mitigated for 
the project’s potential to impact cultural resources. 

Response to Comment E-6 

Refer to Response E-3. 
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Comment Letter F. Daniel Kopulsky, California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

Response to Comment F-1 

Comment noted.  Refer to Response D-5.  A merge/diverge/weaving analysis 
report was prepared for the I-215 Freeway/Alessandro Boulevard interchange 
(including both the northbound and southbound ramps) by Kunzman Associates 
in October 2009 (Refer to Appendix F of the FEIR).  The analysis included the 
northbound and southbound ramps of the I-215 Freeway.   

The differences in the traffic volumes at the Alessandro/I-215 SB and NB 
intersections noted by Caltrans in the Traffic Impact Assessment report (DEAR, 
Appendix G), is not statistically significant (approximately 3% total).  The traffic 
volumes for the morning peak hour are the same for both the Alessandro/I-215 
SB and NB intersections.  The difference in volumes across the bridge is 
approximately two percent which is expected to be the result of duplicate vehicle 
counts and/or illegal U-turns.  During the evening peak period, the traffic patterns 
are different at the two intersections causing the peak hours to be different 
therefore the traffic volumes are different at the two intersections.  This 
difference in traffic volumes is typical and part of accepted traffic engineering 
practice. 

In response to Caltrans’s request, the City prepared a Synchro analysis for the 
Alessandro/I-215 ramp intersections and all intersections between the project site 
and the ramp intersections pursuant to the specifications Caltrans requested.  The 
results of the analysis were submitted to Caltrans in October 2009 and are 
presented in the Final EIR as Appendix E.  The Synchro analysis provided 
additional detail and clarification of impacts and did not reveal new significant 
impacts on any of the studied intersections.  This information supplements 
analysis already presented in the Draft EIR and confirms the significance 
conclusions set forth therein.  Because this information merely clarifies and 
amplifies analysis that was already presented in the Draft EIR, recirculation of 
the EIR is not required.  (See Master Response # 4.)Accordingly, the analysis and 
significance conclusions in the Draft EIR remain accurate, and no changes to the 
analysis are required. 
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Comment Letter G. Greg Holmes, California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 

Response to Comment G-1 

Comment noted.  The City of Riverside incorporated a comment letter (dated 
November 2, 2007) provided by the Department of Toxic Substances (DTSC) 
into the DEIR.  The comments provided in the letter were addressed in the 
analysis provided in the DEIR.  (See Draft EIR § 3.6.) 

Response to Comment G-2 

Comment noted.  The City of Riverside understands that the March Air Reserve 
Base is under the base’s Installation Restoration Program under the oversight of 
DTSC, with the current Project Manager, Stephen Niou. The Draft EIR analyzed 
the potential for safety hazards associated with airport uses, and concluded that 
they were not significant.  (Draft EIR p. 3.6-7 through 3.6-9, Figure 3.6-1 
[overlaying project site onto airport hazard zones].) 

Response to Comment G-3 

Comment noted.  The Draft EIR prepared and circulated by the City is a site-
specific EIR for the proposed project.  As discussed in the Notice of Preparation 
Environmental Checklist (DEIR, Appendix A at pp. 12-13), no potential for 
contamination of soils by hazardous materials within the proposed project 
boundary was found to exist because the site has not been previously developed.  
In the highly unlikely event that any contamination is found on the site, both the 
City and the project applicant would be subject to all local, state, and federal laws 
regarding remediation of that contamination.  Accordingly, no mitigation 
measures are required to address this impact.  The City of Riverside understands 
that DTSC can provide hazardous materials remediation oversight for future 
projects. 

Response to Comment G-4 

The mailing list addressee for receipt of the FEIR has been updated from 
Maureen F. Gorsen to Greg Holmes. 
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San Bernardino Valley 

Audubon Society 
 

 
 

via electronic and US mail 
 
August 19, 2009 
 
Patricia Brenes, Senior Planner  
City of Riverside 
Community Development Department 
Planning Division 
3900 Main ST, Third Floor 
Riverside CA. 92522 
951-826-5933 
pbrenes@riversideca.gov  
 
RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Western Realco-Alessandro 

Business Center SCH # 2007021005 
 
These comments are submitted on behalf of the Center for Biological Diversity, San 

Bernardino Valley Audubon Society, and the Sierra Club (collectively “Conservation Groups”) 
on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR” of “EIR”) for the Western Realco-
Alessandro Business Center (“Project”), SCH # 2007021005, located northwest of the 
intersection of Alessandro Blvd and San Gorgonio Drive.  The Conservation Groups appreciate 
the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations regarding the impacts of this project. 

 
The Project, proposing over 650,000 square feet of commercial and industrial warehouse 

development, will result in numerous significant impacts to the environment and community that 
are unfortunately neglected in the DEIR, including significant negative impacts to biological 
resources and the already poor air quality in the region.  The Project is proposed for habitat that 
has been designated as a core reserve for the federally endangered Stephens’ kangaroo rat and 
threatens to sever important habitat linkages to adjacent wildlife preserves.  The project also has 
the potential to impact sensitive wildlife and community resources at the adjacent Sycamore 
Creek Wilderness Park.   

 
The Project would result in significant impacts to air quality contributing tons of diesel 

exhaust and other pollutants into an area recognized as having severely impacted air quality.  
Furthermore, the Project poses a significant impact to climate change, which is neglected in the 
EIR.  The EIR fails to adequately analyze a range of environmental impacts, mitigation 
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measures, and alternatives.  At a minimum, the EIR must be revised and recirculated to remedy 
these deficiencies.  However, because of the permanent and irreconcilable conflicts with the 
Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat Conservation Plan the Project must be denied or the HCPs must 
be amended and consultation must be re-initiated under the Endangered Species Act to 
accommodate the project. 

 
The Center for Biological Diversity is a non-profit environmental organization dedicated 

to the protection of native species and their habitats through science, policy, and environmental 
law.  The Center for Biological Diversity has over 200,000 members and e-activists throughout 
California and the United States, including residents of western Riverside County. The Center 
has worked for many years to protect imperiled plants and wildlife, open space, air and water 
quality, and overall quality of life for people in the Inland Empire. 

 
The San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society (SBVAS) is a local chapter of the National 

Audubon Society, a 501(c)3 corporation.  The SBVAS chapter area covers almost all of 
Riverside and San Bernardino Counties and includes the project area.  We have about 2,000 
members, about half of whom live in Riverside County. Part of our chapter’s mission is to 
preserve habitat in our area, not just for birds, but for other wildlife, and to maintain the quality 
of life in the Inland Empire. 

 
The Sierra Club is a national nonprofit organization of over 732,000 members dedicated 

to exploring, enjoying, and protecting the wild places of the earth; to practicing and promoting 
the responsible use of the earth’s ecosystems and resources; to educating and enlisting humanity 
to protect and restore the quality of the natural and human environment; and to using all lawful 
means to carry out these objectives. Over 193,500 Sierra Club members reside in California.  
The San Gorgonio Chapter of the Sierra Club focuses on issues within the inland empire, 
including western Riverside County. 

 
I. THE EIR MUST FULLY EVALUATE AND ANALYZE IMPACTS TO THE STATE 

AND FEDERALLY PROPTECTED STEPHENS KANGAROO RAT 
 

As mentioned by the Conservation Groups in comments on the Notice of Preparation for 
the DEIR, and incorporated herein by reference, the Project poses a potentially significant threat 
to Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Didpodomys sphensi) (“SKR”) and the surrounding SKR populations 
because the development is planned in a crucial linkage for SKR populations at the Sycamore 
Canyon Core Reserve and March SKR Reserve (collectively “the Sycamore Canyon Core 
Reserve” as definied by the SKR Habitat Conservation Plan). (SKR HCP Figure 26, Sycamore 
Canyon Core Reserve).  Instead of analyzing the Project’s impacts to SKR populations, the SKR 
onsite, the SKR Sycamore Canyon Core Reserve, and important habitat linkages the EIR 
dismisses any substantive analysis of SKR on the project site.  (DEIR at § 3.3).  This fails to take 
into consideration the direct impacts to SKR on site and the indirect impacts to adjacent 
populations from the impacts of the crucial linkage between the Sycamore Canyon and March 
SKR populations.   
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The DEIR claims that as a result of a change to the HCP reserve boundary in 2007 that 
the Project is no longer part of the Sycamore Canyon Core Reserve because new maps have been 
issued by the Riverside County Habitat Conservation Authority (“RCHCA”).  (DEIR at 3.3-7, 
3.3-10, 3.3-29).  However, the RCHCA cannot unilaterally amend the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat 
Habitat Conservation Plan.  Material changes to the HCP that involve reducing the acreage of 
core reserves or segmenting the preserve into isolated parcels, as is proposed by the revised map, 
must undergo a formal amendment and section 7 consultation under the Endangered Species Act. 

 
The EIR fails to discuss the March SKR reserve to the south of the Project, which is 

currently being managed for the benefit of threatened and endangered species, in particular the 
SKR. (CNLM March SKR webpage; CNLM March SKR brochure, CNLM March SKR Preserve 
Sensitive bird locations).  Omission of this important wildlife area constitutes an informational 
omission contrary to CEQA and imposes an improper baseline by failing to consider the existing 
environment.  The DEIR cannot pretend the March SKR reserve does not exist as it does in the 
EIR.  (DEIR at 3.3-29).  The March portion of the Sycamore Canyon-March Core Reserve still 
contains occupied SKR habitat and continues to be managed as an SKR preserve. The proper 
baseline for environmental analysis is the existing environment at the time of the project’s Initial 
Study. This existing environment includes actual SKR populations in both Sycamore Canyon 
and March. Crucial connectivity exists between these populations through the project site. 

 
The SKR is listed as endangered by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service under the 

Federal Endangered Species Act and threatened by the California Department of Fish and Game 
under the California Endangered Species Act.  The potential impacts to SKR occupying the 
habitat, adjacent SKR populations, and the SKR HCP must be fully disclosed, analyzed, 
mitigated, and avoided in the EIR.  There is no indication, however, that the project site was 
even surveyed for SKR, despite the fact that other surveys indicated the presence of SKR. 

 
The proposed project would result in an overall direct loss of over 39 acres of currently 

existing open space that is a critical linkage between the populations of SKR within the existing 
Sycamore Canyon-March Core Reserve for the SKR.  Populations of SKR exist within the 
Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park north of Alessandro Blvd.  Additionally, there is known 
occupied habitat for SKR within the March Air Force Base property south of Alessandro Blvd. 
and west of Highway 215, and on the Project site.  The linkage between populations is essential 
in maintaining the integrity of the overall Sycamore Canyon reserve, allowing genetic flow and 
animal dispersal between the two component parts of the reserve.  

 
The 1999 Biological Opinion (“BO”) issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

recognizes that Sycamore Canyon is unlikely to maintain a viable population of Stephen’s 
kangaroo rats, absent the connection to the March portion of the core reserve (1999 BO 1-6-99-
F-13 on the Disposal and Reuse of March Air Force Base at pg. 21).  The 1999 BO thus indicates 
that if the connection is severed between the Sycamore Canyon and March units of the Sycamore 
Canyon Core Reserve, the longterm viability of the Sycamore Canyon unit could be jeopardized.  
Already habitat fragmentation has affected the genetic diversity of SKR.  (McCleneghan and 
Truesdale 2002).  The EIR must disclose and analyze the Project’s potential to impact genetic 
flow and population viability for the SKR. 
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Protection of SKR movement across Alessandro Boulevard has long been seen as 

essential for SKR conservation. The 1990 Biological Opinion for the Highway 215 improvement 
project required Caltrans to construct culverts under Alessandro to maintain the biological 
connection between SKR populations. (Final SKR HCP 5(e); 1990 BO 1-6-90-F-29 Regarding 
Proposed Improvements to State Route 215 at pg. 4).1 However, this improvement has not been 
implemented. Despite this, the animals currently successfully cross Alessandro Blvd in order to 
achieve this crucial genetic interchange.  According to the 1999 Biological Opinion for the 
Disposal and Reuse of March Air Force Base, the large, contiguous, and intact Sycamore 
Canyon/March AFB Core SKR Reserve is important: 
 

because small isolated populations of SKR in the plan area and reserve system are at risk 
simply because of their small sizes. Small populations have a higher probability of 
extinction than larger populations because their low abundance renders them susceptible 
to stochastic (random naturally occurring) events such as inbreeding, the loss of genetic 
variation, high variability in age and sex ratios, and catastrophes such as floods, droughts, 
or disease epidemics … 
 
Another factor that renders populations vulnerable to stochastic events is isolation, which 
often acts in concert with small population size to increase the probability of extinction 
for endangered populations. Urbanization and land conversion has fragmented the 
historic ranges of the SKR such that remaining blocks of occupied habitat now function 
independently of each other. Isolated populations are more susceptible to extirpation by 
accidental or natural catastrophes because their recolonization has been precluded. 

 
(1999 BO 1-6-99-F-13 at pp. 20-21.) Based on modeling, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
estimated the long-term probability of persistence of the Sycamore Canyon SKR population 
would drop from 66 percent to 42 percent if the March population were lost. (1999 BO 1-6-99-F-
13 at p. 21.) The same result necessarily applies if the linkage between these populations is 
severed or severely impacted from development and disturbance that SKR are no longer able to 
utilize the corridor.  Accordingly, the Fish and Wildlife Service modeling indicates that the 
Project and the EIR’s assumptions will result in the likely elimination of the Sycamore Canyon 
SKR population – an impact that is entirely ignored in the DEIR. 
 

The Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report for the SKR HCP 
(“HCP EIS/EIR”) also indicates that SKR can and do move across Alessandro between the 
project site and areas to the south. The HCP EIS/EIR states that: 
 

Chance crossings of the road by SKR and manual relocation of SKR from one portion of 
the reserve to the other would be a practical and biologically acceptable way to maintain 
connectivity among SKR populations in the reserve. Relocation, however, will require 
coordination of efforts by the City of Riverside Park and Recreation Department (the 

                                                 
1 The EIR must analyze the Project’s potential to interfere with the terms of the 1990 Biological Opinion 1-6-90-F-
29 Regarding Proposed Improvements to State Route 215 that require the construction of a culvert under Alessandro 
Blvd. to provide habitat connectivity for SKR. 
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manager of Sycamore Canyon Park) and The Nature Conservancy (the manager of the 
MAFB conservation areas). 

 
(SKR HCP EIS/EIR p. C-5.) We are unaware of any current relocation efforts by the City, 
further increasing the importance of the project site as a linkage between Sycamore Canyon and 
SKR populations to the south. 

 
These statements in the Biological Opinion and HCP EIS/EIR indicate that SKR 

movement between Sycamore Canyon and March is both possible and extremely important to 
the viability of the Sycamore Canyon preserve. The project will sever and/or substantially 
degrade the remaining connection between the March and Sycamore Canyon SKR populations 
because it is placed on a narrow constrained linkage, or pinch point, between the March and 
Sycamore Canyon populations.  (SKR HCP Sycamore Canyon, Cropped Map).  The effect on 
the long-term viability of the Sycamore Canyon SKR population is potentially significant and 
must be disclosed and fully mitigated or avoided during the EIR process. 
 

The EIR cannot rely on the March Air Force Base tradeout as a basis for determining that 
the impacts to the Stephen’s kangaroo rat would be less than significant.  The SKR HCP requires 
that the March Air Force Base tradeout must be subject to environmental review and Endangered 
Species Act consultation before the March portion of the Core Reserve is made available for 
development. (Final SKR HCP 5(C)(1)(e)). The 1999 Biological Opinion for the Disposal and 
Reuse of March Air Force Base further states that the SKR HCP must be amended prior to any 
impacts to the Core Reserve not addressed in the SKR HCP.  (1999 BO 1-6-99-F-13 at p. 20.) To 
date, none of these requirements – environmental review, Endangered Species Act consultation, 
or HCP amendment - have been met for the tradeout.  Notably, the 1999 Biological Opinion is 
not an Endangered Species Act consultation on the tradeout, but merely anticipates that the 
effects of the tradeout will be reviewed in the future.  (1999 BO 1-6-99-F-13 at pp. 19-21.) 
 

The EIR should also analyze the potential for night lighting to impact SKR populations 
both on and off the Project site.  SKR often forages and moves around at night. Natural and 
artificial lighting impacts kangaroo rats because it inhibits their nocturnal foraging and makes 
them more susceptible to the chance of predation.  (COSEWIC 2006).  The EIR must discuss the 
extent that the proposed lighting will reduce SKR habitat adjacent to the project because of 
predation or avoidance. 

 
Importantly, the EIR should disclose and analyze impacts to SKR on the Project site and 

not simply dismiss the obligation for disclosure and analysis required by CEQA under the guise 
that the Project applicant must pay the appropriate mitigation fee.  (DEIR at 3.3-2).  (SKR HCP 
Figure 26, Sycamore Canyon Core Reserve (Project site mapped as known occupied SKR 
habitat). Surveys for SKR should be conducted on the project site and adjacent to the project site 
to determine the potential impact from the project.  Surveys are necessary to disclose to the 
responsible agencies what the overall impact of the project site would be to the existing SKR 
population, to determine the potential impacts to adjacent SKR populations, and to provide 
sufficient tracking and monitoring data.  Without SKR surveys and the disclosure of accurate 
information regarding the presence of SKR on the Project site, the EIR would violate the 
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information requirements of CEQA to disclose and evaluate impacts to rare, threatened, 
sensitive, or endangered species. 

 
The CEQA Guidelines require mandatory findings of significance when a project “has 

the potential to … substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten or eliminate a plant or animal 
community, [or] reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare or threatened 
species …” (CEQA Guidelines § 15065(a).)  The project will do all of these things. It has the 
potential to substantially reduce the habitat of the SKR, cause the Sycamore Canyon SKR 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, and/or threaten or eliminate the Sycamore 
Canyon SKR population by reducing the long-term viability of the population. In addition, it will 
manifestly reduce the number and/or restrict the range of the endangered SKR by directly 
destroying occupied habitat and severing the connection between Sycamore Canyon and March 
populations. 
 

A. THE EIR MUST FULLY EVALUATE AND ANALYZE IMPACTS TO THE 
AFFECTED HCPS AND BIOLOGICAL OPINIONS 

 
The Project has the potential to conflict with the established SKR Habitat Conservation 

Plan, which must be fully disclosed and analyzed.  CEQA requires the evaluation of a project’s 
potential to conflict with an established HCP.  CEQA Guidelines App. G.  The Project would 
impact the important connection between the Sycamore Canyon and March Air Force Base SKR 
populations that provides a tenuous connectivity relied upon in the SKR HCP.  Furthermore, the 
elimination of the connection acts as the functional separation of the Sycamore Canyon and 
March Air Force Base populations reducing the population viability of SKR within the Core 
Reserve, and reducing the overall population viability analysis of the SKR HCP.  (1999 BO 1-6-
99-F-13 at p. 21.)   

 
Moreover development of the parcel threatens the implementation of requirements under the 
SKR HCP and associated Biological Opinions.  As referenced above the SKR HCP and 1990 
Biological Opinion for Interstate 215 (1-6-90-P-29) required Caltrans to "provide for a crossing 
for SKR under Alessandro Boulevard to connect the Sycamore Canyon Study Area to habitat on 
MAFB."  (SKR HCP 5(E)(1)(a)).  The industrial development of this land and conversion of it 
precludes the necessary mitigation measures required by Caltrans as part of their obligation to 
provide for a connection across Alessandro or the conservation of privately held parcels south of 
Alessandro to maintain functional connectivity as required by the SKR HCP.  54. (SKR HCP 
5(E)(1)(a)).  The EIR has not disclosed how Caltrans has achieved that conservation and whether 
the development of this privately held land would prohibit the implementation of the SKR HCP 
and conditions of the 1990 Biological Opinions for Interstate 215. 
 

As discussed above this Project would potentially conflict with the existing SKR HCP 
and re-open the HCP for evaluation and amendment, pending section 7 consulation.  50 C.F.R. § 
402.16(a-d).  These impacts must be fully disclosed in the EIR. 
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II. THE EIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY DISCLOSE AND ANALYZE IMPACTS TO 
AESTHETIC AND RECREATIONAL RESOURCES 

 
The location of the project will cause a significant impact on the aesthetic character of the 

area.  Any substantial negative effect of a project on view and other features of beauty could 
constitute a significant environmental impact under CEQA. See Quail Botanical Gardens 
Foundation, Inc. v. City of Encinitas, (4th Dist. 1994), 29 Cal.App.4th 1597, 1604.  Personal 
observations on nontechnical issues such as aesthetics and affects upon a viewshed can constitute 
substantial evidence that there will be a significant impact under CEQA.  Ocean View Estates 
Homeowners Assn., Inc. v. Montecito Water Dist., (2nd Dist 2004), 116 Cal. App. 4th 396, 402.  
These comments emphasize that the project would create a significant detrimental effect on the 
aesthetic quality of the area.   

 
The project will have a significant effect on the visual character of the area by creating a 

aesthetically undesirable large scale industrial warehouse project, contributing to increased 
urbanization of existing natural areas, destroying visually desirable wildlife, plant species, and 
natural areas, impacting the viewshed of the regionally important Sycamore Canyon Wilderness 
Park, and increasing tractor trailer diesel truck traffic.  On the Project site the EIR and Biological 
Surveys document numerous wildlife species and scenic vistas of the surrounding Sycamore 
Canyon Wilderness Park, Box Springs Mountains, and March Preserve.  (See DEIR § 3.1 and 
App D.).  The Conservation Groups find the large industrial project aesthetically unpleasant in its 
own right. The project will also result in the further destruction of the native plants, rock 
outcroppings, natural grasslands, and low rolling hills that provide aesthetic, spiritual, and 
scientific values for the Conservation Groups from adjacent parklands and thoroughfares.  
Increasing the amount of automobile and heavy truck traffic in the area will further degrade the 
character of the community.  The destruction of additional habitat for listed species is a 
substantial negative effect of the project that will impact the visual character of the area.  The 
detrimental effect on the viewshed would be seen by adjacent residents within the project 
vicinity, individuals passing along the roadway, and the many public individuals enjoying the 
regionally important Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park across the road and to the north of the 
project.  As a matter of law these observations represent the substantial evidence necessary to for 
a finding of significance and the required mitigation under CEQA. 

 
Furthermore, the EIR disregards the impacts to the recreational resources of Sycamore 

Canyon Wilderness Park.  The Project would result in the permanent conversion of area that was 
designated as parkland under the Riverside General Plan 2025.  (See e.g. DEIR at 3.7-17).  The 
dedication of open space in an area previously designated as open space does not provide 
adequate mitigation to offset these impacts to recreational resources.  This represents a 
cumulative decrease in available open space and parkland in the City.  It also prevents the 
Conservation Groups from recreational pursuits related to the scientific, spiritual, and aesthetic 
use of wildlife and open space in the City of Riverside.  The project would also limit the ability 
of recreational users to access the park from the intersection of Alessandro Blvd and San 
Gorgonio Drive by placing a massive industrial project on what is currently open space.  Finally, 
the EIR fails to analyze the project’s inconsistency with General Plan Ordinances relating to 
recreation and aesthetics contrary to CEQA. 
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III. THE DEIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY ANALYZE THE PROJECT’S NOICE 
IMPACTS 

 
 The EIR fails to adequately disclose and analyze the impacts to adjacent communities 
and public resources from the noise related to construction and operation.  For example the EIR 
discloses that typical construction noise at 50 feet would range from 78 to 89 dBA, (DEIR at 3.8-
14), while the applicable noise thresholds for the City are 55-65 dBA. (DEIR at 3.8-18).  Even 
with the construction mitigation measures that would reduce the impacts from 3-5 dBA the noise 
related impacts would be significant for users of the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park or the 
residents that live across Alessandro Blvd. from the Project.  Furthermore, the EIR admits that 
the operational emissions will contribute to an increase in the existing noise levels that exceed 
the City of Riverside General Plan Guidelines, yet fail to adequately disclose and mitigate this 
significant impact.  (DEIR 3.8-17).  The EIR must engage in a good faith disclosure and analysis 
of the significant impacts from noise (DEIR 3.8-14, 3.8-17, 3.8-18, 7-6), and hide behind 
conflicting determinations of significance contrary to CEQA’s information disclosure 
requirements. 
 
IV. THE EIR MUST ADEQUATELY ANALYZE AND MITIGATE AIR QUALITY 

IMPACTS 
 

The EIR fails to adequately analyze and mitigate the significant impacts to air quality 
resulting from the project.  Californians experience the worst air quality in the nation, with 
annual health and economic impacts estimated in at 8,800 deaths (3,000–15,000 probable range) 
and $71 billion ($36–$136 billion) per year (Cayan 2006). Ozone and particulate matter (PM) are 
the pollutants of greatest concern (maximum levels are about double California’s air quality 
standards) and the current control programs for motor vehicles and industrial sources cost about 
$10 billion per year.  In light of these underlying conditions it is critical that the air quality 
analysis be rigorous.  The EIR is required to properly analyze the Projects’ direct, indirect, and 
cumulative contribution to deteriorating air quality. 

A. SIGNIFICANT AIR QUALITY HAZARDS IN RIVERSIDE COUNTY 

 
Riverside County has the dubious distinction of being one of the most polluted areas in 

the country.  (American Lung Association 2005; American Lung Association 2008).  The Project 
will directly result in an increase in construction emissions and vehicle trips per day which will 
increase the level of a broad number of criteria pollutants under the Clean Air Act.  The Project 
will result in significant impacts to air quality that result from significant levels of emissions of 
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs), Nitrogen Oxides (NOx), Carbon Monoxide (CO), and 
Particulate Matter of 10 microns and 2.5 microns or less (PM10 and PM2.5).  Increased diesel 
exhaust is particularly detrimental to long term human and lung health.   

 
 Ozone (O3) is the chief component of the common pollutant known as "smog."  Ozone is 
formed when emissions including reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) 
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undergo photochemical reactions in sunlight and are transformed to O3.  Ozone irritates lung 
airways and causes inflammation much like a sunburn.  Ozone causes wheezing, coughing, pain 
when taking a deep breath, and breathing difficulties during outdoor activities.  The American 
Lung Association focuses on ozone as one of the most hazardous of the common air pollutants.  
(American Lung Association 2008).  Repeated exposure to ozone pollution for several months 
may cause permanent lung damage.  Children, the elderly, and those with respiratory problems 
are most at risk, but anyone who spends time outdoors may be affected.  Even at very low levels, 
ozone triggers a variety of health problems including aggravated asthma, reduced lung capacity, 
and increased susceptibility to pneumonia and bronchitis.  Ozone also interferes with the ability 
of plants to produce and store food, which makes them more susceptible to disease, insects, and 
weather, and damages the leaves of trees and plants, ruining the appearance of cities, national 
parks, and recreation areas.  Ozone also reduces crop yields, and is, in fact, responsible for 98% 
of air quality related crop damage in California.  A revised EIR must adequately discuss the 
proposed project’s production of ozone precursor emissions and the direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impact both on human health and on vegetation and wildlife habitat, especially 
habitat for threatened, endangered, and sensitive species.   

 
 Particulate matter (PM) is a category of pollutant which includes the respirable particles 
suspended in the the air.  PM is classified into "coarse" particles, PM10, or those under 10 
microns in diameter, and "fine" particles, PM2.5, or those under 2.5 microns in diameter, and 
comes from a variety of sources including diesel exhaust, windblown dust from agriculture and 
construction and motor vehicles.  Because the human respiratory system's ability to filter out 
harmful particles decreases as particles size decreases, the smallest particles lodge deepest in the 
lungs and are especially dangerous.  PM can contain at least 40 toxic chemicals including heavy 
metals, nitrates, sulfates, and aerosols, as well as soot, soil, and dust. 

   
 PM is associated with extreme health consequences.  PM causes premature death, 
aggravates asthma, increases coughing, painful breathing, and chronic bronchitis, and decreases 
lung function.  Lung inflammation caused by inhaling PM can also lead to changes in heart 
rhythm, constriction of blood vessels, blood coagulation, and increased risk of heart attacks.  
Unlike what is believed about some other air pollutants, there is no "safe" level of PM pollution: 
even very low levels of PM lead to health impacts.  (EWG 2002 at 25).  One study found that in 
Riverside County alone, 353 deaths per year are due to current PM10 levels, and 42,149 asthma 
attacks per year are due to current PM10 levels.  (EWG 2002 at 19).  The EIR’s failure to 
adequately analyze the link between air quality, health impacts, and impacts to biological 
resources render it inadequate.  This and other information must be analyzed in a revised EIR so 
that the project’s air quality impacts can be analyzed in the full environmental context. 

B. THE EIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY DESCRIBE THE PROJECT AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND ADEQUATELY ANALYZE IMPACTS 

 
The EIR must provide a stable and accurate project description in order to properly 

inform decision makers and the public, as well as provide a proper basis for analysis of impacts 
and mitigation to address those impacts.  Here the EIR fails to fully disclose and analyze the air 
quality impacts from diesel emissions.  One of the project objectives is the “transportation of 
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goods and services” provided by over 400,000 square feet of industrial warehouse/distribution.  
Much of the transportation and traffic associated with industrial warehouse and distribution 
facilities will be diesel truck traffic, which poses a much greater threat to human health due to 
the carcinogenic effects of diesel exhaust and fine particulates associated with diesel emissions.  
However, the EIR fails to describe what types of vehicles will be accessing the facility, in what 
volumes, at what frequency, and during what times.  The EIR must fully disclose the types of 
vehicles that will be associated with the Project because those different vehicles pose very 
different threats and must be analyzed and mitigated in different fashions. 

 
The EIR also fails to adequately describe the environmental baseline of the area affected 

and regional setting in order to properly inform the CEQA process.  CEQA Guidelines § 
15125(a) &(c).  The California Air Resources Board and others confirm close proximity to high 
traffic and the associated emissions may lead to adverse health effects beyond those associated 
with regional air pollution in urban areas. (CARB 2005). Specifically, these studies found 
reduced lung function and increased asthma in children within 1,000 feet of heavy traffic. Id. In 
addition to the respiratory health effects, proximity to freeways increases potential cancer risk. 
Id.  The Project compounds the existing negative air quality from adjacent industrial warehouse 
facilities, and freeway interchanges.  These combined cumulative air quality impacts must be 
scrupulously analyzed.  Furthermore the EIR fails to analyze the conflicts with the City policies 
regarding the development of large industrial warehouse facilities.  (City of Riverside 2008).  
Given the sensitive receptors and significant impacts to human health that could result from the 
Project’s impacts it is troubling that the EIR chooses to omit information from the analysis.  For 
example the EIR fails to include offsite delivery and haul trucks in its analysis of the exposure of 
sensitive receptors to the Project’s air quality impacts.  (DEIR at 3.2-26). 

 
Some land uses are considered more sensitive to air pollution than others due to the types 

of population groups or activities involved. The South Coast Air Quality Management District 
("SCAQMD") includes in its list of sensitive receptors, residences, schools, playgrounds, 
childcare centers, convalescent homes, retirement homes, rehabilitation centers, and athletic 
facilities.  The Project is adjacent to the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park, recognized by the 
City as a sensitive reception.  (City of Riverside 2008).  Sensitive population groups include 
children, the elderly, and the acutely and chronically ill, especially those with cardiorespiratory 
diseases. Residential areas are also considered to be sensitive to air pollution because residents 
tend to be home for extended periods of time, resulting in sustained exposure to any pollutant 
present. The Project fails to adequately identify the number and type of sensitive receptors that 
would be affected by this proposed Project.  For example, the sensitive receptors in the 
residential community across Alessandro are not adequately addressed, neither are the sensitive 
receptors in the regionally important Sycamore Canyon Wilderness park where many in the local 
community go to exercise and recreate.  Exercise increases the impacts of air pollution on 
pulmonary function. 

 
The EIR must analyze consistency with the 2007 Air Quality Management Plan 

(“AQMP”) issued by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD 2007).  It is 
critical that the EIR use a uniform metric for analysis and not rely upon any outdated AQMP to 
assure that the significant impacts from air quality are analyzed appropriately.  Moreover, the 

19149
Line

19149
Text Box
H-9



DEIR Comments-Western Realco- Alessandro Business Center 
August 19, 2009 
Page 11 of 32 

Conservation Groups have concerns regarding the EIR’s analysis and disclosure of the air quality 
analysis.  VMTs were severely undercounted for the air quality emissions leading to a distorted 
project description and omission of significant impacts.  (DEIR App. B).  For example, the EIR 
fails to explain the default trip values for vehicle miles traveled in the EIR to assure that those 
projections are accurate for the current circumstances.  A warehouse distribution facility would 
draw from across the region from such areas as the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, and 
other national distribution location, which contribute to substantial negative air quality impacts 
(Daily News 2009; Bluffstone 2007).  This leads other similarly situated projects to find 
numerous significant air quality impacts (County of Riverside 2009).  The EIR must further 
assure that assumptions used for traffic projections properly correspond with the assumptions 
used for the air quality analysis.  Failure to properly account for the full description of the project 
and its impacts violates CEQA. 

C. THE EIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY EXAMINE THE PROJECT’S HEALTH 
RISKS 

 
 The EIR’s air quality analysis fails to adequately address the Project's effect on the 
community's health. Although the DEIR acknowledges that proximity to roads is related to 
adverse health outcomes, including respiratory problems, the document fails to conduct this 
critical study of demonstrating what the qualitative or quantitative risk is associated to nearby 
residents as result of the Project.  The Project can lead to increased rates of asthma, decreased, 
lung or cardiac function, and other threats, but there is no analysis of what that means for the 
regional residents or visitors. Without this information, it is all but impossible to accurately and 
effectively gauge the severity and extent of the health', effects that would result from building the 
proposed Project. Again, the agencies have a duty to "painstakingly ferret out" the Project's 
impacts. Envt'l Planning and Information Council of W. EI Dorado County v. County of El 
Dorado (1982) 131 Cal. App. 3d 350,357.  It is critically important that the EIR emphasize the 
cumulative impacts of negative air quality and not simply dismiss those issues without thorough 
analysis and mitigation. 
 
 The Project will exacerbate the existing non-attainment for several criteria pollutants 
such as ozone, PM10, and PM2.5, yet fails to adequately disclose and analyze the Project’s 
cumulatively significant contribution to those impacts.  Because it neglects to recognize the 
significance of the impacts the EIR fails to analyze and adopt all the feasible mitigation 
measures. 

D. THE EIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY ANALYZE AND IMPOSE MITIGATION 
MEASURES FOR SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS TO AIR QUALITY 

 
 In an attempt to subvert the procedural requirements of CEQA the EIR fails to adopt 
feasible mitigation measures that would have substantially lessened significant environmental 
impacts resulting from the Project.  To effectuate its overarching purpose of reducing 
environmental harm, CEQA requires that “public agencies should not approve projects as 
proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would 
substantially lessen” a Project’s significant environmental effects.  Pub. Res. Code § 21002; 
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Guidelines 15021.  CEQA’s substantive mandate is clear, “each public agency shall mitigate or 
avoid the significant effects on the environment of projects that it caries out or approves 
whenever it is feasible to do so.”  Pub. Res. Code § 21002.1(b) (emphasis added)..  Mitigation of 
a project’s significant impacts is one of the “most important” functions of CEQA.  Sierra Club v. 
Gilroy City Council, 222 Cal.App.3d 30, 41 (1990). 
 
 There are numerous mitigation measures that could be adopted to reduce the significant 
air quality impacts associated with this project.  Many of the mitigation measures outlined to 
reduce the significant impacts associated with greenhouse gas emissions can reduce criteria 
pollutants.  Therefore the EIR should fully analyze all greenhouse gas and criteria pollutant 
mitigation measures, including those attached (CAPCOA 2008 at Appendix B; California Office 
of the Attorney General 2008), in order to reduce the significant impacts to air quality, or 
describe why those mitigation measures are infeasible.  Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(1)(B).  In 
accordance with CEQA’s substantive mandate the Project cannot be approved when there are 
feasible mitigation measure to reduce those significant impacts.  Pub. Res. Code §§ 21002, 
21002.1(b).     
 
V. THE EIR MUST ADEQUATELY ADDRESS THE IMPACTS OF GLOBAL 

WARMING AND CLIMATE CHANGE 
 

As discussed in the comments provided on the NOP, as a potential significant impact, the 
Draft EIR must thoroughly evaluate alternatives and mitigation measures that would reduce the 
Project’s greenhouse gas emissions.  Curbing greenhouse gas emissions to limit the effects of 
climate change is one of the most urgent challenges of our time.  Fortunately, the California 
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§ 21000 et seq., 14 Cal. Code 
Regs. § 15000 et seq. (“Guidelines”), set forth a clear and mandatory process to address the 
Project’s greenhouse gas and global warming impacts.  This letter sets forth how this analysis 
should be completed.   
 

A. THE EIR MUST ADDRESS THE IMPACT GLOBAL WARMING WILL HAVE 
ON THE PROJECT 

 
The Supreme Court has acknowledged that “[t]he harms associated with climate change 

are serious and well recognized.”  Massachusetts v. EPA, 127 S. Ct. 1438, 1455 (2007).  
Environmental review requires the consideration of climate change, including how climate 
change has and will continue to impact the affected environment.  See e.g. Center for Biological 
Diversity v. NHTSA, 508 F.3d 508 (9th Cir. 2007) (“Global warming has already affected plants, 
animals, and ecosystems around the world.  Some scientists predict that ‘on the basis of mid-
range climate-warming scenarios for 2050, that 15-37% of species in our sample of regions and 
taxa will be ‘committed to extinction.’”).  Global warming’s well-established impacts on 
resources including air quality, water resources, and biological resources will combine with and 
exacerbate the effects of development under the Project, and the EIR must address this critically 
important aspect of the problem.  The EIR must also account for the dramatic impacts of global 
warming in determining a viable threshold for significance of the Project’s impacts, and adopt all 

19149
Line

19149
Text Box
H-11

19149
Line

19149
Text Box
H-12



DEIR Comments-Western Realco- Alessandro Business Center 
August 19, 2009 
Page 13 of 32 

feasible mitigation measures or alternatives in order to reduce the significant impacts of the 
project. 
 

1 The EIR Must Analyze the Project and Impacts in the Context of a Changed 
Climate 

 
Climate change is already impacting California in severe and irreversible ways (CCCC 

2008).  Global warming affects California’s climate, resulting in increased temperatures, sea 
level rise, and wildfires, and a reduction in snowpack and precipitation levels and water 
availability.   These factors impact the project and the environmental setting of the Project, as 
well as exacerbate the Project’s environmental impacts.  Therefore, the City must adequately 
consider these impacts in the DEIR.  See Guidelines § 15126.2(a) (as EIR “shall also analyze any 
significant environmental effects the project might cause by bringing development and people 
into the area affected.”)  The EIR must analyze global warming’s impacts on the planning, land 
use, biological resources, wildfire, water supply, and other related areas of interest for this 
project.  The EIR must use its best efforts to find out and disclose all it reasonably can about the 
impacts of climate change on the environment and—most importantly—use that information to 
form an educated opinion about how to plan and adapt for the impacts of climate change. 
 

Scientists model future impacts based on different emissions scenarios (Cayan et al. 
2006). Under a low emissions scenario, by the end of this century heat waves and extreme heat 
in Los Angeles will quadruple in frequency and heat-related mortality will increase two to three 
times (Hayhoe et al. 2004).  Alpine and subalpine forests are reduced by 50-75%, and Sierra 
snowpack is reduced 30-70% (Hayhoe et al. 2004).  Under a higher emissions scenario, heat 
waves in Los Angeles will be six to eight times more frequent, with heat-related excess mortality 
increasing five to seven times (Hayhoe et al. 2004).  Alpine and subalpine forests would be 
reduced by 75-90%, and snowpack would decline 74-90%, with impacts on runoff and 
streamflow that, combined with projected declines in winter precipitation, and could 
fundamentally disrupt California’s water rights system (Hayhoe et al. 2004).   
 

a The Impacts of Climate Change on Threatened, Endangered, Rare, and 
Special Status Species  

 
Climate change has impacted a range of ecosystem processes leading to large-scale shifts 

in the ranges of species and the timing of the seasons and animal migration (USGCRP 2009).  
Threats to ecosystems and their species from fires, insect pests, disease pathogens, and invasive 
weed species have increased and will likely continue to increase (USGCRP 2009).  For areas like 
the arid southwest (including the project area) deserts and drylands are likely to become hotter 
and drier, feeding a self reinforcing cycle of invasive species, drought, and wildfire that will 
transform ecosystems (USGCRP 2009). 
 

Climate change is a leading threat to California and the world’s biological diversity.  
Climate change will become one of the major drivers of extinction in the 21st century (IUCN 
2009; Mayhew 2007).  Under a relatively high emissions scenario, 35%, under a medium 
emissions scenario 24%, and under a relatively low emissions scenario, 18% of the world’s 
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species studied would be committed to extinction by the year 2050 (Thomas 2004).  The IPCC, 
the world’s pre-eminent authority on global climate change, projected that approximately 20-
30% of plant and animal species are likely to be at increased risk of extinction (IPCC 2007).  In 
listing species under the ESA, FWS has also recognized that climate change poses an ongoing 
threat to wildlife posing a threat that can lead to extinction.  See e.g. 71 Fed. Reg. 26852, 
Endangered and Threatened Species: Final Listing Determinations for Elkhorn Coral and 
Staghorn Coral; 73 Fed. Reg. 28212, Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants: 
Determination of Threatened Status for the Polar Bear (Ursus maritimus) Throughout Its Range; 
74 FR 1937, Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants: Endangered Status for Black 
Abalone. 

 
Scientists have predicted three categories of impacts from global warming: (1) earlier 

timing of spring events, (2) extension of species’ range poleward or upward in elevation, and (3) 
a decline in species adapted to cold temperatures and an increase in species adapted to warm 
temperatures (Parmesan and Galbraith 2004).  A survey of more than 30 studies covering about 
1600 hundred species summarized empirical observations in each of these three categories and 
found that approximately one half of the species were already showing significant impacts 
(Parmesan and Galbraith 2004).  Changes in the life cycles and behaviors of organisms such as 
plants blooming and birds laying their chicks earlier in the spring were some of the first 
phenomena to be observed.  Depending on the timing and interactions between species, these 
changes may be very harmful.   
 

The Edith’s checkerspot butterfly, in California, provides a clear example of a species 
that has been severely impacted by such changes in the lifecycles of organisms.  The Edith’s 
checkerspot’s host plant, Plantago erecta, now develops earlier in the spring while the timing of 
caterpillar hatching has not changed.   Caterpillars now hatch on plants that have completed their 
lifecycle and dried up, instead of on young healthy plants (Parmesan and Galbraith 2004).  The 
tiny caterpillars are unable to move far enough to find other food and therefore starve to death 
(Parmesan and Galbraith 2004).  Because of this, many Edith’s checkerspot butterfly populations 
have become extinct.   Many more populations have been lost in the southern portion of the 
species’ range than in the northern portion, resulting in a net shift of the range of the species 
northward and upwards in elevation.  All these changes have occurred in response to “only” 1.3° 
Fahrenheit regional warming (Parmesan and Galbraith 2004).    
 

The southernmost subspecies of the Edith’s  checkerspot butterfly, the Quino checkerspot 
butterfly, already listed as endangered under the Endangered Species Act due to habitat 
destruction from urban development and other impacts, has disappeared from nearly 80% of 
otherwise suitable habitat areas due to global warming (Parmesan and Galbraith 2004).  The Bay 
checkerspot and Taylor’s checkerspot butterflies, also listed under the Endangered Species Act, 
have been similarly impacted (Parmesan and Galbraith 2004).   
 

Butterfly species are impacted in other ways as well.  The northward expansion of the 
treeline into alpine meadow butterfly habitat can impede dispersal, fragment habitat, and increase 
mortality via butterfly collisions with the trees (Krajick 2004). 
 

19149
Line

19149
Text Box
H-12



DEIR Comments-Western Realco- Alessandro Business Center 
August 19, 2009 
Page 15 of 32 

While theoretically some species can adapt by shifting their ranges in response to climate 
change, species in many areas today, in contrast to migration patterns in response to 
paleoclimatic warming, must move through a landscape that human activity has rendered 
increasingly fragmented and inhospitable (Walther 2002).  When species cannot shift their 
ranges northward or to increased elevations in response to climate warming, they will become 
extinct (Parmesan and Galbraith 2004).  Therefore, the least mobile species will be the first to 
disappear.    
 
 Species are also at great risk because climate change can alter conditions for diseases and 
their vectors in a way that allows the incidence of disease to increase and spread.  Global 
warming can exacerbate plant disease by altering the biological processes of the pathogen, host, 
or disease-spreading organism (Harvell et al. 2002).  For example, cold winter temperatures limit 
disease in some areas because the cold kills pathogens.  Warmer winter temperatures can 
decrease pathogen mortality and increase disease (Harvell et al. 2002).  Warmer temperatures 
can also increase pathogen growth through longer growing seasons and accelerated pathogen 
development (Harvell et al. 2002).  The most severe and least predictable disease outbreaks will 
likely be when climate change alters host and pathogen geographic ranges, so that pathogens are 
introduced to new and vulnerable hosts (Harvell et al. 2002).   
 
 Climate change will also influence wildlife diseases by affecting the free-living, 
intermediate, or vector stages of pathogens (Harvell et al. 2002).  Many vector-transmitted 
diseases are currently climate limited because the parasites cannot complete development before 
the vectors are killed by cold temperatures (Harvell et al. 2002).  Well studied vector borne 
human diseases such as malaria, Lyme disease, tick-borne encephalitis, yellow fever, plague, and 
dengue fever have expanded their ranges into higher latitude areas as temperatures warm 
(Harvell et al. 2002). 
 

Climate change will also elevate the importance of wildlife linkages to connect species 
populations or provide for migratory corridors for wildlife species impacted by changing 
ecosystem conditions.  One of the critical functions of wildlife corridors or wildlife linkages is 
buffer the negative impacts of climate change on wildlife through facilitating migration and 
genetic flow (Servheen 2007, Halpin 1997).  The project is part of the critical linkage connecting 
habitat for imperiled wildlife.  Thus the importance of that wildlife connection or linkage must 
be analyzed in the context of its elevated importance to provide for wildlife migration due to 
climate change. 
 

It is clear that some impacts from climate change are inevitable, and thus adaptation 
strategies to account for climate change impacts in long term habitat planning will be an essential 
component of any comprehensive strategy to manage the impacts of climate change on species.  
Unfortunately the EIR fails to account for the impacts of climate change on species impacted by 
the Project.  The EIR’s analysis of biological resources fails to adequately analyze global 
warming or climate change, and fails to include a substantive analysis of the impacts of climate 
change on the species that will be negatively impacted by the Project.  This omission falls short 
of the information disclosure requirements under CEQA in considering the environmental effects 
of the permitted harm, harassment, and destruction of imperiled wildlife and wildlife habitat.   
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b The DEIR Must Analyze Global Warming’s Affect on Water Supply in 

Determining Project Water Supply Impacts 
 

The DEIR fails to adequately address the impacts of climate change on water resources 
and availability relied upon by the Project.  The IPCC projects with “high confidence” that water 
supplies stored in mountain snowpacks such as the Sierra Nevada will decline around the world, 
reducing water availability in regions supplied by meltwater (IPCC. 2007a).  Most montane ice 
fields are predicted to disappear during this century, further exacerbating water shortages in 
many areas of the world (Epstein, P.R. and E. Mills 2005).  The IPCC specifically identified the 
American West as vulnerable, warning, “[p]rojected warming in the western mountains by the 
mid-21st century is very likely to cause large decreases in snowpack, earlier snow melt, more 
winter rain events, increased peak winter flows and flooding, and reduced summer flows.”  
(IPCC. 2007b at 62).  These changes would shift available water supplies from summer — when 
they are most needed by people, agriculture, and ecosystems — to earlier in the year (The Rocky 
Mountain Climate Organization, NRDC 2008).  The IPCC also warned that the results would 
include “a projected increase in the chance of summer drying in the mid-latitudes,” which 
includes the American West, “with associated increased risk of drought.”  (IPCC. 2007c)  All in 
all, the IPCC concluded that in North America, including the fast-growing western United States, 
“[r]educed water supplies coupled with increases in demand are likely to exacerbate competition 
for over-allocated water resources.”  (IPCC. 2007b) 
 

The U.S. National Assessment water sector report also summarizes similar concerns: 
 
“More than 20 years of research and more than 1,000 peer-reviewed scientific papers 
have firmly established that a greenhouse warming will alter the supply and demand for 
water, the quality of water, and the health and functioning of aquatic ecosystems.”  
  

(Gleick 2000).  In California the Legislature has recognized that greenhouse gas emissions and 
global warming pose serious threats to natural resources and the environment of California, from 
the potential adverse reduction in the quality and supply of water to the state from the Sierra 
snowpack (Health and Safety Code § 38501(a)).  A dry climate caused by global warming would 
impose large costs and challenges on California, severely affecting the economies of some rural 
and agricultural regions of the state (CCCC 2006a).  There is strong evidence that wildfires, 
precipitation patterns, and snowmelt are already being influenced by anthropogenic climate 
change (Westerling, et al. 2006).  The recognized environmental impacts in the local and 
regional vicinity of the Project must be accounted for in the DEIR. 
 

The impacts of climate change that must be addressed in water resources planning are 
varied and far reaching.  The most significant impacts of global warming on water management 
are rising temperatures, increasing proportions of annual precipitation in the form of rainfall, 
disrupted streamflow timing, altered snowpack conditions, increased evaporation and 
transpiration, greater risk of fires, and sea level rise (NRDC 2007).  Climate change and 
variability will affect the timing, amounts, and form of precipitation, which in turn will affect all 
elements of water systems, from watershed catchment areas to reservoirs, conveyance systems, 
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and wastewater treatment plants (Miller, Kathleen and David Yates. 2005).  These systems are 
already stressed today due to a multitude of factors including limitations on supply from the 
Sacramento San Joaquin Delta (Tepper, Bruce 2008).  Overdraft and contamination of 
groundwater sources have reduced the availability of groundwater supplies in many areas 
(NRDC 2007).  Saltwater intrusion in coastal aquifers is a problem in many areas.  Id.  Climate 
change has the potential to exacerbate these situations, requiring increased attention from water 
managers and municipal planners.   
 

The combined threats of climate change and population growth pose serious threats to the 
water supply of the Sierra Nevada (Sierra Nevada Alliance 2003).  Evidence of warming trends 
is already being seen in winter temperatures in the Sierra Nevada, which rose by almost 2 
degrees Celsius (4 degrees Fahrenheit) during the second half of the 20th century (NRDC 2007).  
Trends toward earlier snowmelt and runoff to the San Francisco Bay-Delta over the same period 
have also been detected (Dettinger, Michael D. and Dan R. Cayan 1994).  Future changes in 
snowpack are a great concern because snow levels have been predicted to retreat 500 feet in 
elevation in California for every rise of one degree Celsius (Roos 2005).  Under a low emissions 
scenario Sierra snowpack is reduced 30-70% (Hayhoe, K., et al.  2004).  Under a higher 
emissions scenario snowpack would decline 74-90%, with impacts on runoff and streamflow.  
Combined  with projected declines in winter precipitation, these changes could fundamentally 
disrupt California’s water rights system.  Id. 
 

A significant body of analysis suggests that total streamflows in the future will be 
reduced in comparison with historical levels (NRDC 2007).  Analysis by the California Climate 
Change Center in 2006 found that climate change could lead to significant reductions in total 
reservoir inflows and total Delta inflows (CCCC 2006b).  Approximately two-thirds of model 
runs revealed likely reductions in total inflows for major northern California reservoirs, with 
maximum projected reductions of approximately 12 percent (CCCC 2006b). 
 

Sea level rise also has potentially severe impacts on water supply (NRDC 2007).  For 
example, for the San Francisco Bay and the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta, global 
warming impacts will compromise ecosystem health, water supply, and water quality.  Id. 
 

Scientists indicate that climate change will also exacerbate the problem of flooding by 
increasing the frequency and magnitude of large storms, which in turn will cause an increase in 
the size and frequency of flood events.  Id.  The increasing cost of flood damages and potential 
loss of life will put more pressure on water managers to provide greater flood protection.  Id.  At 
the same time, changing climate conditions (decreased snowpack, earlier runoff, larger peak 
events, etc.) will make predicting and maximizing water supply more difficult.  Id.  These 
changes in hazard risk and water supply availability must be considered during environmental 
review. 
 

Water quality, in addition to water quantity and timing, will also be impacted. Changes in 
precipitation, flow, and temperature associated with climate change will likely exacerbate water 
quality problems.  Id.  Changes in precipitation affect water quantity, flow rates, and flow 
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timing.2  Shifting weather patterns are also jeopardizing water quality and quantity in many 
countries, where groundwater systems are overdrawn (Epstein, P.R. and E. Mills 2005).  
Decreased flows can exacerbate the effect of temperature increases, raise the concentration of 
pollutants, increase residence time of pollutants, and heighten salinity levels in arid regions 
(Schindler, D.W. 1994).  These issues must be accounted for in the EIR. 
 

c The EIR Must Analyze Global Warming’s Affect on Wildfire in Determining 
Wildfire Impacts 
 

Global warming will greatly affect the rate and intensity of wildfires (IPCC 2007c).  
Wildfires are already increasing due to increased warming in the US (USGRP 2009).  If 
temperatures rise into the medium warming range, the risk of large wildfires in the state could 
increase by 55% (Cayan, et al. 2007).  This is almost twice the increase expected if temperatures 
stay in the lower warming range.  Id.  The risk of wildfire is determined by a combination of 
factors in addition to temperature rise, including precipitation, winds, landscape and vegetation 
conditions, and, as a result the risk will not be identical throughout the state.  Id.  Thus, the DEIR 
must analyze how global warming will exacerbate project impacts on the likelihood and intensity 
of wildfires on the Project.  This analysis should be conducted not only in the project setting, but 
within the area of hazards posed to the project and people. 
 

The EIR fails to adequately address and analyze the impacts of climate change on the 
increasing intensity and frequency of fire for communities in the Wildland Urban Interface 
(WUI).  Much of the Project site is within the WUI because the industrial and commercial 
developments are adjacent to open space that is prone to high severity fire.  Global warming is 
partly responsible for an increase in numbers of large wildfires across the Western United States 
since the late 1980s with longer wildfire seasons and an increased number and more potent 
wildfires (Westerling et al. 2006).  The length of the active wildfire season (when fires are 
actually burning) in the western United States has increased by 78 days, and the average burn 
duration of large fires has increased from 7.5 to 37.1 days (Westerling et al. 2006).  Factors 
resulting from global warming such as earlier snowmelt, higher summer temp, and longer fire 
season increase fire intensity (Running 2006).   
 

d The EIR Must Analyze Global Warming’s Affect on Air Quality in 
Determining Project Air Quality Impacts 
 

Californians experience the worst air quality in the nation and global warming is 
worsening our air quality.  More than 90 percent of the population of California lives in areas 
that violate state air quality standards for ground-level ozone or small particles (particulate 
matter) (USGRP 2009).  Current annual health impacts associated with poor air quality are 
estimated at 8,800 deaths (3,000–15,000 probable range) and over a billion dollars in health care 
costs per year (USGCRP 2009).  Higher temperatures due to global warming increase the 

                                                 
2 The following examples are cited in: Gleick, Peter H. et al., 2000. “Water: The Potential Consequences of Climate 
Variability and Change for the Water Resources of the United States.” The report of the Water Sector Assessment 
Team of the National Assessment of the Potential Consequences of Climate Variability and Change,” U.S. Global 
Change Research Program, Pacific Institute for Studies in Development, Environment, and Security. 
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frequency, duration and intensity of conditions conducive to air pollution formation (USGCRP 
2009).  For example, in Los Angeles and San Joaquin counties the number of days conducive to 
air pollution formation could increase from 25-85% by the end of the century (USGRP 2009).  
Furthermore, air quality could be further impacted by the increased wildfires predicted by global 
warming (USGRP 2009).  As such, the City must consider this impact in its environmental 
analysis. 

 
These are only examples of how global warming will impact development of the project 

and intensify the environmental impacts it will already have.  It is not an exhaustive list.  Thus, 
when analyzing the risk of wildfire posed, or assessing the impact of the Project on water supply, 
air quality, wildfires and biological resources, the DEIR must take into account the effects of 
global warming on these resources.   
 

Without adequate information on greenhouse gas emissions and their relationship to 
climate change, the EIR cannot adequately describe the existing environment, nor can it properly 
analyze the reasonably foreseeable direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the development 
facilitated by the project.  The EIR must place the project into context by fully assessing the 
project’s impacts within this environmental context of a changing climate.  As detailed above, 
this information is readily available and the EIR must evaluate and reveal such information 
before approving a project that will permit the construction of a project impacted by climate 
change. 
 

Similarly, to effectively evaluate the significance of impacts, it is important to establish a 
baseline against which to compare the impacts of a proposed action, consisting of the pre-project 
environmental considerations.  The EIR fails to account for climate change in establishing a 
baseline against which to measure many of the environmental impacts of the project. The EIR’s 
omission of the impacts to the affected environment from climate change and improper 
minimization of the significance of the impacts of the project prevents the EIR from properly 
disclosing the significance of the climate change impacts from the project. 
  

B. The EIR Fails to Adequately Disclose and Analyze the Project’s Impact on Climate 
Change 
 
The EIR fails to properly disclose and analyze the Project’s significant impacts on global 

warming and climate change.  As discussed above, the impacts of climate change are immediate 
and real.  However, the DEIR improperly asserts that the greenhouse gas emissions associated 
with this project will be less than significant.  (DEIR at ES-5).  This analysis fails to recognize 
the need to avoid dangerous anthropogenic interference (DAI) with the climate system.  The 
significance analysis should be revised to recognize the severe impacts of global warming on the 
state from numerous emissions like the proposed project, analyze California’s long term 
emission targets set by Executive Order S-3-05, and consider the extent to which these 
reductions are consistent with the emission reduction pathway necessary to avoid DAI.  

 
The relevant environmental objective with regard to a project’s impact on global 

warming is stabilization of greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would 
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prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference (“DAI”) with the climate system.  Framing the 
objective of a threshold of significance in the context of preventing DAI with the climate system 
is consistent with the policy of CEQA.  As set forth in Public Resources Code Section 21000(d), 
“The capacity of the environment is limited, and it is the intent of the Legislature that the 
government of the state take immediate steps to identify any critical thresholds for the health and 
safety of the people of the state and take all coordinated actions necessary to prevent such 
thresholds being reached.”  With regard to climate change, the prevention of DAI is the critical 
threshold to protect the health and safety of the people of California.  The prevention of DAI 
with the climate is also the objective adopted by the international community.  As set forth in the 
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, to which the United States is a 
party: “The ultimate objective of this Convention and any related legal instruments that the 
Conference of the Parties may adopt is to achieve, in accordance with the relevant provisions of 
the Convention, stabilization of greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that 
would prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate system.”3     

 
Dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate system is a defined concept from 

which a threshold of significance under CEQA can be derived.  While environmental impacts 
from global warming are already being experienced, dangerous anthropogenic interference has 
typically been defined at temperature increases above 2°C from pre-industrial levels, or a 450 
ppm atmospheric concentration of CO2 eq.  (Union of Concerned Scientists 2007).  2050 is the 
time frame commonly set by scientists in which to achieve the emission reductions necessary for 
climate stabilization.  The emission reduction scenario set by AB 32 and Executive Order S-3-
05, whereby emissions are reduced to 1990 levels by 2020 and then to 80% below 1990 levels by 
2050, is consistent with a stabilization scenario in the +/- 450 ppm range.4   

 
However, climate scientists, including NASA’s premier climatologist, James Hansen, are 

increasingly calling for more stringent stabilization targets in order to sufficiently reduce the risk 
of catastrophic outcomes.5  The best available scientific evidence now indicates that a 2°C 
temperature increase from pre-industrial levels is well past the point where severe and 
irreversible impacts will occur.  It is now estimated that a mean global temperature increase of 
1.5°C above pre-industrial levels has the potential to trigger irreversible melting of the Greenland 
ice sheet, a process that would result in an eventual 7m sea level rise over and above that caused 
by thermal expansion of the oceans, and potentially causing an additional sea level rise of 0.75m 
as soon as 2100.  (Warren 2006 at 95).  Specific consequences of a 2°C temperature rise from 
pre-industrial levels include the loss of 97% of the world’s coral reefs and the transformation of 

                                                 
3 United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), art. 2, May 9, 1992, available at 
http://unfccc.int/essential_background/convention/background/items/1349.php. 
4 While the emission reduction targets embodied in AB 32 and Executive Order S-3-05 can inform a determination 
of significance thresholds, this is because they reflect scientific data on needed emissions reductions.  Under CEQA, 
regulatory standards can serve as proxies for significance only to the extent that they accurately reflect the level at 
which an impact can be said to be less than significant.  See, e.g., Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. 
Amador Water Agency, 116 Cal. App. 4th 1099, 1109 (2004).   
5 James Hansen et al., Target Atmospheric CO2: Where Should Humanity Aim? 2 OPEN ATMOSPHERIC SCI. J. 217, 
226 (2008).  450 CO2eq is approximately equivalent to 400 ppm CO2 stabilization, and 400 CO2eq is approximately 
equivalent to 350–375 ppm CO2 stabilization.  Michel den Elzen & Malte Meinshausen, Multi-Gas Emission 
Pathways for Meeting the EU 2°C Climate Target, in AVOIDING DANGEROUS CLIMATE CHANGE 300, 305 (2006). 
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16% of global ecosystems.  Approximately one to three billion people would experience an 
increase in water stress, sea level rise and cyclones would displace millions from the world’s 
coastlines and agricultural yields would fall in the developed world.  (Warren 2006).    In the 
Arctic, ecosystem disruption is predicted owing to complete loss of summer sea ice, with only 
42% of the tundra remaining stable.  This would destroy the Inuit hunting culture and cause the 
extinction of the polar bear and large losses in global populations of birds.  Moreover, because 
Arctic ice functions to reflect heat back into the atmosphere, its loss would allow more sunlight 
to heat the Arctic Ocean and further accelerate the buildup heat and the melting of the Greenland 
ice sheet.  In the Antarctic, key marine mollusks are predicted to become extinct with damaging 
ramifications for the rest of the Antarctic marine ecosystem.  (Warren 2006).   As the devastating 
and irreversible impacts resulting from a 2°C mean global temperature rise are far in excess of 
any reasonable definition of “dangerous” interference with the climate, a 2°C target is not an 
acceptable objective for climate policy. 

 
Moreover, equating a particular atmospheric concentration of greenhouse gases with a 

specific temperature increase involves a significant degree of uncertainty.  This is because 
climate sensitivity – the extent to which temperatures will rise as a result of increasing 
concentrations of heat-trapping gases – depends on Earth’s response to certain physical processes 
that are not fully understood. (Cayan 2007 at 4).  For example, as greenhouse gas emissions 
cause temperatures to rise, the atmosphere can hold more water vapor, which traps heat and 
raises temperatures further – a positive feedback.  Clouds created by this water vapor could 
absorb and re-radiate outgoing infrared radiation from Earth’s surface (another positive 
feedback) or reflect more incoming shortwave radiation from the sun before it reaches Earth’s 
surface (a negative feedback).  (Cayan 2007).  Thus, due to uncertainty in climate sensitivity, 
scientists estimate that the mean probability of exceeding 2°C where stabilizing greenhouse 
gases at a CO2eq level of 450 ppm is 54% with a 30% probability that global average 
temperature would rise more than 3°C.  (Cayan 2007; Union of Concerned Scientists 2007).  This 
is effectively the equivalent of flipping a coin in the hopes that our children and grandchildren 
will not be confronted with the displacement of millions of people due to sea level rise, 
irreversible loss of entire ecosystems, and the triggering of multiple climatic “tipping points” 
wherein climate change begins to feed on itself and spin rapidly out of control. 

 
As noted by the Attorney General in a recent guidance on the treatment of climate change 

in general plans, “the targets set by AB 32 and Executive Order S-3-05 can inform the CEQA 
analysis.”  (California Attorney General 2009 at 4).  However, while the emission reduction 
targets embodied in AB 32 and Executive Order S-3-05 can inform a determination of 
significance thresholds, this is because they reflect scientific data on needed emissions 
reductions.  See Guidelines § 15064(b) (“[t]he determination of whether a project may have a 
significant effect on the environment calls for careful judgment … based to the extent possible 
on scientific and factual data.”).  Under CEQA, regulatory standards can serve as proxies for 
significance only to the extent that they accurately reflect the level at which an impact can be 
said to be less than significant.  See, e.g., Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador 
Water Agency, 116 Cal. App. 4th 1099, 1109 (2004).  Thus, to properly address the question of 
the significance of Project impacts, the EIR should set forth the environmental objective of  
stabilization of greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent 
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DAI with the climate system, discuss California’s emission reduction targets and the extent to 
which these targets are sufficient to meet avoid DAI.  In this manner, the EIR will set forth the 
issues related to the significance of Project impacts in a manner that accurately informs decision 
makers and the public.   

 
Although the EIR asserts that the Project would not interfere with the goals of AB 32, the 

EIR fails to provide any data on Project emissions as compared with 1990 levels.  Accordingly, it 
is impossible to analyze the extent to which the Project exceeds AB 32 emission reduction 
mandates.  Furthermore, the EIR’s failure to disclose the emissions in a metric that provides for a 
reliable comparison to greenhouse gas emissions thresholds fails to properly inform the public 
and decision makers.  For example, the EIR provides a quantification of emissions in pounds per 
day that far exceeds the recommended emissions thresholds established in tons per year by state 
and local air quality expert agencies, and lead agencies.  (CARB 2008, CAPCOA 2008, 
SCAQMD 2008, County of Riverside 2008).  In light of the significant impacts the threshold 
should be set accordingly low.  See Communities for Better Env’t v. California Resources 
Agency, 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 120 (2002) (“the greater the existing environmental problems are, 
the lower the threshold for treating a project’s contribution to cumulative impacts as 
significant.”).  The EIR must be revised to provide this data and properly evaluate impacts. 

 
C. THE EIR MUST ANALYZE AND ADOPT ALL FEASIBLE MITIGATION 

MEASURES TO REDUCE THE PROJECT’S GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
 

In addition to thoroughly evaluating project alternatives, because it is clear that the 
project’s greenhouse gas emissions will cumulatively contribute to global warming, “the EIR 
must propose and describe mitigation measures that will minimize the significant environmental 
effects that the EIR has identified.”  Napa Citizens for Honest Gov’t v. Napa County Bd. of 
Supervisors, 91 Cal.App.4th 342, 360 (2001).  CEQA requires that agencies “mitigate or avoid 
the significant effects on the environment of projects that it carries out or approves whenever it is 
feasible to do so.”  Pub. Res. Code § 21002.1(b).  Mitigation of a project’s significant impacts is 
one of the “most important” functions of CEQA.  Sierra Club v. Gilroy City Council, 222 
Cal.App.3d 30, 41 (1990).  Therefore, it is the “policy of the state that public agencies should not 
approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures 
which will avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects.”  
Pub. Res. Code § 21002.  Importantly, mitigation measures must be “fully enforceable through 
permit conditions, agreements, or other measures” so “that feasible mitigation measures will 
actually be implemented as a condition of development.”  Federation of Hillside & Canyon 
Ass’ns v. City of Los Angeles, 83 Cal.App.4th 1252, 1261 (2000). 

 
 There are any number of feasible measures that can be incorporated to reduce vehicle 
miles traveled, energy use, waste, water consumption and other sources of emissions.  Attached 
to these comments are numerous mitigation measures that should be evaluated to reduce the 
significant impacts of this project.  Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(1)(B).  The California Air Pollution 
Control Officer’s Association (CAPCOA) White Paper on CEQA and Climate Change identifies 
existing and potential mitigation measures that could be applied to projects during the CEQA 
process to reduce a project’s GHG emissions.  (CAPCOA 2008 at Appendix B).  The California 
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Office of the Attorney General also has developed a list of reduction mechanisms to be 
incorporated through the CEQA process.  (California Office of the Attorney General 2008).  
These resources provide a rich and varied array of mitigation measures to be incorporated in both 
the programmatic and project level.  Because CEQA requires the adoption of all feasible 
mitigation measures to reduce significant impacts like climate change the Project must adopt all 
feasible mitigation measures to reduce GHGs or provide substantial evidence as to why the 
mitigation measures are infeasible.  Pub. Res. Code § 21081(a)(3). 
 
 After all measures have been implemented to reduce emissions in the first instance, 
remaining emissions that cannot be eliminated may be mitigated through offsets.  Preference 
should be given to offset mitigation measures in that are in close proximity to the project.  
(SCAQMD 2008).  In other words project applicants should prioritize first on mitigation onsite, 
then on mitigation in the neighborhood or air district, next in state, then finally out of state.  
(SQAQMD 2008).  Care should be taken to ensure that offsets purchased are real (additional), 
permanent, and verified, and all aspects of the offsets should be discussed in the EIR.  As 
demonstrated by the Office of the Attorney General and SCAQMD offsets are a feasible CEQA 
mitigation measures6 once all feasible mitigation measures have been adopted to reduce the 
Project’s carbon footprint and produce energy using renewable sources.  (SCAQMD 2008).   
 
VI.   THE EIR FAILS TO PROVIDE AN ADEQUATE DESCRIPTION OF THE 

PROJECT 
 

The EIR fails to provide an adequate depiction of the project and environmental setting 
by segmenting portions of the project from full disclosure and analysis.  CEQA mandates “that 
environmental considerations do not become submerged by chopping a large project into many 
little ones—each with a minimal potential impact on the environment—which cumulatively may 
have disastrous consequences.”  Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Commission (1975) 13 
Cal.3d 263, 283-284.  In order to avoid such a result CEQA defines the term “project” broadly.  
CEQA Guidelines §§15002(d); 15378(a).  The EIR funs afoul of this requirement by failing to 
adequately disclose and analyze the impacts associated with converting a portion of the project 
area from parkland designation to industrial.  (See e.g. DEIR Figure 2-14).  The EIR claims that 
the 6.15 acre parcel is unplanned and thus is not subject to analysis in the DEIR (DEIR at 2-4), 
the EIR fails to make good faith efforts at full disclosure of what the projected indirect impacts 
of converting this land from open space to industrial development would be.  The EIR cannot 
hide behind its failure to find assumptions for future development on the site.  Considering the 
significant impacts to air quality that already result from the project the EIR should disclose the 
cumulative and indirect impacts of facilitating the development on the parcel for air quality, 
biological resources, aesthetics, and recreation. 

   
 

                                                 
6 The California Attorney General’s Office has adopted CEQA settlements calling for the auditing, reduction, and 
offsetting of greenhouse gas emissions related with a Project demonstrating that offsets are a feasible way to reduce 
a Project’s negative environmental effects on global warming. See 
http://ag.ca.gov/newsalerts/release.php?id=1466&category=global%20warming  See generally 
http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/ceqa.php  
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VII. THE EIR MUST CONSIDER A REASONABLE RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES 
 

The EIR fails to provide a meaningful analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives to the 
Project in order to lessen or avoid the Project’s significant impacts.  CEQA mandates that 
significant environmental damage be avoided or substantially lessened where feasible.  Pub. Res. 
Code § 21002; Guidelines §§ 15002(a)(3), 15021(a)(2), 15126(d).  A rigorous analysis of 
reasonable alternatives to the project must be provided to comply with this strict mandate.  
“Without meaningful analysis of alternatives in the EIR, neither courts nor the public can fulfill 
their proper roles in the CEQA process.”  Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of 
University of California, 47 Cal.3d 376, 404 (1988).  Moreover, “[a] potential alternative should 
not be excluded from consideration merely because it ‘would impede to some degree the 
attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly” even when that alternative 
includes Project development on an alternative site.  Save Round Valley Alliance v. County of 
Inyo, 157 Cal. App. 4th 1437, 1456-57 (2007) (quotations omitted).     
 
 The EIR must consider a reasonable range of alternatives including, but not limited to, 
the following: creation of the Project so that it does not directly impact the Sycamore Canyon 
Core Reserve as outlined in the SKR HCP, or sale or the land or conservation easement to a 
conservation entity.   
 

The EIR must also consider adopting Alternative 3, the Reduced Site Plan, so that it 
incorporates the contribution of land to Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park and repair of the 
existing storm drain under Alessandro Blvd.  The EIR demonstrates that latter components are 
feasible project options that can be incorporated into the project design as easily for the Reduced 
Project Alternative as for the Proposed Project.  The EIR cannot narrow the project objectives in 
such a fashion as to limit the feasibility of a project alternative that meets most of the project 
objectives.  Conversely, the EIR cannot design an alternative that blatantly avoids the 
achievement of the project objectives when the components that achieve the project objective are 
readily available and adapted to the project in the proposed alternative.  Finally, the EIR cannot 
assert that a project alternative is not economically feasible without substantial evidence.  See 
e.g. Uphold Our Heritage v. Town of Woodside, 147 Cal.App.4th 587, 599 (2007); Save Round 
Valley Alliance v. County of Inyo, 157 Cal. App. 4th 1437, 1457 (2007). 
 

An analysis of alternatives should also quantify the estimated greenhouse gas emissions, 
quantify impacts to biological resources, water resources including water quality and water 
availability, energy resources, and traffic resulting from each proposed alternative. 
 

CONCLUSION 
 
 Thank you for your attention to these comments.  We look forward to working with the 
City to assure that the EIR conforms to the requirements of CEQA to assure that all significant 
impacts to the environment are fully analyzed, mitigated or avoided.  Should you have any 
questions feel free to contact Jonathan Evans at the contact information listed above. 
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The Center for Biological Diversity, San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society, and Sierra 
Club wish to be placed on the mailing list for all future notices regarding this project.  Please 
mail all notices to CBD at the address listed above (via email at jevans@biologicaldiversity.org); 
San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society at P. O. Box 10973, San Bernardino, California 92423-
0973; and Sierra Club, San Gorgonio Chapter, Moreno Valley Group, 26711 Ironwood Ave, 
Moreno Valley, CA. 92555. 
 
Best regards, 
 

 
Jonathan Evans 
Staff Attorney 
Center for Biological Diversity 
 

 
Drew Feldman 
Chapter President 
San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society 

George Hague 
Conservation/Endangered Species Chair 
Moreno Valley Group  
San Gorgonio Chapter 
Sierra Club 

 
 
 
 
 
 
CC via electronic mail (without exhibits):  
 
Carloyn Syms-Luna, Director 
Riverside County Environmental Programs Department 
4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 
cluna@rctlma.org  
 
Doreen Stadtlander  
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office  
6010 Hidden Valley Road  
Carlsbad, CA 92011.2  
doreen_stadtlander@fws.gov 
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Leslie MacNair 
California Dept. of Fish & Game 
Inland Deserts Regional Manager  
3602 Inland Empire Blvd., Suite C-220 
Ontario, California 91764  
LMacNair@dfg.ca.gov   
 
Andy Melendrez 
Riverside City Council Member, Ward 2 
Riverside City Hall 
3900 Main Street 
Riverside, CA 92522 
asmelendrez@riversideca.gov  
 
Paul Davis 
Riverside City Council Member, Ward 4 
Riverside City Hall 
3900 Main Street 
Riverside, CA 92522 
pdavis@riversideca.gov  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 



DEIR Comments-Western Realco- Alessandro Business Center 
August 19, 2009 
Page 27 of 32 

EXHIBITS 
(enclosed on CD) 

 
American Lung Association 2005, webpage printout of Riverside County, California, State of the 
Air 2005. 
 
American Lung Association 2008, State of the Air 2008. 
 
American Lung Association 2008, Highlights of Recent Research on Particulate Air Pollution: 
Effects of Long-Term Exposure, October 2008. 
 
Barnett et al., “Human-Induced Changes in the Hydrology of the Western United States,” 
Science, Jan. 31, 2008. 
 
Bluffstone, Randall A.; Brad Ouderkirk,. "Warehouses, trucks, and [PM.sub.2.5]: human health 
and logistics industry growth in the eastern Inland Empire.(Report)." Contemporary Economic 
Policy. 2007. Retrieved August 19, 2009 from accessmylibrary: 
http://www.accessmylibrary.com/coms2/summary_0286-34357857_ITM 
 
California Office of Planning and Research 2008, Technical Advisory, CEQA and Climate 
Change: Addressing Climate Change through California Environmental Quality Act Review, 
June 17, 2008. 
 
California Office of the Attorney General 2008, The California Environmental Quality Act: 
Addressing Global Warming at the Local Agency Level, Mitigation Measures. Available at 
http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/pdf/GW_mitigation_measures.pdf 
 
California Office of the Attorney General 2009, Climate Change, The California Environmental 
Quality Act, and General Plan Updates: Straightforward Answers to Some Frequently Asked 
Questions (updated March 6, 2009). http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/pdf/CEQA_GP_FAQs.pdf   
 
CAPCOA 2008. CEQA & Climate Change, Evaluating and Addressing Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions from Projects Subject to the California Environmental Quality Act. 
 
CARB 2005, California Air Resources Board, AIR QUALITY AND LAND USE HANDBOOK: 
A COMMUNITY HEALTH PERSPECTIVE 
 
CARB 2008, California Air Resources Board, Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan, October 
2008. 
 
Cayan et al. 2006, Cayan, D., A.L. Luers, M. Hanemann, G. Franco, and B. Croes. 2006. 
Scenarios of Climate Change in California: An Overview, California Climate Change Center, 
CEC-500-2005-186-SF. 
 



DEIR Comments-Western Realco- Alessandro Business Center 
August 19, 2009 
Page 28 of 32 

Cayan, et al. 2007. Our Changing Climate: Assessing the Risks to California. California Climate 
Change Center.  Available at: 
 http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/biennial_reports/2006report/index.html. 
 
CCCC 2006a, California Climate Change Center. 2006a. Climate Warming and Water Supply 
Management in California. (J. Medellin et al. University of California, Davis.) 
 
CCCC 2006b, California Climate Change Center. 2006. Estimated Impacts of Climate Warming 
on California Water Availability Under Twelve Future Climate Scenarios. (Tingju Zhu et al, 
University of California, Davis.)  
 
CCCC 2008.  California Climate Change Center. Moser, Susie, Guido Franco, Sarah Pittiglio, 
Wendy Chou, Dan Cayan. 2009. The Future Is Now: An Update on Climate Change Science 
Impacts and Response Options for California. California Energy Commission, PIER Energy, 
Related Environmental Research Program. CEC-500-2008-071. 
 
Center for Natural Lands Management (CNLM), webpage of March SKR Preserve 
 
Center for Natural Lands Management (CNLM), March SKR Preserve Brochure 
 
Center for Natural Lands Management (CNLM), March SKR Preserve, Sensitive Bird Locations 
Spring 2008, Map produced Dec. 12, 2008. 
 
City of Riverside 2008, Planning Department, City of Riverside Good Neighbor Guidelines for 
Siting New And/Or Modified Warehouse Distribution Facilities, Resolution No. 21734, Adopted 
October 14, 2008.  
 
COSEWIC 2006, COMMITTEE ON THE STATUS OF ENDANGERED WILDLIFE IN 
CANADA, Assessment and Update Status Report on the Ord’s kangaroo rat (Dipodomys ordii) 
in Canada 
 
County of Riverside 2009, Environmental Impact Report for the Alessandro Commerce Centre, 
State Clearinghouse #2008061136, Prepared by Michael Brandman Associates, January 15, 
2009, excerpt. 
 
Daily News 2009, Daily News of Los Angeles, Susan Abram, Air over Los Angeles fails test 
again, Report: Area is nation’s worst for ozone pollution, April 29, 2009. 
 
EWG 2002, Environmental Working Group, Particle Civics, How Cleaner Air in California Will 
Save Lives & Money. 
 
Epstein, P.R. and E. Mills (eds.).  2005.  “Climate change futures health, ecological, and 
economic dimensions.”  The Center for Health and the Global Environment, Harvard Medical 
School.  Cambridge, Massachusets, USA. 
 



DEIR Comments-Western Realco- Alessandro Business Center 
August 19, 2009 
Page 29 of 32 

Gleick, Peter H. et al., 2000. Water: “The Potential Consequences of Climate Variability and 
Change for the Water Resources of the United States.” The report of the Water Sector 
Assessment Team of the National Assessment of the Potential Consequences of Climate 
Variability and Change,” U.S. Global Change Research Program, Pacific Institute for Studies in 
Development, Environment, and Security. 
 
Halpin P. 1997. GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE AND NATURAL-AREA PROTECTION: 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSES AND RESEARCH DIRECTIONS. Ecological Applications: 
Vol. 7, No. 3, pp. 828-843. (doi: 10.1890/1051-0761(1997)007[0828:GCCANA]2.0.CO;2) 
 
Harvell, C. D., C. E. Mitchell, J. R. Ward, S. Altizer, A. P. Dobson, R. S. Ostfeld, and M. D. 
Samuel. 2002. Climate warming and disease risks for terrestrial and marine biota. Science 
296:2158-2162. 
 
Hayhoe, K., D. Cayan, C.B. Field, P.C. Frumhoff, E.P. Maurer, N.L. Miller, S.C. Moser, S.H. 
Schneider, K.N. Cahill, E.E. Cleland, L.Dale, R. Drapek, R.M. Hanemann, L.S. Kalksetin, J. 
Lenihan, C.K. Lunch, R.P. Neilson, S.C. Sheridan, and J.H. Verville.  2004.  Emissions 
pathways, climate change, and impacts on California.  PNAS 101 no. 34:12422-12427. 
 
IPCC 2007a, Summary for Policymakers, in Climate Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis, 
Contribution of Working Group I to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change (2007). 
 
IPCC. 2007b.  Technical Summary in CLIMATE CHANGE 2007: IMPACTS, ADAPTATION 
AND VULNERABILITY, CONTRIBUTIONS OF WORKING GROUP II TO THE FOURTH 
ASSESSMENT REPORT OF THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL PANEL ON CLIMATE 
CHANGE at 62 (M. Parry et al., eds. Cambridge Univ. Press 2007). 
 
IPCC, G. Meehl et al. 2007c, Global Climate Projections in CLIMATE CHANGE 2007: THE 
PHYSICAL SCIENCE BASIS, CONTRIBUTION OF WORKING GROUP I TO THE FOURTH ASSESSMENT 
REPORT OF THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL PANEL ON CLIMATE CHANGE (Susan Soloman et al., eds., 
Cambridge Univ. Press 2007). 
 
IUCN 2008, Red List, Species Susceptibility to Climate Change Impacts. 
 
IUCN 2009, Vié, J.-C., Hilton-Taylor, C. and Stuart, S.N. (eds.) (2009). Wildlife in a Changing 
World – An Analysis of the 2008 IUCN Red List of Threatened Species. Gland, Switzerland: 
IUCN. 180 pp. 
 
Krajick, K. 2004. All Downhill From here? Science 303: 1600-1602. 
 
Mayhew 2007, A long-term association between global temperature and biodiversity, origination 
and extinction in the fossil record.  Proceedings of the Royal Society B, 
(doi:10.1098/rspb.2007.1302) 
 



DEIR Comments-Western Realco- Alessandro Business Center 
August 19, 2009 
Page 30 of 32 

McClenaghan, Jr., L.R. and H.D. Truesdale  2002. Genetic Structure of Endangered Stephens' 
Kangaroo Rat Populations in Southern California.  The Southwestern Naturalist, 47(4):539-549  
 
Miller, Kathleen and David Yates. 2005. Climate Change and Water Resources: A Primer for 
Municipal Water Providers, AWWA Research Foundation and the University Corporation for 
Atmospheric Research (2005). 
 
NRDC 2007, “In Hot Water: Water Management Strategies to Weather the Effects of Global 
Warming” Nelson et. al. available at http://www.nrdc.org/globalWarming/hotwater/contents.asp 
 
NRDC 2008, “Hotter and Drier: The West’s Changed Water Supply.” S. Saunders et al. 
 
Parmeson, C. and H. Galbraith.  2004.  Observed impacts of global climate change in the U.S.  
Pew Center on Global Climate Change.  56 pp.    
 
Rocky Mountain Climate Organization, NRDC 2008, “Hotter and Drier: The West’s Changed 
Water Supply.” S. Saunders et al. 
 
Roos, Maurice, 2005, Accounting for Climate Change in California Water Plan Update, Vol. 4, 
Reference Guide, Public Review Draft, California Department of Water Resources, at 5. 
 
Running, S. 2006.  Is Global Warming Causing More, Larger Wildfires? Science 313: 927. 
 
Schindler, D.W. 1994. Widespread Effects of Climatic Warming on Freshwater Ecosystems in 
North America, Hydrological Processes, Vol. 11, No. 8, pp.1043-1067 (2004); Mulholland et al., 
Effects of Climate Change on Freshwater Ecosystems of the South-eastern United States and the 
Gulf Coast of Mexico, Hydrological Processes, Vol. 11, pp.949-970 (1994). 
 
SCAQMD 2007, South Coast Air Quality Management District. Final 2007 Air Quality 
Management Plan. 
 
SCAQMD 2008, South Coast Air Quality Management District, Draft Guidance Document – 
Interim CEQA Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Significance Threshold, October 2008. 
 
Servheen, Christopher, Rebecca Shoemaker, and Pat Basting. “Measuring the Success of 
Wildlife Linkage Efforts”. In Proceedings of the 2007 International Conference on Ecology and 
Transportation, edited by C. Leroy Irwin, Debra Nelson, and K.P. McDermott. Raleigh, NC: 
Center for Transportation and the Environment, North Carolina State University, 2007. pp. 409-
421. 
 
Sierra Nevada Alliance. 2003. “Troubled Water of the Sierra.” 
 
SKR HCP EIS/EIR, Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency, Final Environmental 
Impact Statement Report for the Long Term Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat Conservation Plan. 
 



DEIR Comments-Western Realco- Alessandro Business Center 
August 19, 2009 
Page 31 of 32 

SKR HCP, Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency, Habitat Conservation Plan for the 
Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat, 1996. 
 
SKR HCP Figure 26, Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency, Habitat Conservation Plan 
for the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat, 1996 
 
Tepper, Brue. 2008. “Delta Blues,” Los Angeles Lawyer. 
 
Thomas 2004, Extinction risk from climate change, Nature 427, 145-148 (8 January 2004) | 
doi:10.1038/nature02121 
 
Union of Concerned Scientists 2007.How to Avoid Dangerous Climate Change: A Target for 
U.S. Emissions Reductions, available at 
www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/global_warming/emissions-target-report.pdf 
 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Biological Opinion Regarding Proposed Improvements 
to State Route 215 between Van Buren Boulevard and State Route 60, Riverside County, 
California (1-6-90-F-29), 1990. 
 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Memorandum to Henri Bisson, District Manager, from 
Gail Kobetich re: March AFB Lands – Conditions for Removing from Consideration in Long-
Term SKR HCP, (1994). 
 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Formal Section 7 Consultation on the Disposal and 
Reuse of March Air Force Base, Riverside County, California (1-6-99-F-13), 1999. 
 
USGCRP 2009, U.S. Global Change Research Program, Global Climate Change Impacts in the 
United States, Thomas R. Karl, Jerry M. Melillo, and Thomas C. Peterson, (eds.). Cambridge 
University Press, 2009. 
 
USFWS BO, United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Intra-Service Formal Section 7 
Consultation for Issuance of an Endangered Species Act Section 10(a)(1)(B) Permit (TE-
088609-0) for the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Riverside County, California, June 22, 2004. 
 
Walther, G. R., S. Beissner, and C. A. Burga. 2005. Trends in the upward shift of alpine plants. 
Journal of Vegetation Science 16:541-548. 
 
Westerling, et al. 2006. “Warming and Earlier Spring Increases Western U.S. Forest Wildfire 
Activity.” Sciencexpress, p.1, 10.1126, Science, 1128824 (July 6, 2006). 
 

 
 
 
 



DEIR Comments-Western Realco- Alessandro Business Center 
August 19, 2009 
Page 32 of 32 

 
References 

(not enclosed) 
 
71 Fed. Reg. 26852 (May 9, 2006) Endangered and Threatened Species: Final Listing 

Determinations for Elkhorn Coral and Staghorn Coral;  
 
73 Fed. Reg. 28212 (May 15, 2008) Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants: 

Determination of Threatened Status for the Polar Bear (Ursus maritimus) Throughout Its 
Range;  

 
74 Fed. Reg. 1937 (January 14, 2009) Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants: 

Endangered Status for Black Abalone. 
 
California Office of Planning and Research, Preliminary Draft CEQA Guideline Amendments 

for Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Jan. 8, 2009. 
 
California Office of Planning and Research, CEQA Guidelines Sections Proposed to be Added or 

Amended, Apr. 13, 2009. 
 
Dettinger, Michael D. and Dan R. Cayan 1994. Large-scale Atmospheric Forcing of Recent 

Trends Toward Early Snowmelt Runoff in California, Journal of Climate, 8:606-23. 
 
Hansen, J et al. 2008, Target Atmospheric CO2: Where Should Humanity Aim? 2 OPEN 

ATMOSPHERIC SCI. J. 217, 226 (2008).  450 CO2eq is approximately equivalent to 400 
ppm CO2 stabilization, and 400 CO2eq is approximately equivalent to 350–375 ppm CO2 
stabilization.   

 
Warren 2006, Impacts of Global Climate Change at Different Annual Mean Global Temperature 

Increases in AVOIDING DANGEROUS CLIMATE CHANGE (Cambridge Univ. Press) (2006) 
[not attached]. 

 



City of Riverside Chapter 2.  Comments and Responses to Comments 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report 
Alessandro Business Center 

 
2-28 

December 2009

ICF J&S 00945.07
 

Comment Letter H. Jonathan Evans, Center for 
Biological Diversity/Drew Feldman, San Bernardino 
Audubon Society/George Hague, Sierra Club 

Response to Comment H-1 

All potentially significant impacts to the environment and the community, 
including air quality and biological resources, have been fully addressed in the 
EIR as required by CEQA.  (See Draft EIR §§ 3.2 and 3.3 [analyzing potential 
impacts to air quality, global warming, and biological resources] and Chapter 4 
[analyzing cumulative impacts to these resource areas].)  The air quality of the 
region is included in all analyses and determinations of cumulative impacts. (See 
Draft EIR § 3.2 and pp. 4-5 through 4-6.)  These issues are further addressed in 
Response to Comments H-7 through H-11, which are incorporated by reference 
herein. 

The project will not sever linkages but would rather result in the merging of 
currently isolated portions of open space, which would provide a more consistent 
corridor for wildlife.  (Draft EIR pp. 3.3-29, 3.3-30, 3.3-52, 3.3-53.)  The project 
site contains areas planned for Industrial and Business Manufacturing Park 
development and is therefore not designated as an important habitat linkage.  
(See ibid.)  Furthermore, the project incorporates the dedication of over 36.23 
acres of open space which is currently held in private lands.  (Draft EIR p. 3.3-
48.)  This would result in a net benefit to biological resources.  (Ibid.) 

As addressed below in greater detail, the proposed project does not conflict with 
the SKR HCP and therefore, recirculation of the DEIR would not be required or 
appropriate. 

Response to Comment H-2 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment H-3 

Although the entire project area is within the jurisdiction of the SKR HCP plan 
area, it is located entirely outside of the SKR HCP Core Reserve as depicted in 
Figure 3.3-6 of the DEIR.  (See also Draft EIR p. 3.3-29.)  The SKR HCP 
established seven core reserves for SKR within western Riverside County and 
provides for the ongoing management of the occupied SKR habitat within those 
reserves.  (Draft EIR p. 3.3-29.)  All other properties within the SKR HCP plan 
are within the plan’s “fee area,” where development is permitted and project 
compliance with the plan is achieved through the payment of a mitigation fee.  
(Ibid.)  As such, the SKR HCP authorizes actions by private land owners that 
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could result in an incidental take of SKR and the only project-level requirement 
for such activities outside of reserves is payment of an SKR mitigation fee for 
each acre of land disturbed by the project.  (Draft EIR p. 3.3-29)  An 
Environmental Impact Report for plan fully analyzed the impacts to the SKR and 
other environmental resources.  The EIR for the Plan was certified and the Plan 
was approved in 1996.  The EIR and the Plan subsequently withstood extensive 
legal challenge regarding their adequacy under CEQA and other laws, and are 
now beyond further challenge under CEQA. 

The DEIR does not dismiss analysis of SKR on the site.  Impacts to SKR are 
discussed throughout Section 3.3.  The DEIR states for example that “the project 
would entail take of SKR outside of the SKR reserve and add land that 
permanently connects two segments of an existing SKR Reserve. This take is 
authorized under the SKR HCP because the project site is outside the SKR 
Reserve,” (DEIR, Page 3.3-7) (FEIR, Appendix G, Attachement 15).  Focused 
surveys are not required under the SKR HCP and were therefore not conducted; 
however, SKR were assumed to use the site. 

Since the RCHCA is the management authority for the HCP, the maps provided 
by it are accurate and are the official current boundaries of the HCP.  This project 
does not propose changes to any HCP maps nor does the City have the ability to 
make such changes. 

The March Air Base lands (MAB) were discussed in the DEIR, on Page 3.3-29 
(referred to as the MAB component of the SKR reserve system).  As stated in the 
DEIR, the SKR HCP anticipated that the realignment of lands would occur and 
would eliminate the MAB component of the SKR reserve system.  The 
acquisition of SKR habitat in Potrero Valley to replace the MAB component 
(tradeout of lands) occurred in late 2003 with concurrence of CDFG and USFWS 
as per the 1999 Biological Opinion provision to release the SKR Management 
Area. (Refer to FEIR, Appendix G, Pages 1 – 4) Development of this project site 
does not depend upon the Potrero land swap. The DEIR for this project does not 
rely on this exchange of lands to determine that impacts are less than significant 
as the commenter states, but rather the fact that the project complies with the 
MSHCP, the SKR HCP, includes payment of fees for SKR protection, includes 
dedication of 36.23 acres of land as open space, preserves the connection 
between the Core Reserve areas through the northern portion of the site, and 
includes mitigation measures devised to benefit biological resources as a whole, 
including SKR (DEIR, Pages 3.3-33-3.3-40). Also, the subject property was not 
part of the acreage required to meet the RCHCA’s Core Reserve Expansion 
requirements. The RCHCA successfully met their minimum acreage requirement 
through the Potrero site acquisition and other areas, which did not include or 
need the subject property.  

Furthermore, the DEIR does not ignore that connectivity may exist through the 
site and states that “the drainages function as wildlife linkages/movement 
corridors for a wide variety of species,” (DEIR, Page 3.3-30).  The DEIR later 
describes impacts to SKR as potentially significant impacts that include 
“temporary and permanent impacts on drainages potentially used by SKR as 
movement corridors,” (DEIR, Page 3.3-34).  The baseline of the EIR does 
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include SKR populations in Sycamore Canyon Core Reserve, the previous MAB 
component of the SKR reserve system, as well as the project site (the project site 
is assumed to be occupied by SKR [DEIR, page 3.3-19 and 3.3-22], and all 
analysis throughout the DEIR reflects this assumption). 

Impacts to SKR have been fully disclosed, analyzed, and mitigated in the DEIR.  
As stated previously, SKR was assumed present onsite and impacts to SKR were 
conservatively taken as the maximum impact area for the project.  Furthermore, 
both the SKR HCP and the Western Riverside County MSHCP contain incidental 
take provisions, including payment of fees designed to purchase compensatory 
occupied habitat.  The documents establishing these two programs, including the 
supporting analysis per CEQA in the EIR/EIS documents, examined impacts to 
the species from loss of individuals in non-core areas and determined that 
purchasing identified habitat was sufficient mitigation for impacts to SKR.  Since 
these analyses were performed as part of the SKR HCP and the MSHCP, no 
additional analysis is required.  As a result, and based on guidelines within each 
document, formal surveys for SKR are not required.    

Regardless of what the 1999 Biological Opinion (BO) for the Disposal and Reuse 
of MAB says re connectivity, between Sycamore Canyon and the March 
component  neither the SKR HCP nor the MSHCP identified the project site as a 
part of the overall solution for connectivity.  Rather, other solutions for retaining 
linkages were found, including other areas and Caltrans culverts.  No empirical 
evidence has been submitted that shows that development of this project would 
sever or substantially degrade the remaining connection between the March and 
Sycamore Canyon SKR populations.  Furthermore, the project also contains 
measures that would preserve connectivity for SKR through the dedication of 
36.23 acres of land to the City of Riverside Parks, Recreation and Community 
Services Department for inclusion into the wilderness park.  This dedication will 
benefit SKR by providing a permanent connection between the two components 
of the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park, which are currently bisected by 
privately owned property which is part of the SKR Core Reserve. Although the 
lands being added to the wilderness park have not been specifically evaluated for 
habitat suitability for SKR, they provide an additional buffer to SKR in the core 
reserve from adjacent development and provide connectivity between two 
isolated areas of the core reserve.  In addition, the project includes the repair of 
blocked stormdrains that would connect to the area south of Alessandro 
Boulevard.  These repairs are proposed as part of hydrological improvements to 
the site, but they may provide an additional connection that SKR could use to 
cross Alessandro Boulevard.  Therefore, development of the project will not 
hinder or otherwise preclude other opportunities or avenues for SKR population 
migration. 

The commenter is correct that the undercrossings proposed as mitigation for 
Caltrans were not constructed.  After the 1990 BO was issued, Caltrans 
performed preliminary studies for the proposed Alessandro Boulevard SKR 
undercrossing, and the results of those studies were reviewed with USFWS.  In a 
January 1994 letter the USFWS concluded that due to the presence of 
underground utility pipelines the “construction of the necessary linkage under 
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Alessandro Boulevard would be extremely expensive and of uncertain biological 
value.”  Instead, USFWS recommended that Caltrans perform the following: 

1. Two privately held parcels of land south of Alessandro would be acquired and 
conserved as SKR habitat. An amount equal to ten percent of the purchase price 
would be set aside to finance a "periodic, managed translocation of SKR between 
suitable SKR habitat areas in Sycamore Canyon Park and March ARB and 
monitoring of such translocation efforts"; and 

2. Funding would be provided for a two-year monitoring study of SKR 
movement between MAB and Sycamore Canyon Park. 

Statements in the comment letter, the BO, and the EIR/EIS for the SKR HCP 
indicate that sufficient movement of SKR does currently occur and that manual 
relocation is a practical and biologically acceptable means of maintaining 
connectivity and genetic diversity.  However, the proposed project does not 
prevent the migration of SKR between the two areas since the northern portion of 
the site (as well as the area to the west of the site) would be dedicated as open 
space and the project would not prevent SKR from crossing Alessandro 
Boulevard as currently occurs under existing conditions.  Repair of the 
stormdrains below Alessandro Boulevard may also provide an alternative route 
for SKR to cross the major roadway, although the repairs were not designed for 
that purposed.  Therefore, the requirement of manual relocation is not appropriate 
or warranted for the proposed project. 

The Potrero land swap demonstrates an agreement by multiple resource agencies 
at the County, state, and federal level that area on MAB referred to as the SKR 
Management area was not required for the survival of SKR and that the area does 
not need to be maintained as a Core Reserve.  A letter dated December 29, 2003 
(see FEIR Appendix G, Attachment 11) was issued jointly by CDFG and 
USFWS confirming that the land acquisition portion of the expansion 
requirement of the Long-Term SKR HCP was completed as a result of: 

 Core Reserve expansion requirement of 2,540 acres, of which USFWS and 
CDFG agreed that 1,454 acres remained to be protected. 

 Potrero site acquisition to yield 2,488 acres of occupied SKR habitat 

 Exchange of March Air Force Base SKR Management Area to Potrero site 
meaning a loss of 1,300 acres of habitat at March; 

 Resulting 1,188 acres are credited toward the remaining 1,454 acres needed 
to meet the expansion requirement. 

Furthermore, development of this project site does not depend upon the Potrero 
land swap. The DEIR for this project does not rely on this exchange of lands to 
determine that impacts are less than significant as the commenter states, but 
rather the fact that the project complies with the MSHCP, the SKR HCP, 
includes payment of fees for SKR protection, includes dedication of 36.23 acres 
of land as open space, preserves the connection between the Core Reserve areas 
through the northern portion of the site, and includes mitigation measures devised 
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to benefit biological resources as a whole, including SKR (DEIR, Pages 3.3-33-
3.3-40). 

The DEIR contains measures to address lighting impacts to all species.  
Mitigation Measure BIO-15 states “Any night lighting will be directed away 
from natural open space areas and direct downward and towards the center of the 
development. Energy-efficient LPS or HPS lamps will be used exclusively to 
damper glare,” (DEIR, Page 3.3-37).  The use of such lighting will ensure that 
“any project light spillage would be restricted to the business park development 
and associated slopes.  Light would not spill into the adjacent Conservation 
Areas.”  (Draft EIR at p. 3.3-50.) 

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the DEIR does analyze the impacts to 
SKR on the project site.  The entire project area was assumed to be occupied; 
therefore impacts were calculated at permanent removal of 36.91 acres of SKR 
habitat (DEIR, Page 3.3-34).  Surveys are not necessary according to the SKR 
HCP for non-core areas (DEIR, Page 3.3-22).  Additionally, given the known 
populations occurring near the project site, it is reasonable to assume their 
presence.  Furthermore, SKR surveys, when required by the SKR HCP, are not 
intended to be a full population census for the species, but rather a method to 
document presence.  For this project, presence was assumed and, thus, it is 
inaccurate for the commenter to state that a full census would be necessary to 
disclose impacts.       

As described above, the RCHCA does not include the project area within the 
SKR Core Reserve (also see DEIR, Page 3.3-7, 3.3-10, and 3.3-29) and it is 
therefore not a crucial linkage or necessary area for preservation. As a matter of 
fact, there are other areas shown as SKR reserve throughout the HCP that are not 
part of a linkage but rather stand alone reserve areas. The commenter’s 
speculation, argument, and unsupported opinions are not substantial evidence 
that the viability of the population relies solely on the project site remaining 
undeveloped or that significant impacts will result.  (See State CEQA Guidelines, 
§ 15384.)  To the contrary, the evidence shows that the project will not cause the 
isolation of SKR Core Reserve areas but rather would preserve a connection 
between the two currently isolated areas by placing current private property in 
permanent open space to be managed by City of Riverside Parks, Recreation and 
Community Services Department as wilderness park lands.  (Draft EIR pp. 3.3-
52 and 3.3-53.) 

Response to Comment H-4 

As demonstrated in the DEIR, the proposed project is consistent with both the 
SKR HCP and the MSHCP (DEIR, Pages 2-5, 2-6,  3.1-16, 3.3-2, 3.3-3, 3.3-7-
3.3-10, 3.3-21-3.3-40, 3.3-46-3.3-52, 3.7-23-3.7-25, 3.8-21, 3.9-11, 4-7, 4-11, 6-
1-6-2).  The project will not fragment the SKR Core Reserve area and will not 
eliminate connectivity to lands outside the parcel.  Rather, the proposed project 
includes the dedication of lands which would preserve both and east-west 
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crossing at the northern end of the site and north-south crossing east of the 
proposed development.  (See, e.g., Draft EIR p. 3.3-53.) 

The proposed project does not threaten the implementation of requirements under 
the SKR HCP and BO documents.  As stated previously, the USFWS concurred 
that construction of the undercrossings would be infeasible and of uncertain 
biological value.  Further, the requirements clearly state that a parcel south of 
Alessandro be purchased, but the proposed project site is located north of 
Alessandro Boulevard.  (Draft EIR Figure 2-4.)  Based on the above, plus the 
detailed discussion included in the DEIR in Section 3.3, the project is consistent 
with the SKR HCP.  Also see response to comment H-3. 

Response to Comment H-5 

The commenter is inaccurate.  The DEIR fully discloses impacts to aesthetics 
(Section 3.1) and recreational resources (Section 3.9).  The relevant General Plan 
policies for aesthetics and recreation are discussed in both of these sections of the 
DEIR (Pages 3.1-3 to 3.1-5, 3.1-9, 3.1-13, 3.1-17, 3.9-3 to 3.9-4, 3.9-10).  As 
noted by the commenter, personal observations can sometimes constitute 
substantial evidence of potentially significant aesthetic impacts, that then requires 
the lead agency to prepare an EIR to further analyze those aesthetic impacts.  
However, the City has prepared an EIR for this project, and the detailed analysis 
provided in that EIR concluded that impacts to aesthetics were less than 
significant.  (Draft EIR p 3.1-1.) 

The visual character of the area was a major influence on project design.  Viewer 
groups and viewpoints were selected to assess visual impacts (DEIR, Pages 3.1-9 
to 3.1-16).  The potential viewers listed by the commenter, including adjacent 
residents, individuals passing on the roadway, and Sycamore Canyon Wilderness 
Park users, are all included in the DEIR (Viewer Group 1, 2, and 3, respectively).  
(Draft EIR pp. 3.1-9 through 3.1-10 and Figures 3.1-5 through 3.1-8.)   
Consideration of the adjacent land uses was included in the project design and, as 
a result, the view from Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park includes reduced 
visibility of the project development through a screen wall and planting tall trees 
to provide vegetative cover.  (E.g., Draft EIR pp. 3.1-14, 2-6, 2-7 and Figure 2-
7a.)  Furthermore, the view from the park of the site is compatible with the nature 
of the park within the existing business park specific plan.  (Draft EIR p. 3.1-14.)  
An 8-foot high tilt-up concrete screen walls to shield views of loading docks and 
trash enclosures from Alessandro Boulevard and San Gorgonio Parkway were 
also included in the proposed project design.  (See, e.g., Draft EIR Figure 2-9 
[screening plan].)  Rock outcroppings were preserved wherever feasible, and the 
majority of the outcrops on the site would be preserved in the lands that will be 
dedicated to the Sycamore Canyon Core Reserve.  (Draft EIR pp. 3.1-12 through 
3.1-13 and Figure 3.1-10.)  Based on the above as well as additional details 
documented in the aesthetics chapter of the DEIR, visual impacts were found less 
than significant.  (DEIR, Page 3.1-12 to 3.1-18).  Therefore, and contrary to the 
commenter’s statement, a finding of significance is not warranted.  (See State 
CEQA Guidelines § 15064(b) [There is no “iron clad” definition of a significant 
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impact, and the determination of significance “calls for careful judgment on the 
part of the public agency.”].)  

The direct and indirect impacts on recreation caused by the proposed project 
were included in the DEIR under Impact REC-1 (DEIR, Pages 3.9-9 to 3.9-11).  
The dedication of 36.23 acres of land will convert privately held open space 
lands (which could be developed in the future) to City-owned lands that will be 
managed as a wilderness park, resulting in a net-increase in parklands and a 
beneficial impact on recreation.  (See Draft EIR p. 3.7-17.)  These lands 
represent a significant increase in City-owned parkland and provide a connection 
between City parkland located northwest and northeast of the subject property.  
Accordingly, there would be no direct or cumulatively significant impacts on 
recreational resources.  (Draft EIR pp. 3.9-1 and 4-13 through 4-14.)  The access 
point described by the commenter from Alessandro Boulevard and San Gorgonio 
Drive is currently an unauthorized access point to the park that has led to damage 
within the area from users creating multiuse unauthorized trails (DEIR, Page 3.9-
9; Figure 2-9).  The City has required that the proposed project include building 
fences to prevent such unauthorized activity and degradation of the area (DEIR, 
Page 2-6), as is also required by the MSHCP urban/wildlands interface guidelines 
(DEIR, Page 3.3-51).  The proposed dedication of lands would allow the City to 
create official trails throughout the area to enhance the recreational use while 
minimizing disturbance. 

Finally, and contrary to what the commenter states, the City has analyzed the 
project’s consistency with the General Plan and other City requirements related 
to aesthetics and recreation.  (See, e.g., Draft EIR pp.3.1-15 [discussing project’s 
consistency with City’s lighting standards], 3.1-17 [discussing project’s 
consistency with Specific Plan and General Plan aesthetic and land-use 
compatibility requirements], 3.9-9 through 3.9-11 [analyzing consistency with 
General Plan recreational requirements and City’s park development fee 
requirements].)  Because the commenter’s statement is vague in that it does not 
identify the specific “General Plan Ordinance” requirements as to which it is 
concerned, no further response is required.  (See Master Response # 3.) 

Response to Comment H-6 

The DEIR has engaged in good faith disclosure and analysis of impacts from 
noise, as can be evidenced by the commenter’s inclusion of the noise 
measurements expected to be caused by the project.  The project has included 
mitigation measures to reduce noise during construction to the extent feasible. 

Although on-site construction noise could reach 89 dBA as the commenter states 
(DEIR, Page 3.8-13 to 3.8-14), the nearest receptor (users of the Sycamore 
Canyon Wilderness Park ) is 600 feet away at the edge of the park boundary 
which would result in a noise level of 67 dBA (DEIR, Page 3.8-14).  At the 
nearest residential land uses located approximately 1,500 feet away from the 
center of construction activity, construction noise during the noisiest phases of 
work is predicted to be approximately 57 dBA Leq.  Based on the measurements 
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conducted in the residential neighborhood, noise from construction likely would 
be audible at times but would be lower in magnitude than existing traffic noise 
along Alessandro Boulevard (DEIR, Page 3.8-14).   

Additionally, temporary blasting may be required during the initial phase of the 
project for a period of approximately 2 weeks prior to grading, due to existing 
granitic soils that underlay the site.  At the near edge of the Sycamore Canyon 
Wilderness park approximately 600 feet away from the center of construction, 
the probable peak noise level would be between 123 dB and 119 dB (DEIR, Page 
3.8-20).  At the nearest residential land uses approximately 1,500 feet away, the 
probably peak noise level would be approximately 112 dB.  These noise levels 
would be very brief (on the order of several milliseconds each) and occur for a 
short time prior to grading.   

The noise levels from airblast are likely to exceed the City of Riverside’s Noise 
Code standards for operations for brief durations (i.e., the applicable noise 
standard or the measured ambient noise level, plus 20 decibels, for any length of 
time) (DEIR, Page 3.8-20).  However, the City’s Noise Code does not apply to 
construction activities and specifically exempts temporary construction activities 
from the operational noise standards, if activities are not permitted during 
specified hours (DEIR, Page 3.8-9, 3.8-14).  The City has imposed limitations on 
construction to assure that construction will not occur during nighttime hours, on 
Sunday, or on federal holidays.  (Final EIR pp. 3.8-1 through 3.8-3 [including 
mitigation measures NOISE-2.)  Mitigation Measures Noise-1 was incorporated 
to further reduce construction-related noise and would result in a reduction of 
approximately 3 to 5 dBA (DEIR, Page 3.8-18 to 3.8-19).  Accordingly, the 
City’s conclusion that construction noise is less than significant with mitigation 
is supported by substantial evidence. 

The noise levels suggested by the commenter are for operational noise, which are 
also addressed in the DEIR.  (Draft EIR pp. 3.8-15 3.8-18.)  As noted above, 
those operational noise standards do not apply to construction-generated noise.  
Contrary to the commenter’s statement, the City’s analysis demonstrates that the 
operational noise added by the project will not result in a cumulatively significant 
impact.  (See Draft EIR pp. 3.8-17 and 4-11 through 4-12.)  The EIR shows that 
the project would add to the existing noise levels by only zero to two dBA, and 
thus “would not materially worsen an existing exceedance.”  (Draft EIR pp. 3.8-
16 and 3.8-17.)  The City’s conclusion is thus supported by both substantial 
evidence and the law.  (See, e.g., Communities for a Better Environment v. 
California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 120 [“This does not 
mean, however, that any additional effect in a nonattainment area for that effect 
necessarily creates a significant cumulative impact; the one additional molecule 
rule is not the law.”].)       

Response to Comment H-7 

The DEIR provides a comprehensive air quality analysis in Section 3.2 and 
Appendix B.  This analysis addresses each of the air quality significance criteria 
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required by Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines plus, although this is not an 
adopted threshold under the CEQA Guidelines at this time, an analysis related to 
the State goal of reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to 1990 levels.  
Several significance thresholds were used in examining the project’s air quality 
impacts, consisting of SCAQMD established methods and thresholds for regional 
and local air quality impacts, CO, health risk/sensitive receptors, and cumulative 
impacts, as published in SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  Finally, for 
operational contributions to violating air quality standards was determined to be 
significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation incorporated.  Cumulative air 
quality impacts were also analyzed in the EIR.  (See, e.g., Draft EIR pp. 4-5 
through 4-6.)  Additional air quality issues are described in the following 
comments (H-8 to H-11).   

This comment expresses specific concern for existing conditions and project-
related impacts related to ozone (O3) and particulate matter (PM).  Existing 
conditions for O3 and PM are discussed on pages 3.2-15 and 3.2-16 of the Draft 
EIR.  Project impacts related to these two pollutants are discussed on pages 3.2-
22 through 3.2-25.  Please note that though project-specific O3 emissions and the 
associated impacts are not identified in the Draft EIR, impacts with respect to this 
pollutant are properly analyzed.  As explained on page 3.2-6 of the Draft EIR, O3 
is formed when reactive organic gases (ROG, also known as “reactive organic 
compounds, or “ROC”) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) react in the presence of 
sunlight.  Projects generally do not directly emit O3, and, accordingly, SCAQMD 
guidelines do not suggest analyzing O3 on a project level.  Rather, SCAQMD 
maintains significance thresholds for emissions of the two identified “ozone 
precursors,” and the project’s emissions of these pollutants were properly 
analyzed in the Draft EIR on pages 3.2-22 through 3.2-25.  Project-level 
emissions of NOx are identified as significant and unavoidable.  This project-
level significant impact is also acknowledged in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR for 
its contribution to the significant cumulative impact of O3 emissions in the Basin.  
Page 4-5 states that because the Basin has non-attainment status for O3 and the 
project would result in significant emissions of the ozone precursor NOx, “the 
proposed project would contribute to a significant cumulative air quality impact” 
with respect to ozone. 

As noted on pages 3.2-23 and 3.2-24 of the Draft EIR, the project’s construction 
and operational emissions of PM do not exceed SCAQMD thresholds and, 
therefore, PM impacts are less than significant. 

Because the air quality analysis was properly conducted for this project and 
properly presented in the Draft EIR, and because commenter’s statement is vague 
in that it does not identify any specific concerns regarding the air quality 
analysis, no further response is required.  (See Master Response # 3.) 

Response to Comment H-8 

Implementation of the proposed project will result in an increase of temporary 
construction traffic, as well as an increase in truck and passenger car trips during 
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operations of the business center.   Impacts AQ-1 through AQ-3 in Section 3.2 of 
the DEIR is supported by substantial evidence presented in the air quality study, 
Health Risk Assessment, and modeling results provided in Appendix B of the 
DEIR (DEIR, Pages 3.2-21 to 3.2-30).  In addition, the air quality study followed 
the data requirements and methodologies recommended by the SCAQMD for 
assessing impacts of these air pollutants, and the information requested in the 
comment is provided in a similar fashion in the air quality study (including the 
health effects of various pollutants).   

CEQA requires the analysis of project-specific impacts and consistency of 
projects with the locally adopted Air Quality Management Plan, which is 
addressed in Impact AQ-1 (DEIR, Page 3.2-21 to 3.2-22).  As shown in Table 
3.2-6 (DEIR, Page 3.2-25), regional emissions resulting from the proposed 
project would not exceed regional SCAQMD thresholds for reactive organic 
compounds (which the commenter states as ROG), SOX, CO, or PM10.  Regional 
emissions would, however, exceed the SCAQMD threshold for NOX.  Thus, 
regional operations emissions would result in a significant long-term regional air 
quality impact.  Mitigation measures AQ-1 to AQ-8 were incorporated to reduce 
these emissions to the extent feasible, but would still lead to emissions above the 
threshold.  Therefore, as disclosed in the DEIR, operations-period NOX emissions 
would be significant and unavoidable, and a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations will be required should the City choose to approve the project 
(DEIR, Page 3.2-26).  Additionally, as discussed above in the response to 
comment H-7, O3 impacts are properly addressed through examination of the 
project-specific emissions of ROG and NOx, and through their contribution to 
cumulative O3 emissions. 

The SCAQMD recommends that health risk assessments be conducted for 
substantial sources of diesel particulates (e.g., truck stops and warehouse 
distribution facilities) and has provided guidance for analyzing mobile source 
diesel emissions.  Since the proposed 673,825-square foot business park is 
expected to generate approximately 627 daily truck trips, a human health risk 
assessment (HRA) that evaluates the potential cancer risks to nearby sensitive 
receptor locations that may result from the onsite diesel emissions associated 
with long-term facility operations was prepared for the project (DEIR, Appendix 
B).  The carcinogenic exposure due to diesel emissions that would occur under 
the proposed project would result in a risk of less than 1 in 1,000,000 at the 
residential receptor location, and 9.15 in 1,000,000 at the nonresidential receptor 
location.  Both of these carcinogenic risk values are below the SCAQMD 
established significance threshold of 10 in 1,000,000 (DEIR, Page 3.2-30).  
Additionally, the Draft EIR explains that existing health risks in the South Coast 
Air Basin as a whole is already at 1,400 per million.  (Draft EIR p. 3.2-16.)  
Accordingly, the project’s potential increase in cancer risk is both insignificant 
according to the AQMD’s standard and also in the context of the existing 
conditions within the South Coast Air Basin.  It should be noted that the HRA 
prepared for the project was based on a specific set of conservative and health-
protective assumptions, and as such, the actual levels of human exposure to 
diesel emissions (and related potential cancer risks) at the sensitive receptor 
locations are likely to be substantially less than the quantitative estimates derived 
in the health risk assessment.  It should also be noted that according to the 
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SCAQMD’s MATES-II study, the cancer risk in the project vicinity is 
approximately 250 to 500 in 1,000,000 (DEIR, Page 3.2-30).  Therefore, the 
health effects from local air quality on sensitive receptor locations present within 
the general project vicinity would not be substantially different as a result of the 
proposed project.  In addition, the incremental health risk impact from the 
proposed project would be below the applicable significance threshold, and as 
such, project development would result in a less than significant impact on 
human health (DEIR, Page 3.2-30). 

Response to Comment H-9 

A comprehensive analysis of the project’s emissions, including diesel emissions 
is provided in Appendix B of the DEIR.  Furthermore, the types of vehicles, 
volume of trips, frequency, and timing of these trips are all required inputs into 
the URBEMIS 2007 emissions inventory model used for calculating air quality 
emissions.  The vehicle trips input into the URBEMIS model rely on estimates 
determined in the traffic study prepared for the project by Kunzman Associates 
(Appendix G of the Draft EIR), as explained on page 3.2-24 of the Draft EIR.  
These trip estimates were determined by industry standard practices for traffic 
engineers, and are based on trip-generation factors published in the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers Trip Generation manual (7th edition, 2003), and in the 
City of Fontana’s Truck Trip Generation Study (January 2007).  Project trip 
generation data are provided in the Transportation and Circulation section of the 
DEIR (Section 3.10 and Appendix G) and are therefore fully disclosed in the 
document. 

As described above, the air quality analyses included describing the existing 
conditions of air pollution in the area and also analyzed impacts to sensitive 
receptors.  Sensitive receptors, contrary to the information provided in the 
comment, are described in the document (DEIR, Page 3.2-16), and include the 
residential community located on the south side of Alessandro Boulevard – 
which are more than 1,000 feet away from the Project site. 

Contrary to the commenter’s statement, the City’s EIR fully analyzed the 
project’s consistency with City policies.  (See generally Response H-5.)  Because 
the commenter’s statement is vague in that it does not identify any specific 
“policies” about which it is concerned, no further response is required.  (See 
Master Response # 3.) 

Contrary to the commenter’s statement, the City’s EIR fully analyzed health risk 
impacts and disclosed the project’s potential impacts.  (Draft EIR pp. 3.2-29 
through 3.2-30.)  That analysis specifically linked health risks to both residential 
and non-residential receptors.  (Draft EIR p. 3.2-30.)  See also Response H-8. 

The comment states that the DEIR must address consistency with the SCAQMD 
air quality management plan.  This is fully addressed in Impact AQ-1 (DEIR, 
Pages 3.2-21 and 3.2-22).  Furthermore, as stated previously, the traffic 
assumptions are used by the air quality analysis as inputs and are therefore 
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consistent.  VMT was calculated as described in the DEIR and Methodology 
section of the Traffic Study (DEIR, Page 3.10-9).  Kunzman Associates applied 
trip generation rates and procedures contained in the 2003, 7th Edition, Institute 
of Transportation Engineers’ Trip Generation, and the 2007 Fontana Truck Trip 
Generation Study (Kunzman 2007). 

Response to Comment H-10 

The EIR fully analyzed the project’s potential impacts on air quality.  A detailed 
Health Risk Assessment is provided in Appendix B of the DEIR and summarized 
in Section 3.2.  Furthermore, all direct, reasonably foreseeable indirect, and 
cumulative emissions related to the project are fully disclosed and analyzed in the 
document.  (See Response H-8 and H-9.)  As stated above, the project would 
result in significant and unavoidable impacts contributing to a violation of an air 
quality standard for NOx Impact AQ-2 (DEIR, Page,  3.2-26; also see Response 
to Comment H-8). The only significant and unavoidable impact identified by the 
air quality analysis is the emission of NOx during operations.  (Draft EIR p. 3.2-
26.)  Although the City imposed all feasible mitigation to reduce this impact, 
NOx emissions during operations will nonetheless be significant and 
unavoidable.  (Ibid.)  Contrary to the commenter’s statements, the potential 
health risks associated with prolonged exposure to high concentrations of NOx 
are fully described and disclosed on Draft EIR p. 3.2-7. 

Response to Comment H-11 

The Commenter’s assertion that the EIR fails to adopt feasible mitigation 
measures that would have substantially lessened significant environmental 
impacts resulting from the project in an attempt to subvert the procedural 
requirements of CEQA is not true.  Detailed in Table 3.2-1 (Summary of Project 
Impacts and Mitigation on Air Quality), provided on page 3.2-1 of the Draft EIR, 
there is a list of 18 feasible mitigation measures prescribed to reduce Project NOX 
emissions to the extent feasible. 

The Commenter is correct in stating that measures proposed by the California Air 
Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) and the California Office of 
the Attorney General (AG) to reduce GHG emissions have the co-benefit of 
reducing criteria pollutant NOX emissions, and therefore, should be considered in 
reducing the significant NOX emissions that would occur with approval of the 
proposed project.  As demonstrated below, all feasible GHG-reducing, and 
therefore criteria pollutant reducing measures, recommended by CAPCOA 
and/or the state AG have been adopted. 

Discussion of CAPCOA GHG Reduction Measures 

CAPCOA provides a list of 97 GHG-reducing measures in Appendix B of their 
publication CEQA & Climate Change (January 2008).  As shown therein, Table 
16 (Mitigation Measure Summary) contains a list of 74 measures; and Table 17 
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(General Planning Level Mitigation Strategies Summary) contains a list of 23 
measures.  As stated in the table title, the 23 measures provided under Table 17 
are General Plan-level mitigation options that are not applicable for the proposed 
project.  Examples of such measures include “Provide for convenient and safe 
local travel,” and “Achieve optimum use of regional rail transit,” among other 
measures.  As such, none of the 23 measures provided in Table 17 are feasible 
mitigation options appropriate for the proposed project, because the proposed 
project is not a General Plan or Specific Plan.  All feasible project-level 
mitigation options have been adopted. 

Table 16 (Mitigation Measure Summary) provides a list of 74 measures that are 
organized under seven categories: transportation (21 measures), design (19), 
energy efficiency/building component 24), social awareness/education (2), 
construction (4), Regional Transportation Plan (2), and miscellaneous (2).  As 
detailed in Table 16, the 27 measures listed under the categories transportation, 
social awareness/education, Regional Transportation Plan, and miscellaneous are 
clearly not applicable for the proposed project.  Examples of such measures 
include “Bike parking at multi-unit residential,” and “Dedicate high occupancy 
vehicle (HOV) lanes prior to adding capacity to existing highways,” among other 
measures.  As such, none of the 27 measures included under these categories are 
feasible mitigation options appropriate for the proposed project, because the 
proposed project is not a transportation, social awareness/education, or Regional 
Transportation Plan type project.  All feasible mitigation options that are 
appropriate for a warehouse distribution center type project have been adopted.  
In addition, since project NOX and all other criteria pollutant emissions during 
construction would be less than significant, there is no CEQA requirement to 
consider the 4 measures included under the “construction” category in Table 16. 

Of the 19 measures included in Table 16 under the “design” category, only four 
measures: MM D-14 Enhanced recycling/waste reduction, reuse, composting, 
MM D-15 LEED certification, MM D-16 Retro-commissioning, and MM D-17 
Landscaping, are measures suitable for the proposed project.  None of the 
remaining 15 measures included under this category are feasible mitigation 
options appropriate for proposed warehouse distribution center type project.  
With respect to MM D-14, this measure is currently prescribed in the Draft EIR 
under Mitigation Measure AQ-17, which reads “Provide interior and exterior 
storage areas for recyclables and green waste, and adequate recycling containers 
located in public areas.”  While the project would not seek LEED certification as 
offered under MM D-15, existing Draft EIR mitigation measures AQ-1 through 
AQ-8, AQ-12 and AQ-15, would meet the same energy and water conservation 
goals pursued under LEED certification; and as such, would achieve similar 
reductions in GHG and criteria pollutant emissions.  Proposed measure MM D-
16 (retro-commissioning) is the application of the commissioning process to 
existing buildings.  As the proposed project would involve construction of a new 
facility, it will undergo a commissioning process prior to issuance of Certificate 
of Occupancy.  With respect to MM D-17, this measure is currently prescribed in 
the Draft EIR under Mitigation Measure AQ-12, which reads “Landscape to 
preserve natural vegetation and maintain watershed integrity.” 
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Of the 24 measures included in Table 16 under the “energy efficiency/building 
component” category, at least 16 of said measures are currently prescribed as air 
quality mitigation measures and/or currently incorporated into project design.  
Other measures from this category such as MM E-10 (Vegetated Roof) and MM 
E-24 (Goods transport by rail), among other measures, are not applicable and/or 
feasible mitigation options appropriate for the proposed project. 

Discussion of California AG Office GHG Reduction Measures 

The 24 energy efficiency, water conservation/efficiency and solid waste 
reduction measured recommended by the California AG Office are similar to 
and/or duplicative of the CAPCOA measures discussed above.  As such, all such 
measures that are applicable and feasible for the proposed project are currently 
prescribed as air quality mitigation measures and/or incorporated into project 
design.  Proposed measures from categories such as Renewable Energy, Land 
Use (General Plan type), Transportation and Motor Vehicles, Off-site Mitigation 
and General Plan Measures are not applicable and/or feasible mitigation options 
appropriate for a warehouse distribution center type project. 

In conclusion, numerous mitigation measures were identified to address and 
reduce the significant NOX emissions anticipated to occur as a result of the 
proposed project and disclosed in the Draft EIR.  All feasible mitigation 
measures with a more than speculative ability to reduce impacts were 
incorporated into the project.  Furthermore, the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) has reviewed the air quality section and 
appendix circulated as part of the Draft EIR for adequacy of air quality impact 
analysis and prescribed mitigation measures.  No additional mitigation measures 
were recommended or provided. 

Response to Comment H-12 

As stated on pages 3.2-31 through 3.2-32 of the Draft EIR, greenhouse gas 
emissions are believed to be responsible for the phenomenon of global climate 
change.  The following is a partial list of ways climate change could impact the 
natural environment: 

 Rising sea levels along the coastline; 

 Extreme-heat conditions, such as heat waves and very high temperatures, 
which could last longer and become more frequent; 

 An increase in heat-related human deaths, infectious diseases, and risk of 
respiratory problems caused by deteriorating air quality; 

 Reduced snow pack and stream flow in the Sierra Nevada mountains, 
affecting winter recreation and water supplies; 

 Potential increase in the severity of winter storms, affecting peak stream 
flows and flooding; 
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 Changes in growing season conditions that could affect California 
agriculture, causing variations in crop quality and yield; and 

 changes in hydrologic cycles. 

These environmental conditions would not only affect humans, but also plants 
and wildlife, as increased temperatures and changes in the availability of water 
would likely change various species’ distribution patterns and lead to increased 
competition from colonizing species.  The City also acknowledges the effects of 
global warming discussed at length in this comment letter.  However, please note 
that the EIR for this project is not the proper venue to comprehensively analyze 
global warming’s impact on the environment, as this comment suggests.  The 
project’s impacts in terms of greenhouse gas emissions and their influence on 
global climate change were properly analyzed in detail in Section 3.2 (see a 
discussion of potential impacts of climate change on DEIR, Page 3.2-12 to 3.2-13 
and project-related GHG emissions on DEIR, Page 3.2-18 to 3.2-20, and 3.2-31 
to 3.2-35).  There are currently no established guidelines or regulations issued on 
significance thresholds or methodologies for assessing impacts of global 
warming.  Nonetheless, the City fully analyzed GHG emissions, quantified those 
emissions, and concluded that impacts would be less than significant.  (See, e.g., 
Draft EIR pp. 3.2-31 through 3.2-33.)  Additionally, mitigation measures to 
further reduce those already insignificant impacts by the greatest extent feasible 
were imposed by the EIR.  (Draft EIR pp. 3.2-34 through 3.2-35.)  Furthermore, 
the additional environmental issues the commenter says should be addressed 
(including biological resources and water supply) have all been incorporated into 
their respective sections in the document and addressed according to the CEQA 
Guidelines.  

Response to Comment H-13 

As stated in response to the previous comment, there are no established criteria 
for addressing global warming and GHG emissions in the CEQA Guidelines.  
Impact AQ-5 (conflict with the State goal of reducing GHG emissions in 
California to 1990 levels by 2020) was incorporated into the project’s impact 
analysis although it has not been adopted under the CEQA Guidelines at this time 
(DEIR, Page 3.2-31 to 3.2-35).  The emissions of GHG related to the project 
were determined to be at less-than-significant levels before mitigation was 
incorporated.  (Draft EIR p. 3.2-32.)  Nevertheless, mitigation measures were 
incorporated to specifically address GHG emissions reductions during 
construction and operations.  AQ-9 through AQ-13 include changes in materials 
and waste minimization in order to reduce impacts related to construction (DEIR, 
Page 3.2-34).  AQ-14 through 18 include measures to change the types of 
vehicles used, enhance efficiency, and restrict activities which would lead to 
excess GHG emissions (DEIR, Pages 3.2-34 to 3.2-35).  In addition to reducing 
operations-related criteria pollutant emissions for Impact AQ-2, mitigation 
measures AQ-1 through AQ-8 would also serve to reduce GHG emissions 
through energy conservation.  Therefore, the project and the EIR adequately 
address global warming and GHG emissions.  Because the project’s potential 
impacts to global warming are already less than significant and because the City 
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has further reduced those already-insignificant impacts through the imposition of 
mitigation measures, no further mitigation is required.  (State CEQA Guidelines,  
15126.4(a)(3) [“Mitigation measures are not required for effects which are not 
found to be significant.”].)   

Response to Comment H-14 

The commenter is incorrect.  The potential development of the 6.15-acre parcel is 
addressed in the DEIR on Page 2-4:  “No development of the 6.15-acre parcel 
has been proposed at this time, and so any possible future uses are unknown.  As 
such, any analysis of potential future development or the impacts associated 
therewith would be speculation and is not required by CEQA (see State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15145).  Nonetheless, future development of the 6.15-acre 
parcel of land, if any, would be subject to additional CEQA review by the City of 
Riverside.”  Because the future development – if any – and uses of that 6.15-acre 
parcel are completely unknown, there is not yet enough information available to 
allow the City to complete a meaningful environmental review.  (State CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15004.)  Accordingly, any analysis of those future uses would be 
entirely speculative and is not required under CEQA.  (State CEQA Guidelines, 
§§ 15145 and 15004.)  Since environmental review under CEQA would be 
required by any future development, the impacts of development of this parcel 
would be addressed at that time. 

Response to Comment H-15 

As required by CEQA, a range of reasonable alternatives were examined in the 
DEIR based on the identified significant impacts and that would feasibly obtain 
most of the objectives of the proposed project.  (State CEQA Guidelines, 
§15126.6.)  There is no requirement that the EIR include every conceivable 
alternative to, or every possible permutation of, the proposed project.  (Ibid. at 
subd. (a).)  Furthermore, there is no ironclad rule governing the selection of a 
range of alternatives.  (Ibid. citing Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Bd. of Supervisors 
(1990) 52 Cal.3d 553.  Here, the City fully analyzed three separate alternatives, 
which constitutes a reasonable range.  (See additional discussion at Reponse M-
4.)  Moreover, during the review of the feasibility of these alternatives as well as 
potentially significant impacts, a number of additional Alternative Projects were 
considered but ultimately rejected as infeasible.  (Draft EIR pp. 7-4 through 7-6.)  
Accordingly, the City’s analysis of alternatives is supported by substantial 
evidence.  

Response to Comment H-16 

Comments noted.  The Center for Biological Diversity, San Bernardino Valley 
Audubon Society, and Sierra Club are included on the City’s mailing list for all 
future notices related to this project. 
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Response to Comment H-17 

Sixty-three attachments to this letter were submitted to the City of Riverside on 
CD.  The attachments are not project specific but rather provide general 
information on environmental issues, including air quality, climate change, 
Stephan’s kangaroo rat,  water supply, wildlife movement, and the Western 
Riverside MSHCP.  Accordingly, and because the materials submitted are 
general nature, a general response to those materials is sufficient.  (See Master 
Response #3.)  The attachments were reviewed and responses by topic are 
provided as follows: 

Air Quality 

American Lung Association 2005, webpage printout of Riverside County, 
California, State of the Air 2005. 

American Lung Association 2008, State of the Air 2008. 

American Lung Association 2008, Highlights of Recent Research on Particulate 
Air Pollution: Effects of Long-Term Exposure, October 2008. 

Bluffstone, Randall A.; Brad Ouderkirk,. "Warehouses, trucks, and [PM.sub.2.5]: 
human health and logistics industry growth in the eastern Inland 
Empire.(Report)." Contemporary Economic Policy. 2007. Retrieved August 
19, 2009 from accessmylibrary: 
http://www.accessmylibrary.com/coms2/summary_0286-34357857_ITM 

CARB 2005, California Air Resources Board, AIR QUALITY AND LAND USE 
HANDBOOK: A COMMUNITY HEALTH PERSPECTIVE 

Daily News 2009, Daily News of Los Angeles, Susan Abram, Air over Los 
Angeles fails test again, Report: Area is nation’s worst for ozone pollution, 
April 29, 2009. 

EWG 2002, Environmental Working Group, Particle Civics, How Cleaner Air in 
California Will Save Lives & Money. 

SCAQMD 2007, South Coast Air Quality Management District. Final 2007 Air 
Quality Management Plan. 

SCAQMD 2008, South Coast Air Quality Management District, Draft Guidance 
Document – Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold, October 2008. 

Project Analysis 

The potential for project specific and cumulative impacts associated with 
construction and operations period air quality emissions and toxic air 
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contaminants (diesel particulates) is addressed in the project air quality study 
(Appendix B), Chapter 3.2 (Air Quality) and Chapter 4 (Cumulative Impacts) of 
the DEIR.  The results of the project air quality  analysis concluded that 
construction-related daily (short-term) emissions would not exceed SCAQMD 
regional significance thresholds for CO, NOX, PM10, ROC, or SOX (DEIR, Page 
3.2-23).   

The results of the project air quality analysis also concluded that operational 
emissions resulting from the proposed project would not exceed regional 
SCAQMD thresholds for ROC, SOX, CO, or PM10; however, they would exceed 
the SCAQMD threshold for NOX.  Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-8 
would result in a reduction of stationary-source NOX emissions during long-term 
project operations by approximately 3 to 5%.  As such, NOX emissions would be 
reduced by 2 to 3.5 pounds per day, which would net roughly 65.5 to 67 pounds 
per day.  The NOX threshold is 55 pounds per day.  Therefore, operations-period 
NOX emissions would be significant and unavoidable, and a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations will be required should the City choose to approve the 
project (DEIR, Page 3.2-26).   

Additionally, in accordance with SCAQMD’s recommendation for sources of 
diesel particulates (e.g., truck stops and warehouse distribution facilities) a 
Health Risk Assessment was prepared by ICF Jones & Stokes to analyze the 
potential cancer risk to nearby sensitive receptors (DEIR, Appendix B). The 
carcinogenic risk values for both the residential and nonresidential maximally 
exposed individual (MEI) receptor locations are less than 1 in 1,000,000 at the 
residential MEI receptor location, and 9.15 in 1,000,000 at the nonresidential 
MEI receptor location.  Both of these carcinogenic risk values are below the 
SCAQMD established significance threshold of 10 in 1,000,000 (DEIR, Page 
3.2-29).   

Climate Change 

California Office of Planning and Research 2008, Technical Advisory, CEQA 
and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change through California 
Environmental Quality Act Review, June 17, 2008. 

California Office of the Attorney General 2008, The California Environmental 
Quality Act: Addressing Global Warming at the Local Agency Level, 
Mitigation Measures. Available at 
http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/pdf/GW_mitigation_measures.pdf 

California Office of the Attorney General 2009, Climate Change, The California 
Environmental Quality Act, and General Plan Updates: Straightforward 
Answers to Some Frequently Asked Questions (updated March 6, 2009). 
http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/pdf/CEQA_GP_FAQs.pdf 
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CAPCOA 2008. CEQA & Climate Change, Evaluating and Addressing 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Projects Subject to the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 

CARB 2008, California Air Resources Board, Climate Change Proposed Scoping 
Plan, October 2008. 

Cayan et al. 2006, Cayan, D., A.L. Luers, M. Hanemann, G. Franco, and B. 
Croes. 2006. Scenarios of Climate Change in California: An Overview, 
California Climate Change Center, CEC-500-2005-186-SF. 

Cayan, et al. 2007. Our Changing Climate: Assessing the Risks to California. 
California Climate Change Center. Available at: 
http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/biennial_reports/2006report/index.html. 

CCCC 2006a, California Climate Change Center. 2006a. Climate Warming and 
Water Supply Management in California. (J. Medellin et al. University of 
California, Davis.) 

CCCC 2006b, California Climate Change Center. 2006. Estimated Impacts of 
Climate Warming on California Water Availability Under Twelve Future 
Climate Scenarios. (Tingju Zhu et al, University of California, Davis.) 

CCCC 2008. California Climate Change Center. Moser, Susie, Guido Franco, 
Sarah Pittiglio, Wendy Chou, Dan Cayan. 2009. The Future Is Now: An 
Update on Climate Change Science Impacts and Response Options for 
California. California Energy Commission, PIER Energy, Related 
Environmental Research Program. CEC-500-2008-071.  

Epstein, P.R. and E. Mills (eds.). 2005. “Climate change futures health, 
ecological, and economic dimensions.” The Center for Health and the Global 
Environment, Harvard Medical School. Cambridge, Massachusets, USA. 

Gleick, Peter H. et al., 2000. Water: “The Potential Consequences of Climate 
Variability and Change for the Water Resources of the United States.” The 
report of the Water Sector Assessment Team of the National Assessment of 
the Potential Consequences of Climate Variability and Change,” U.S. Global 
Change Research Program, Pacific Institute for Studies in Development, 
Environment, and Security. 

Halpin P. 1997. GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE AND NATURAL-AREA 
PROTECTION: MANAGEMENT RESPONSES AND RESEARCH 
DIRECTIONS. Ecological Applications: Vol. 7, No. 3, pp. 828-843. (doi: 
10.1890/1051-0761(1997)007[0828:GCCANA]2.0.CO;2) 

Harvell, C. D., C. E. Mitchell, J. R. Ward, S. Altizer, A. P. Dobson, R. S. Ostfeld, 
and M. D. Samuel. 2002. Climate warming and disease risks for terrestrial 
and marine biota. Science 296:2158-2162. 
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Hayhoe, K., D. Cayan, C.B. Field, P.C. Frumhoff, E.P. Maurer, N.L. Miller, S.C. 
Moser, S.H. Schneider, K.N. Cahill, E.E. Cleland, L.Dale, R. Drapek, R.M. 
Hanemann, L.S. Kalksetin, J. Lenihan, C.K. Lunch, R.P. Neilson, S.C. 
Sheridan, and J.H. Verville. 2004. Emissions pathways, climate change, and 
impacts on California. PNAS 101 no. 34:12422-12427. 

IPCC 2007a, Summary for Policymakers, in Climate Change 2007: The Physical 
Science Basis, Contribution of Working Group I to the Fourth Assessment 
Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (2007). 

IPCC. 2007b. Technical Summary in CLIMATE CHANGE 2007: IMPACTS, 
ADAPTATION AND VULNERABILITY, CONTRIBUTIONS OF 
WORKING GROUP II TO THE FOURTH ASSESSMENT REPORT OF 
THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL PANEL ON CLIMATE CHANGE at 62 
(M. Parry et al., eds. Cambridge Univ. Press 2007). 

IPCC, G. Meehl et al. 2007c, Global Climate Projections in CLIMATE CHANGE 
2007: THE PHYSICAL SCIENCE BASIS, CONTRIBUTION OF WORKING 
GROUP I TO THE FOURTH ASSESSMENT REPORT OF THE 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL PANEL ON CLIMATE CHANGE (Susan Soloman et 
al., eds., Cambridge Univ. Press 2007). 

IUCN 2008, Red List, Species Susceptibility to Climate Change Impacts 

Mayhew 2007, A long-term association between global temperature and 
biodiversity, origination and extinction in the fossil record. Proceedings of 
the Royal Society B, (doi:10.1098/rspb.2007.1302) 

Parmeson, C. and H. Galbraith. 2004. Observed impacts of global climate change 
in the U.S. Pew Center on Global Climate Change. 56 pp. 

Running, S. 2006. Is Global Warming Causing More, Larger Wildfires? Science 
313: 927. 

Schindler, D.W. 1994. Widespread Effects of Climatic Warming on Freshwater 
Ecosystems in North America, Hydrological Processes, Vol. 11, No. 8, 
pp.1043-1067 (2004); Mulholland et al., Effects of Climate Change on 
Freshwater Ecosystems of the South-eastern United States and the Gulf 
Coast of Mexico, Hydrological Processes, Vol. 11, pp.949-970 (1994). 

Tepper, Brue. 2008. “Delta Blues,” Los Angeles Lawyer. Thomas 2004, 
Extinction risk from climate change, Nature 427, 145-148 (8 January 2004) | 
doi:10.1038/nature02121 

Union of Concerned Scientists 2007.How to Avoid Dangerous Climate Change: 
A Target for U.S. Emissions Reductions, available at 
www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/global_warming/emissions-target-
report.pdf 
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USGCRP 2009, U.S. Global Change Research Program, Global Climate Change 
Impacts in the United States, Thomas R. Karl, Jerry M. Melillo, and Thomas 
C. Peterson, (eds.). Cambridge University Press, 2009. 

Westerling, et al. 2006. “Warming and Earlier Spring Increases Western U.S. 
Forest Wildfire Activity.” Sciencexpress, p.1, 10.1126, Science, 1128824 
(July 6, 2006). 

Dettinger, Michael D. and Dan R. Cayan 1994. Large-scale Atmospheric Forcing 
of Recent Trends Toward Early Snowmelt Runoff in California, Journal of 
Climate, 8:606-23. 

Hansen, J et al. 2008, Target Atmospheric CO2: Where Should Humanity Aim? 2 
OPEN ATMOSPHERIC SCI. J. 217, 226 (2008). 450 CO2eq is approximately 
equivalent to 400 ppm CO2 stabilization, and 400 CO2eq is approximately 
equivalent to 350–375 ppm CO2 stabilization. 

Warren 2006, Impacts of Global Climate Change at Different Annual Mean 
Global Temperature Increases in AVOIDING DANGEROUS CLIMATE 
CHANGE (Cambridge Univ. Press) (2006) [not attached]. 

California Office of Planning and Research, Preliminary Draft CEQA Guideline 
Amendments for Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Jan. 8, 2009. 

California Office of Planning and Research, CEQA Guidelines Sections 
Proposed to be Added or Amended, Apr. 13, 2009.  

Walther, G. R., S. Beissner, and C. A. Burga. 2005. Trends in the upward shift of 
alpine plants. Journal of Vegetation Science 16:541-548. 

71 Fed. Reg. 26852 (May 9, 2006) Endangered and Threatened Species: Final 
Listing Determinations for Elkhorn Coral and Staghorn Coral; 

73 Fed. Reg. 28212 (May 15, 2008) Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and 
Plants: Determination of Threatened Status for the Polar Bear (Ursus 
maritimus) Throughout Its Range; 

74 Fed. Reg. 1937 (January 14, 2009) Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and 
Plants: Endangered Status for Black Abalone.  

IUCN 2009, Vié, J.-C., Hilton-Taylor, C. and Stuart, S.N. (eds.) (2009). Wildlife 
in a Changing World – An Analysis of the 2008 IUCN Red List of 
Threatened Species. Gland, Switzerland: IUCN. 180 pp. 

Krajick, K. 2004. All Downhill From here? Science 303: 1600-1602. 

Barnett et al., “Human-Induced Changes in the Hydrology of the Western United 
States,” Science, Jan. 31, 2008. 
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COSEWIC 2006, COMMITTEE ON THE STATUS OF ENDANGERED 
WILDLIFE IN CANADA, Assessment and Update Status Report on the 
Ord’s kangaroo rat (Dipodomys ordii) in Canada 

Project Analysis 

The potential for project specific and cumulative impacts associated with climate 
change and greenhouse gas emission is addressed in the project air quality study 
(Appendix B), Chapter 3.2 (Air Quality) and Chapter 4 (Cumulative Impacts) of 
the DEIR.  Although there is no adopted threshold under the CEQA Guidelines 
for Climate Change at this time, the potential for greenhouse gas emissions 
associated with the proposed Alessandro Business Center project was analyzed.  
Prominent greenhouse gases contributing to this process include water vapor, 
CO2, N2O, methane, ozone, and certain hydro- and fluorocarbons.  The total 
California statewide average daily emissions of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) 
(Year 2004) was 2,972,314,499 pounds per day.  The maximum project 
construction period emissions of CO2e would be 11,909 pounds per day and the 
total operations period emissions of CO2e would be 1,016,365 pounds per day. 
This amount represents approximately 0.03% of the statewide total daily GHG 
emissions, which were found to be negligible in comparison to statewide and 
worldwide daily emissions (DEIR, Page 3.2-34).  The proposed project’s amount 
of emissions, without considering other cumulative global emissions, would be 
insufficient to cause substantial climate change directly.  Therefore, project 
emissions, in isolation, are considered less than significant.  Nevertheless, 
mitigation measures AQ-1 through AQ-8 are proposed to reduce project-related 
GHG emissions by the greatest extent feasible (DEIR, Page 3.2-32). With 
implementation of prescribed mitigation measures, the proposed project would be 
consistent with the state’s goals of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 
2020.  As such, the proposed project’s contribution to climate change/worldwide 
GHG emissions would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Stephan’s Kangaroo Rat  

Center for Natural Lands Management (CNLM), webpage of March SKR 
Preserve 

Center for Natural Lands Management (CNLM), March SKR Preserve Brochure 

Center for Natural Lands Management (CNLM), March SKR Preserve, Sensitive 
Bird Locations Spring 2008, Map produced Dec. 12, 2008. 

McClenaghan, Jr., L.R. and H.D. Truesdale 2002. Genetic Structure of 
Endangered Stephens' Kangaroo Rat Populations in Southern California. The 
Southwestern Naturalist, 47(4):539-549 
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SKR HCP EIS/EIR, Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency, Final 
Environmental Impact Statement Report for the Long Term Stephens’ 
Kangaroo Rat Habitat Conservation Plan. 

SKR HCP, Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency, Habitat 
Conservation Plan for the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat, 1996. 

SKR HCP Figure 26, Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency, Habitat 
Conservation Plan for the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat, 1996 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Memorandum to Henri Bisson, District 
Manager, from Gail Kobetich re: March AFB Lands – Conditions for 
Removing from Consideration in Long-Term SKR HCP, (1994). 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Formal Section 7 Consultation on the 
Disposal and Reuse of March Air Force Base, Riverside County, California 
(1-6-99-F-13), 1999. 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Biological Opinion Regarding Proposed 
Improvements to State Route 215 between Van Buren Boulevard and State 
Route 60, Riverside County, California (1-6-90-F-29), 1990. 

County of Riverside 2009, Environmental Impact Report for the Alessandro 
Commerce Centre, State Clearinghouse #2008061136, Prepared by Michael 
Brandman Associates, January 15, 2009, excerpt. 

Project Analysis 

The potential for impacts to Stephan’s kangaroo rat and consistency with the 
adopted Stephan’s Kangaroo Rat Habitat Conservation Plan is addressed in 
Chapter 3.3 (Biological Resources) of the DEIR.  All of the project area is within 
the plan area for the SKR HCP.  The SKR HCP established seven core reserves 
for SKR within western Riverside County and provides for the ongoing 
management of the occupied SKR habitat within those reserves.  All other 
properties within the SKR HCP plan area are within the plan “fee area,” where 
development is permitted and project compliance is achieved with payment of a 
mitigation fee.  

The Sycamore Canyon Core Reserve borders the project area on west and 
includes an isolated parcel adjacent to the project area on the east (DEIR, Figure 
3.3-1).  At the time the SKR HCP was approved in 1996, the maps of the core 
reserve also identified the project area as “land under negotiation for 
conservation easements”.  The property owner at that time was considering 
dedication of an easement in connection with a potential development.  However, 
the transaction never occurred, and the ownership and proposed use of the lands 
subsequently changed.  As confirmed in letters from the RCHCA dated May 3, 
2006 and February 25, 2009, the project area was not and is not part of the core 
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reserve.  The map published by the RCHCA in June 2007 (DEIR, Figure 3.3-6) 
shows the current correct boundaries of Sycamore Canyon Core Reserve.  

In accordance with the requirements of the SKR HCP, the SKR mitigation fee 
(mitigation measure BIO-2) will be paid.  Payment of the fee contributes to the 
ongoing management of occupied SKR habitat in the SKR Core Reserve system, 
which in turns provides for the continued existence of SKR within western 
Riverside County.  Although not required to offset significant impacts, the 
project includes dedication of 36.23 acres of land to the City of Riverside Parks, 
Recreation, and Community Services Department for inclusion in the wilderness 
park.  The 36.23 acres will also be included in the SKR HCP Sycamore Canyon 
Core Reserve, managed by the RCHCA (Refer to Response to Comment B-2).  
This dedication is expected to benefit SKR by providing a permanent connection 
between the two components of the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park, which 
are currently bisected by privately owned property and which is part of the SKR 
Core Reserve (DEIR, Page 3.3-39).  

Water Supply 

NRDC 2008, “Hotter and Drier: The West’s Changed Water Supply.” S. 
Saunders et al.  

Rocky Mountain Climate Organization, NRDC 2008, “Hotter and Drier: The 
West’s Changed Water Supply.” S. Saunders et al. 

Roos, Maurice, 2005, Accounting for Climate Change in California Water Plan 
Update, Vol. 4, Reference Guide, Public Review Draft, California 
Department of Water Resources, at 5. 

Miller, Kathleen and David Yates. 2005. Climate Change and Water Resources: 
A Primer for Municipal Water Providers, AWWA Research Foundation and 
the University Corporation for Atmospheric Research (2005). 

NRDC 2007, “In Hot Water: Water Management Strategies to Weather the 
Effects of Global Warming” Nelson et. al. available at 
http://www.nrdc.org/globalWarming/hotwater/contents.asp 

Sierra Nevada Alliance. 2003. “Troubled Water of the Sierra.” 

Project Analysis 

Water supply is addressed in Chapter 3.12 (Utilities) and the project Water 
Supply Assessment is provided in Appendix I of the DEIR.  The proposed project 
is located within the service area of the Western Municipal Water District 
(WMWD).  At the request of the City and the project applicant, WMWD 
prepared a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) for the subject project in 
accordance with the requirements of Water Code §10910 et seq., commonly 
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referred to as California Senate Bill 610 (Costa).  The WSA was approved by the 
WMWD Board on September 17, 2008, under Resolution 2560.  WMWD has 
determined that it is able to provide adequate water supply to meet the potable 
water demand for the proposed project, in addition to existing and future users 
beyond the next 20 years in all reasonably predictable hydrological scenarios.   

Wildlife Movement 

Servheen, Christopher, Rebecca Shoemaker, and Pat Basting. “Measuring the 
Success of Wildlife Linkage Efforts”. In Proceedings of the 2007 
International Conference on Ecology and Transportation, edited by C. Leroy 
Irwin, Debra Nelson, and K.P. McDermott. Raleigh, NC: Center for 
Transportation and the Environment, North Carolina State University, 2007. 
pp. 409-421. 

Project Analysis 

The potential for impacts to wildlife movement is addressed in Chapter 3.3 
(Biological Resources) of the DEIR.  There are numerous developments east and 
southwest of the site, and much of the area in the project vicinity is planned for 
development.  Alessandro Boulevard forms the southern boundary of the site and 
San Gorgonio Drive forms approximately the south half of the east boundary.  
Wildlife on site has to either move north into the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness 
Park or cross Alessandro Boulevard and go south to another area designated for 
open space.  Given the site’s proximity to busy roads and urban development and 
its domination by nonnative grasslands, it is not expected to provide the suitable 
refuge that larger species require.  

Prior to the realignment of the March Air Reserve Base in 2003–2004, public 
lands south of Alessandro Boulevard, provided a potential linkage between the 
natural lands to the north and south, especially for SKR.  However, maintaining 
movement across/under Alessandro Boulevard and was further complicated by 
the clogged CMPs for the creek.   

Implementation of the project does not represent a significant change to existing 
wildlife movement within the project area and would not preclude wildlife 
movement along the riparian corridors and existing open space areas.  Overall, 
access from the project site to surrounding open space would not be impeded by 
the project and the creek to the west and unnamed drainage to the north of the 
project site would not be disturbed.  The dedicated lands also would provide a 
permanent link from the wilderness park to open space to the east and south.   
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Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan 

USFWS BO, United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Intra-Service Formal 
Section 7 Consultation for Issuance of an Endangered Species Act Section 
10(a)(1)(B) Permit (TE-088609-0) for the Western Riverside County 
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan, Riverside County, California, 
June 22, 2004. 

Project Analysis 

Project consistency with the Western Riverside MSHCP is discussed in Chapter 
3.3 (Biological Resources) of the DEIR.  The project area is within the MSHCP 
burrowing owl survey area and has resources that trigger survey requirements for 
riparian bird species (least Bell’s vireo and southwestern willow flycatcher.  No 
other MSHCP survey requirements apply to the project.  

All focused surveys required under Section 6.1.2 of the Western Riverside 
MSHCP were conducted.  Least Bell’s vireo was found to occur in Unnamed 
Drainage 2, north of the development footprint within the 36.23-acres of property 
proposed for permanent conservation through dedication of the land to the City 
of Riverside Parks, Recreation, and Community Services Department for 
inclusion in the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park. 

As required under Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, a Determination of Biologically 
Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP) was prepared for the project.  The 
DBESP was submitted to the Wildlife Agencies (California Department of Fish 
and Game and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) on November 16, 2006 for a 60-
day review, as required under the MSHCP.  No comments from the Wildlife 
Agencies were received during the review period.  Additionally, the Wildlife 
Agencies were contacted by the City of Riverside on July 23, 2008 to solicit any 
additional comments on the DBESP.  No comments were received.  Therefore, 
notification requirements to the wildlife agencies set forth under Section 6.1.2 of 
the MSHCP have been fulfilled and no additions or changes to the DBESP is 
required prior to review and consideration for adoption of the document by the 
City of Riverside. 

Additionally, the proposed project is consistent with the Urban/Wildlands 
Interface Guidelines set forth in Section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP, which are intended 
to address indirect impacts associated with development located in proximity to 
MSHCP Conservation Areas.  Refer to Response to Comment M3-2. 
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City of Riverside Good Neighbor Guidelines 

City of Riverside 2008, Planning Department, City of Riverside Good Neighbor 
Guidelines for Siting New And/Or Modified Warehouse Distribution 
Facilities, Resolution No. 21734, Adopted October 14, 2008. 

Project Analysis 

The DEIR was prepared and circulated for public comment prior to adoption of 
the City of Riverside Good Neighbor Guidelines on October 14, 2008.  However, 
the proposed project is located within the adopted Sycamore Canyon Business 
Park Specific Plan and meets the intent of the Good Neighbor Guidelines in 
ensuring that land uses adjacent to sensitive receptors (ie. residential uses and 
schools) are compatible.   
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Comment Letter I. Jeff Brandt, California Department 
of Fish and Game 

Response to Comment I-1 

Comment noted.  The City of Riverside appreciates CDFG’s acknowledgement 
of the receipt and review of the Draft EIR.  The project description and setting 
information provided by CDFG is correct.   

As clarification to the description of the City’s CEQA review process for the 
Alessandro Business Center Project, an initial study was prepared in 2007 and 
sent to the California State Clearinghouse (SCH#2007021005) for 30-day public 
review.  Based on public comments received prior to the March 22, 2007, City of 
Riverside Planning Commission hearing, the City of Riverside determined that 
additional project review through the preparation of an EIR would be required 
(DEIR, Page 2-1).  

Response to Comment I-2 

Comment noted.  The proposed project includes avoidance and permanent 
conservation of Unnamed Drainage 2 and Sycamore Canyon Creek.  (See Draft 
EIR Figure 3.1-1.)  Both Sycamore Canyon Creek and Unnamed Drainage 2 
support moderate to high quality biological resources, including riparian 
vegetation and mature trees.  Unnamed Drainage 2 is occupied by the state and 
federal listed least Bell’s vireo.   

The project will result in permanent impacts to the waterway (identified as 
Unnamed Drainage 1), which extends across the project footprint from San 
Gorgonio Drive to Sycamore Canyon Creek.  (See Draft EIR Figure 3.1-1.)  The 
hydrologic regime of Unnamed Drainage 1 has been disrupted by construction of 
the adjacent commercial/industrial development east of San Gorgonio Drive.  
Vegetation is limited to upland ruderal species with several sparse patches of 
riparian vegetation, which is exhibiting signs of stress due to a lack of water in 
the channel.  Overall biological functions and values in Unnamed Drainage 1 are 
considered low (DEIR, Page 3.3-46).  The total impact to onsite jurisdictional 
waters associated with the proposed project is approximately 0.488 acres of 
permanent and 0.146 acres of temporary impacts.   

Proposed compensatory mitigation for impacts to state jurisdictional waters 
include enhancement of 1 acre of land through nonnative invasive species 
removal (Mitigation Measure BIO-4) and preservation and enhancement of 
Sycamore Canyon Creek at a ratio of 2:1 (Mitigation Measure BIO-5).   The 
combination of the two mitigation measures provides a 4:1 mitigation ratio for 
permanent impacts, which exceeds CDFG’s recommended 3:1 mitigation ratio. 
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In accordance with Section 6.1.2 of the Western Riverside MSHCP, a DBESP 
was prepared.  The DBESP includes the mitigation proposed for impacts to 
riverine/riparian resources within the project site, including Unnamed Drainage 
1.  The DBESP was prepared in November 2006 and circulated to the resource 
agencies for a 60-day review.  Additionally, the CDFG and the USFWS were 
contacted by the City of Riverside on July 23, 2008 to solicit any additional 
comments on the DBESP.  No comments were received. 

Additionally, the project proponent submitted a notification to CDFG under 
Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code on December 21, 2006 
(Notification No. 1600-2006-0276-R6).  In accordance with the State of 
California Permit Streamlining Act, CDFG has 90 calendar days to notify the 
applicant whether the project application is complete and issue a draft streambed 
alteration agreement.  If CDFG is unable to meet that deadline and no 
communication is received, an Operation by Law letter is issued allowing the 
project to move forward as described in the 1602 notification.  CDFG issued a 
draft Streambed Alteration Agreement within 90 days of receipt of the 1602 
notification, therefore, CDFG issued an Operation by Law letter for the project 
on March 29, 2007.   

Fish and Game Code Section 1602(a)(4)(D) states that the project implemented 
must be the same one and conducted in the same manner as described in the 1602 
notification.  This includes completion of the project within the proposed term 
and seasonal work period specified in the notification. The project has not been 
implemented due to preparation of the DEIR and so was not completed within 
the timeframe provided in the 1602 notification.  Therefore, the project 
proponent will be responsible for submitting a second notification to CDFG prior 
to initiation project activities within state jurisdictional streambeds. 

Response to Comment I-3 

Comment noted.  CDFG’s summary of biological resources present within the 
project site, as set forth in Section 3-3 of the DEIR, is correct.   

The City of Riverside concurs with CDFG’s summary of the SKR HCP 
MAB/Potrero Valley tradeout and acknowledgement that the SKR Plan goal was 
attained with the Potrero Valley acquisitions as cited in the 2004 Biological 
Opinion for the Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 
(MSHCP). 

Response to Comment I-4 

Comment noted.  CDFG’s summary of biological impacts associated with the 
project and proposed mitigation measures, as set forth in Section 3-3 of the 
DEIR, is correct.   
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As clarification, the City of Riverside prepared a DBESP and circulated it to 
CDFG and USFWS for comment, as required under Section 6.1.2 of the Western 
Riverside MSHCP.  Please see response to comment I-2. 

Response to Comment I-5 

Comment noted.  CDFG’s summary of impacts to onsite streambeds (Unnamed 
Drainage 1 and tributary to Sycamore Canyon Creek) associated with the project, 
as set forth in Section 3-3 of the DEIR, is correct.   

Response to Comment I-6 

Comment noted.  CDFG’s summary of proposed compensatory mitigation for 
impacts to onsite streambeds (Mitigation Measures BIO-4 and BIO-5), as set 
forth in Section 3-3 of the DEIR, is correct.   

Response to Comment I-7 

Comment noted.  The City of Riverside acknowledges CDFG’s status as a 
responsible agency under CEQA and appreciates CDFG’s review of the DEIR. 

The project proponent submitted a notification to CDFG under Section 1602 of 
the California Fish and Game Code on December 21, 2006 (Notification No. 
1600-2006-0276-R6).  CDFG issued an Operation by Law letter for the project 
on March 29, 2007.  Refer to Response I-2, above. 

Response to Comment I-8 

Refer to Response I-2. 

Response to Comment I-9 

Refer to Response I-2. 

Response to Comment I-10 

Refer to Responses I-2, I-4, and I-5. 
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Response to Comment I-11 

Refer to Response I-2. 

Response to Comment I-12 

Comment noted.  Section 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that, “The 
lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from 
persons who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  
(Emphasis added.)  Where a commenter submits comments that do not raise 
environmental issues, there is no requirement under CEQA that the City 
respond.  (Ibid.; see also Cleary v. County of Stanislaus (1981) 118 Cal.App.3d 
348  360 [holding that a Final EIR was adequate under CEQA where it did not 
respond to comments raising non-environmental issues].)  This comment quotes 
text from Section 15370 of the State CEQA Guidelines and does not make a 
comment on the project’s environmental issues; therefore, no detailed response to 
this comment is required. 

Response to Comment I-13 

Refer to Comment I-7.  The City of Riverside is meeting the public disclosure 
requirements of CEQA through preparation and circulation of the DEIR, public 
meetings and hearings, and consideration and response to public comments.  The 
project impacts and mitigation have been disclosed to the public in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment I-14 

Refer to Responses I-2 and I-7. 
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Comment Letter J. Glen Robertson, Regional Water 
Quality Control Board 

Response to Comment J-1 

Comment noted.  The City of Riverside incorporated a comment letter (dated 
December 17, 2007) provided by the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) on the Notice of Preparation into the DEIR.  The comments provided 
in the letter were addressed in the analysis provided in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment J-2 

The City of Riverside appreciates the RWQCB’s acknowledgement of the receipt 
of the Draft EIR.  The RWQCB expressed that they do not have any comments in 
regards to the Proposed Project.   

As noted in the Project Description (DEIR, Page 2-4), any future development of 
the 6.15 acre parcel, if any, would be subject to additional CEQA review by the 
City of Riverside.  This is appropriate because the future development – if any – 
and uses of that 6.15-acre parcel are completely unknown, and there is not yet 
enough information available to allow the City to complete a meaningful 
environmental review.  (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15004.)  Accordingly, any 
analysis of those future uses would be entirely speculative and thus not required 
under CEQA.  (State CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15145 and 15004.)  Since 
environmental review under CEQA would be required by any future 
development, the impacts of development of this parcel would be addressed at 
that time. 

Response to Comment J-3 

Comment noted.  The Section 401 Water Quality Certification application was 
submitted to the RWQCB by the project applicant.  Should the City of Riverside 
choose to approve the project through adoption of the Final EIR, additional 
coordination with the RWQCB for issuance of the final Water Quality 
Certification would be conducted by the project applicant.   
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Comment Letter K. Richard E. Eunice, P.E., 
Department of the Air Force 

This comment letter was received after the close of the official CEQA public 
comment period on the Draft EIR.  Accordingly, no written response is required.  
Nonetheless, the City is providing the following response in order to provide 
public disclosure of the comment and the ways in which the City has addressed 
those comments.  (See also Master Response #1.) 

Response to Comment K-1 

Comment noted.  The City of Riverside appreciates the Department of the Air 
Force acknowledgement of the receipt of the Draft EIR.   

Response to Comment K-2 

Comment noted.  As discussed in the Noise analysis (DEIR page 3.8-9), the 
City’s Municipal Code noise standards limit exterior noise for commercial and 
industrial land uses to noise levels of 65 dBA L50 and 70 dBA L50.  As a result, 
the location of the project site within the 60 to 65 dB range of the Community 
Noise Equivalent Level contours related to mission flights would not result in a 
significant impact requiring noise abatement mitigation. The following text will 
be added to Impact NOISE -5 (DEIR Page 3.8-23).   

The nearest airport is the Riverside Municipal Airport and the March 
Air Reserve Base, which are located approximately 8 miles northwest, 
and 1.75-miles southeast of the project site, respectively.  According 
to Figure N-8 (Riverside and Flabob Airport Noise Contours) of the 
General Plan 2025, the project site occurs outside of the projected 
noise contours for Riverside Municipal Airport and Flabob Airport 
(City of Riverside 2007).  Similarly, Figure 4-1 of the AICUZ 
Program prepared by the March Air Reserve Base in 2005 indicates 
that the project site is located outside of the noise contours established 
for the March Air Reserve Base (MARB 2005).  The proposed project 
site is located within the 60 to 65 dB range of the Community Noise 
Equivalent Level contours related to mission flights at the MARB 
(MARB 2009).  However, the projected noise levels associated with 
MARB mission flights do not exceed the City of Riverside exterior 
noise standards for commercial and industrial land uses of 65 dBA L50 
and 70 dBA L50.     Therefore, construction of the proposed project 
would not expose people to aircraft noise at excessive levels.  Impacts 
would be less than significant. 
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Comment Letter L. Cindy Roth, Greater Riverside 
Chambers of Commerce 

Response to Comment L-1 

Comment noted.  The City of Riverside acknowledges support of the project by 
Greater Riverside Chambers of Commerce.  (See also Master Response #1.) 



Sept 2nd, 2009 

To: City of Riverside Planning Commission 
From: Friends of Riverside’s Hills 
Re: P06-0416 (RZ), P06-0418 (SPA), P06-0419(PM), P06-0421 (DR), P07-0102 (GPA) and P07-1028 
(EIR) 
    
We strongly oppose the approval of this DEIR (P07-1028) and the associated planning actions. We are 
seriously concerned over the absence of any meaningful analysis regarding impacts to the future survival 
of the endangered species Stephens’ kangaroo rat (SKR) and to the species covered under the Western 
Riverside Multiple Species Conservation Plan (MSHCP).  Friends of Riverside’s Hills is particularly 
concerned over the repeated loss of critical habitat and wildlife linkages, and this project poses precisely 
this kind of threat, a threat that the DEIR fails to adequately analyze. We recommend that additional 
analysis of the impacts to SKR be required, since at present the project is in our view in clear violation of 
the federal habitat conservation plan (HCP) for this species. In addition, we find that the DEIR fails to 
adequately analyze a number of other important issues, including the important issue of fire.  

Friends of Riverside’s Hills is a group dedicated to maximizing the  preservation of Riverside's scenic 
hills, ridgelines, arroyos, and wildlife areas by ensuring that Federal, State and local regulations are 
upheld, and that the principles of the voter approved Prop R and Measure C are followed within the City 
and its Sphere of Influence area.  Comments in this letter are based in part on my own expertise: I am a 
professor of Biology at the University of California Riverside, was a member of the MSHCP Scientific 
Advisory Committee, have expertise in the conservation of small populations, have worked with SKR in 
the past (see Metcalf et al, 2001, Evolution 55: 1233-1244), and currently supervise two PhD students 
working on aspects of SKR conservation.  

Most of the subject property is still part of the SKR Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).  

Almost all of the area of this project is within a core reserve of the SKR HCP (see maps appended with 
our letter of 21 March 2007 submitted to the City Planning Commission regarding this case). There have 
been various attempts to claim that this is not correct, including two letters from the local agency 
responsible for the management of the SKR HCP, the RCHCA. However the two kinds of argument that 
they have presented are both incorrect.   

Prior to the DEIR, it was claimed that the inclusion of the land was a “mapping error” (RCHCA letter of 3 
May 2006). Our rebuttals are provided in our appended letters of 17 October 2007 which we submitted to 
help guide the preparation of the  Draft Environmental Impact Report, and of 23 April 2007 submitted to 
the City Council (without the Appendices – if they are not on record we will submit them to the City 
Council later). 

In the current staff report, a letter from the RCHCA (Exhibit 12) dated 25 February 2009 is included that 
adopts a new approach – it states that the maps of the SKR reserves were updated as of 25 June 2007 (a 
short period after the mapping error argument was debunked) and that these maps exclude the relevant 
parcel from the SKR HCP. It bases the legality of this action on two arguments. First, that the privately 
owned land was supposed to be purchased by CalTrans but was not. RCHCA claims not to know what 
happened to this mitigation money, and seems unconcerned that this required SKR mitigation was never 
finalized. Note that the SKR HCP states in the section on “Establishment of the Core Reserve System” 
(sec 5.C.1.a of the SKR HCP): “4% of occupied habitat is located on private properties that will be 
conserved by the RCHCA either through direct acquisition of fee Interests or under conservation 
agreements negotiated with the land owners subject to the concurrence of USFWS and CDFG.” Note the 
use of the term "will be conserved". Based on this argument, we find that the land is still subject to an 
unresolved mitigation mandate. However, the RCHCA’s second argument attempts to suggest that the 
mitigation is moot because they have excluded the area from the plan by action under section 5.F.5.c of 
the HCP. The section in full is:  
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Changes to HCP Boundaries 

Since this HCP includes a commitment by the RCHCA to expand the core reserves designated 
in this document, the boundaries of those areas certainly will be modified over time. Such 
changes will not require formal amendments to this HCP; instead, they will be documented 
through written notice to USFWS, CDFG, and other interested parties. The RCHCA's GIS maps 
and data base also will be updated as land is added to the core reserve system. 

Over time it is likely that the area covered by this HCP will be modified. This could occur 
through: 1) the addition of new unincorporated lands; 2) expansion of the RCHCA to include 
additional cities, or; 3) participation by individual land owners in areas not previously covered by 
this HCP. It is also possible that lands will be removed from the plan area due to annexations by 
non-member cities and/or incorporation of new cities do not join the RCHCA. 

With the exception of changes to core reserve boundaries resulting from land acquisitions 
or dedications approved by USPWS and CDFG, all proposed changes to the plan area will 
be submitted in writing and subject to USFWS and CDFG concurrence. Such requested 
changes will be supported by environmental documentation as required under NEPA and 
CEQA. 

(emphasis added). 

Note that the section does not permit decisions regarding removal of land from core reserves without, at 
the very least, full environmental documentation. It is very clear from the wording that this section relates 
to the ADDITION of land to the core reserves, and that a simple “written notice” applies only to such 
additions. The RCHCA is misguided in its belief that it can arbitrarily remove land from the HCP without 
a full environmental review. Since there has been no environmental review regarding the removal of the 
project lands from the Sycamore Canyon part of the MAFB-Sycamore Canyon core reserve, a large 
portion of the project area is still contained within an SKR HCP core reserve (see appended maps 
associated with our letter of  21 March 2007). For this reason alone, the approval of the DEIR must be put 
on hold until this issue is resolved since approving the project appears to be in conflict with the 
endangered species act. 

Project alternatives. 

We previously suggested two project alternatives that needed to be considered (see appended letter of 17 
October 2007). (#1) a project limited to the region outside of the SKR SC-MAFB reserve, with the 
RCHCA purchasing the remaining area – as was clearly intended under the approved plan. The RCHCA 
has received substantial funds for such a purchase. (#2) No project, in which case the RCHCA would 
purchase the SKR SC-MAFB reserve lands as outlined in #1 and the remainder used in a fashion 
appropriate to its sensitive location, e.g. a neighborhood park. As is all too common in DEIR analyses, no 
alternatives similar to these were given serious attention – thus the DEIR alternative 1 (essentially #2 
above) was dismissed out of hand since it “would not attain any of the project objectives” (ES-28). DEIR 
alternative 3 provided for a smaller project but failed to incorporate the logic of allowing only 
development on the land outside of the SKR HCP and acquisition of the SKR HCP lands by the RCHCA 
as required under the HCP (#1 above). As such, the outcome was inevitable and this alternative was also 
dismissed. It is essential that alternatives take serious note of HCP concerns in the vicinity of the project, 
rather than just saying that since land in private ownership is unprotected then there is an inevitable 
environmental impact (see 7-19) – a comment that ignores all subsequent environmental review that 
would of necessity occur and that always unfairly favors the proposed larger scale development. 
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Lighting/Run-off. 

The DEIR states that the MSHCP guidelines “requires use of energy efficient LPS or HPS lamps to 
damper glare and recommends that night lighting be directed away from natural open space.” This is not 
adequate. The MSHCP guidelines in sec 6.1.4 are much simpler stating that the project must “ensure 
ambient lighting in the MSHCP Conservation Area is not increased”. This is especially critical in this 
SKR HCP area (SKR are nocturnal and vulnerable to predators given any increase in ambient light) and is 
an essential mitigation criterion that appears not to be satisfied, despite vague statements that light 
spillage (undefined) would be limited to 2-3 feet (see Sec 3.1). 

The storm water system is designed to prevent the release of untreated toxins or other pollutants under a 
100-year scenario. It is not stated why the 100-year criterion was chosen - this criterion is not stated in the 
MSHCP sec. 6.1.4, which states only that the release of harmful substances must be prevented – nor is it 
stated if this criterion is likely to be altered under current models of climate change. As such further 
analysis is essential to determine if the mitigation proposed is adequate. 

Fire. 

The DEIR fails to consider important aspects of the fire risks in the wildland-urban interface. The new 
development is not only potentially at risk from such a fire (a point noted in the DEIR) but the DEIR fails 
entirely to consider the increased fire risk to the wildland area (the Sycamore Canyon wilderness area) 
originating in the new development and how this might be mitigated. Additionally there was no 
consideration of fire clearance zones that should be included on the project site to minimize this two way 
risk. 

Noise. 

The DEIR failed to consider the increased noise levels that the completed project would impose on the 
area. This increase in noise would negatively impact both the public experience of the park and the 
wildlife. The effect on the public is primarily a daytime issue, while the most significant impacts to 
wildlife are likely to be during the night when much of the predator-prey interactions occur. A full 
analysis of this issue is needed so that appropriate mitigation can be proposed. 

Summary. 

The area of the proposed project is one of the most environmentally sensitive areas in the City. It impacts 
two HCPs, the SKR HCP (Federally mandated under the ESA) and the MSHCP. These two HCPs drive 
our analysis of the DEIR. Clearly the biggest and probably insurmountable problem faced by the 
developers of this project is that the majority of the project land is still part of the SKR HCP. We find that 
no adequate evidence has been presented to support the argument that the project land has been legally 
removed from the SKR HCP. But beyond this, the DEIR fails in a number of important ways to consider 
the any impacts that will inevitably result from such a large development in such an environmentally 
sensitive area.  

Thank you for your attention. 

Communicated for Friends of Riverside’s Hills by: 
  
Leonard Nunney, Secretary 
4477 Picacho Drive, Riverside, CA 92507  
phone: (951) 781-7346  
 

Attachments: 3 previous FRH letters concerning this project, including 2 maps of the project site in 
relation to the SKR core reserve. 
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March 21st, 2007 
To: City of Riverside Planning Commission 
From: Friends of Riverside’s Hills 
Re: Planning Commission March 22nd Hearing, Item 15, Planning Case P06-0416, P06-
0418, P06-0419, P06-0421, & P07-0102. 
 
We oppose approval of case P06-0416, P06-0418, P06-0419, P06-0421, & P07-0102, and we 
oppose the approval of a Negative Declaration of Environmental Impact for these cases.  Our 
most serious objections to this proposal concern the development of land dedicated as natural 
open space, and the significant or potentially significant environmental impacts that result.  
 
In 1995 or thereabouts, the Stephen’s kangaroo rat habitat conservation plan (HCP) was 
endorsed by the City of Riverside and other municipalities, all of which are members of the 
RCHCA, and all of which are responsible for implementing the HCP, which is a plan that 
remains independent of the Western Riverside County MSHCP.  I have shown the project 
area on the boundaries and ownership map of the Sycamore Canyon / March Air Base Core 
(SC/MAFB) Reserve from the Draft Plan (see attached Figure C-9). I have also attached the 
final plan map, which shows identical boundaries for the Reserve (Figure 26). Stephen’s 
kangaroo rat (SKR) is a federally endangered species. 
 
The plan should be subject to a full environmental review for a whole slate of reasons 
including: 
1a. Conflict with the general plan designation or zoning….  
The current general plan designates 40.22 acres as PKP (Public Parks). The proposal reduces 
the park area by 9.2% to 36.52 acres. This is a potentially significant impact. Furthermore, 
there appears to be no statement of this reduced requirement for dedicated parkland in the 
Conditions of Approval. Item 69 states that “undisturbed natural lands MAY be dedicated to 
the City for incorporation into the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park site” (emphasis 
added). 
1b. Conflict with applicable environmental plans…. 
The project involves developing within the approved boundaries of the SC/MAFB reserve. 
The City appears to have decided without appropriate environmental review that this part of 
the reserve is no longer needed. To our knowledge, there is no scientific basis for this 
decision. This is a potentially significant impact. 
3i. Unique geologic or physical features. 
The project site is in a unique location, towering over Sycamore Canyon. The current plan 
fails to consider the integration of the project’s physical features into the wilderness 
environment of Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park. This is a potentially significant impact. 
7. Biological Resources. 
The development will require the take of the Stephen’s kangaroo rat population that currently 
occupies the area. However, much of the development is within the boundaries of the 
SC/MAFB reserve, as approved under the HCP. Take of this species within the reserve is not 
approved, and represents a potentially significant impact. 
13. Aesthetics. 
The current plan fails to analyze the enormous impact that the development of this site on the 
aesthetic experience of the users of Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park. The site towers over 
the main part of Sycamore Canyon, and the development will have a potentially significant 
and permanent impact on the wilderness experience of the users of the park.  
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Other potentially significant impacts include the failure to impose in perpetuity noise and 
lighting restrictions along the boundaries of the Park. Light leaking from the project site will 
adversely affect many nocturnal animals. It will almost certainly reduce the foraging of the 
SKR and increase their loss due to predation. Noise will adversely affect the behavior of 
some animals and will adversely affect the wilderness experience of people using the park. 
 
Further issues are likely to be problematic, but the relevant details of the project plan were 
not included in the staff report that was provided to the public. 
 
Finally, I should add for the record that I have expertise in the area of conservation biology, 
ecology, and genetics.  I am a Professor of Biology at the University of California Riverside 
(UCR), a member of the steering committee of UCR’s Center for Conservation Biology, and 
I was a member of the MSHCP Scientific Advisory Committee established during the 
development of the MSHCP. Part of my research program is focused on conservation 
genetics and the effects of habitat fragmentation, including work on the conservation genetics 
of SKR (having published scientifically on the subject, a work cited in the species description 
of SKR in the MSHCP document). 

  
Thank you for your attention to these serious matters. 

Communicated for Friends of Riverside’s Hills by  

Len Nunney 
4477 Picacho Dr., Riverside, CA 92507  
phone: (951)781-7346 
 
Attachments (2 maps). 
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April 23rd, 2007 

To: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council of Riverside 

From: Friends of Riverside’s Hills 

Re: City Council April 24th 2007, Item 10, Planning Case P06-0416, P06-0418, P06-0419, P06-0421, & 
P07-0102. 

 
We oppose approval of case P06-0416, P06-0418, P06-0419, P06-0421, & P07-0102, and we oppose the 
approval of a Negative Declaration of Environmental Impact for these cases.  Our most serious objections 
to this proposal concern the development of land dedicated as natural open space, and the significant or 
potentially significant environmental impacts that result. The project site is of extreme environmental 
sensitivity since part of the site is within a core reserve established to protect the federally endangered 
Stephen’s kangaroo rat (SKR). In addition, the site adjoins Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park, which is a 
core reserve under the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). 
 
As we noted in our letter of March 21st 2007 submitted to the Planning Commission, the City of Riverside 
became a party agreeing to abide by the Stephen’s kangaroo rat habitat conservation plan (HCP) in 1995 
or thereabouts. We have attached the text of this HCP as Appendix 1, and all page numbers refer to that 
Appendix. [And since our letter has not been included in the material presented to the Council for their 
deliberation, we have included it here as Appendix 2.]  
 
The Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency (RCHCA) was charged with managing the HCP. The 
HCP defined seven core preserves “permanently dedicated to conservation of SKR” (from Introduction, 
RCHCA website). One of these preserves is the Sycamore Canyon - March Air Base Core (SC-MAFB) 
Reserve, and the HCP defined the boundaries of this reserve.  Our previous letter included maps from the 
draft and final Plan, both of which show identical boundaries for the Reserve, boundaries that include 
most of the project site.  
 
The maps of the HCP as present in the approved Plan would preclude development of the proposed 
project. In response to this issue, staff produced a letter at the Planning Commission hearing from the 
executive director of the RCHCA, Carolyn Sims Luna, dated May 3, 2006. Since this letter has not been 
included in the Staff Report to the Council, we have appended it here (Appendix 3). Regarding the project 
site, it states that "RCHCA staff discussed this matter internally and concluded that the inclusion of this 
property within a core SKR reserve appears to be a mapping error".  No evidence in support of this 
“mapping error” is presented, except the statement that “the SKR HCP did not contemplate retaining 
private property within the core reserve system”. This statement is incorrect. Under the HCP section on 
“Establishment of the Core Reserve System” (p46), it is stated that “4% of occupied habitat is located on 
private properties that will be conserved by the RCHCA either through direct acquisition of fee interests 
or under conservation agreements negotiated with the land owners subject to the concurrence of USFWS 
and CDFG.”  
 
The advice from the RCHCA to the City is erroneous. It represents a modification of the SKR HCP that 
lacks appropriate (or indeed any) environmental review. It is clear from both the draft and final SKR HCP 
maps (Appendix 2) that the area was very explicitly included. These maps show clearly that most of the 
project area (that we have outlined on Fig C-9 for clarity) lies within the boundaries of the Sycamore 
Canyon-March Air Base Core Reserve, as defined in the final HCP. The inclusion of this area in the plan 
is further supported by the wording within the plan itself. In chapter 5, it is stated that initially “Caltrans 
was required to construct culverts under Alessandro Boulevard in order to maintain a biological 
connection between the northern and southern portions of the reserve. Preliminary design plans for the 
culverts were completed, but the USFWS is no longer requiring their construction due to the cost 
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involved. Although a reasonable decision in economic terms, the abandonment of this project is certainly 
problematical to the reserve due to the elimination of a direct connection between the Sycamore Canyon 
and MAFB SKR populations.” (p51) This possibility of a “direct connection” clearly requires the corner-
to-corner connection across Alessandro Boulevard shown in the maps and that arrangement requires the 
inclusion of the project area. The requirement for the construction of the undercrossing was subsequently 
relaxed, and as part of mitigation for relaxing this requirement “Two privately held parcels of land south 
of Alessandro would be acquired and conserved as SKR habitat” (p66). These two parcels are directly 
across Alessandra Boulevard from the project area. Despite being a requirement under the HCP 
agreement, these parcels have not yet been purchased; however, the requirement for their purchase 
provides another illustration of how the SC-MAFB core reserve was designed with the assumption that 
the Sycamore Canyon section of the reserve north of Alessandro Boulevard would abut Alessandro 
Boulevard as shown in the plan maps. For the RCHCA executive director to suggest that the inclusion of 
the project site was a "mapping error" is counter to all of the evidence provided by the HCP itself. 
Furthermore, the City Council very recently approved (3 April 2007, item 28, City Council Agenda) the 
submission of a grant request for funding in support of the SKR management plan. The grant document 
included three maps of the Sycamore Canyon reserve, all of which clearly show the project site to be 
within the reserve. We have appended these figures (Appendix 4).  
 
A letter from Jones and Stokes (Attachment B of the Staff report) has been added since the Planning 
Commission meeting. It argues that "the project site is not part of the Sycamore Canyon core reserve", 
however this is based primarily on the advice of the RCHCA letter discussed above. They expand 
somewhat on the “private land” issue stating that "In 1996, the potential acquisition of the private land 
showed on the maps was under consideration. However, the acquisition of the project site did not occur, 
and the lands were not made part of the reserve." This statement is clearly at odds with the HCP. The final 
document does not show areas that were under consideration for inclusion in the HCP. In reality, it shows 
only areas that were definitely included in the final and approved version of the Plan. To repeat the quote 
given above from the section on “Establishment of the Core Reserve System” (p46): “4% of occupied 
habitat is located on private properties that will be conserved by the RCHCA either through direct 
acquisition of fee Interests or under conservation agreements negotiated with the land owners subject to 
the concurrence of USFWS and CDFG.” Note the use of the term "will be conserved". It does not say that 
these areas were under consideration as Jones and Stokes want us to believe.  
 
In the Jones and Stokes letter it is also argued that there is no core reserve for SKR south of the Sycamore 
Canyon Wilderness Park. This is false. In addition to the southerly location of the project site, the MAFB 
component of the reserve south of Alessandro Blvd is still actively managed for SKR as part of the HCP 
by Center for Natural Lands Management. It is true that there has been some interest in a transfer of all or 
part of the MAFB land out of the plan, a possibility that was recognized in the HCP itself (see p51-52); 
however this possibility has never been subject to the necessary environmental review required under the 
HCP. Moreover, in discussing the MAFB lands, it is stated that “In the event that the SKR Management 
Area is made available for development or otherwise cease to be dedicated to this species, the RCHCA 
will amend this HCP to incorporate mitigation provisions defined in the USFWS Biological Opinion” 
(p52). This has never been done, and, as such the whole reserve, as defined by the original plan and 
agreed to by the City of Riverside, still exists. Their reference to the MSHCP Biological Opinion is 
irrelevant since the HCP and the MSHCP are completely independent plans, managed by different 
agencies; however, the referenced document does discuss the proposal to trade the MAFB lands for land 
in Potrero Valley but it provides no indication that the HCP has ever been modified as required under the 
terms of the HCP.  
 
Even if some or all of the MAFB portion of the core reserve has been removed from the Plan, this would 
not preclude the requirement of a thorough environmental review of whether or not that part of the project 
site within the HCP could be removed from the HCP. This area consists of excellent SKR habitat with 
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many areas similar to the typical preferred open habitat of this species shown in the final picture of 
Appendix 4 (see Appendix 5- first three photos are from March 20, 2007, showing habitat and an active 
burrow on the project site). This may well have been one of the more occupied areas of the Sycamore 
Canyon reserve north of Alessandro Boulevard. However, nobody knows the current distribution of SKR 
within the Sycamore Canyon reserve because although the City of Riverside is required to monitor (and 
receives funds to do so) there appears to have been absolutely no monitoring data within the reserve north 
of Alessandro since the plan was finalized more than 10 years ago. This is in contrast to the requirement 
of the HCP: within the Sycamore Canyon-March Air Force Base reserve “the Plan calls for regular 
monitoring of SKR populations” (p66). 
 
A serious problem relating to the SKR distribution on the project site has arisen since the Planning 
Commission hearing of March 22nd 2007. The project site area has been disked (see Appendix 5: fourth 
and fifth photos). This activity was carried out contrary to rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) of the AQMD, since 
mowing could have been used to clear vegetation and the soil surface has not been stabilized. In any 
event, as can be seen from the first 3 photos in Appendix 5, there was no new growth of vegetation that 
needed to be cleared for fire/weed issues, due to the lack of rainfall this year.  
 
Much more seriously, this disking has resulted in the illegal destruction of protected habitat of a federally 
endangered species, SKR, within the Sycamore Canyon – MAFB Core Reserve of the HCP. It is also 
inevitable that the disking will have killed multiple animals since on March 20th 2007 I noted an 
abundance of active burrows in much of the now-disked area.  Since the disking was not legally 
undertaken, killing (i.e. take) of this species outside of the reserve is unlawful even outside the reserve, 
since incidental take is only permitted when carrying out lawful activities (as defined under the Findings 
of the Section 10a permit for this species). Since the project has not yet been approved, the SKR 
mitigation fee has not been paid, and yet the developer has already been illegally destroying SKR habitat 
and burrows (and inevitably SKR individuals) by disking. 
 
Another issue raised in the Jones and Stokes letter is the CEQA evaluation of the project with regard to 
impacts on SKR. Jones and Stokes argue that lighting and noise issues that may seriously impact SKR on 
the adjoining core reserve need not be considered. They state that once the HCP was enacted. “No further 
mitigation need be identified”. This is an absurd argument. If the activities impact the reserve, then under 
CEQA they need to be mitigated. It is true that adoption of the Plan meant that activities that may impact 
SKR but have no impact on the SKR within the HCP lands do not need to be mitigated; however, if the 
activity has the potential to negatively impact SKR within the HCP then this must be mitigated. For 
example, as noted in our original letter, light pollution can be a particular problem for SKR. It has the 
potential to inhibit foraging and to increase predation of SKR. Yet Jones and Stokes are suggesting that 
under the HCP, there need be no analysis under CEQA to mitigate such detrimental effects. In fact, there 
are multiple references in the Plan noting that CEQA analysis is still required. 
 
The Jones and Stokes argument is also put to rest by taking into account the constraints on development 
adjoining a core reserve of the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 
(MSHCP). Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park is one of the core reserves. Guidelines are provided that 
pertain to such development (section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP- see appendix 6). This section includes clear 
environmental guidelines relating to both lighting and noise, and yet to these guidelines have not been 
considered in relation to this project, and the project fails to satisfy the guidelines. 
 
The MSHCP section 6.1.4 also includes other guidelines that should be incorporated in the environmental 
review. One such issue is drainage. It is stated that “Stormwater systems shall be designed to prevent the 
release of toxins, chemicals, petroleum products, exotic plant materials or other elements that might 
degrade or harm biological resources or ecosystem processes within the MSHCP Conservation Area.” 
This is not satisfied under the current project plan. As stated in the Jones and Stokes letter, the water 
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quality management plan for the project is only able to deal with the first 0.75 inches of runoff associated 
with the storm. This is inadequate in such a sensitive area, since all additional runoff beyond this “first 
flush” will flow untreated directly into the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park. 
 
Staff and the Planning Commission have recommended that this project be granted a mitigated negative 
declaration.  We strongly oppose this decision.  The project has multiple and extensive environmental 
consequences that have potentially significant impact.  
 
1a. Conflict with general plan and zoning. The areas designated PKP under the current general plan 
include important open space areas. For example, a major blue-line stream (see Appendix 5, final photo) 
runs in the Tequesquite Arroyo across the NE of the project. The original General Plan designation 
recognized the importance of this landform and protected it. A change in designation is requested to 
permit major destructive grading of this arroyo at the NE corner of Building A. This has a potentially 
significant impact. In particular, it is contrary to the intent of measures R and C, which are voter approved 
initiatives designed (among other things) to protect the City’s arroyos. 

1b. Conflict with applicable environmental plans. As outlined above, this project is in direct conflict with 
the HCP as approved by the City of Riverside. None of the changes to the plan that have been claimed in 
order to support this project are supported by any evidence of the necessary environmental review and 
mitigation. This is clearly a potentially significant impact.  

In addition the project is in conflict with the requirements of the MSHCP with regard to constraints 
imposed on development adjacent to MSHCP conservation areas. This is another environmental plan to 
which the City of Riverside is a signatory, and this project has a potentially significant impact by not 
following the requirements of a plan. 

1c. Incompatible with existing land use. Due to the multiple environmental impacts of this project, it is an 
inappropriate development adjoining an environmentally sensitive natural open-space. As such the project 
has potentially significant impact. 

3e. Grading all natural slopes over 10%. As noted above, the project plan includes grading into a steep-
sided arroyo in the NE part of the project (part of the Tequesquite Arroyo). This will have a destructive 
effect on an important landform that is part of one of the City’s major arroyos. In addition, the proposed 
grading is in conflict with the city Hillside/Arroyo Grading ordinance, since it will result in an extensive 
manufactured slope that involves grading into the arroyo and fails to comply with the ordinance. No 
grading exception has been requested for this arroyo grading. Furthermore this named arroyo is subject to 
a 50 foot setback requirement in its less sensitive lower reaches. The City did not map the arroyo once it 
entered Sycamore Canyon Park; however, given the exceptional environmental importance of this arroyo 
in this area, the ordinance permits the imposition of a setback. The grading of the steep slopes of the 
Tequesquite Arroyo and the failure to impose a setback – at least to provide an adequate firebreak – is a 
potentially significant impact that should be analyzed. 

4a. Changes in drainage patterns etc. The proposed detention basin is inadequate to prevent the discharge 
of untreated storm water from the project being released into Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park, 
contrary to the requirements of the MSHCP. This is a potentially significant impact. 

4c. Alteration of surface water quality. As noted in the report, there is an extensive list of pollutants 
expected to accumulate as a result of this project. As noted earlier, the requirements of the MSHCP 
(Appendix 6) go far beyond the "first flush" approach adopted for this project. The failure of this project 
to adequately prevent pollutants entering the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park (a core conservation area 
under the MSHCP) has potentially significant impacts. 

5a. Air quality. Given the environmental sensitivity of this area, it is of concern that the nitrogen oxide 
(NOx) emissions will be (statistically speaking) at the SCAQMD threshold (53 vs. 55), that the sulfur 
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oxide (SOx) level will be close to the threshold (43 vs. 55), and that the level of reactive organic 
compounds (ROC) will also be high relative to the threshold (313 vs. 550). These levels would be 
considered excessive in the center of a city, but here we are considering one of the most environmentally 
sensitive areas in the region. This is a potentially significant impact. 

5b. Expose sensitive receptors. People exercising in a wilderness Park do not expect to be exposed to high 
levels of airborne pollutants such as diesel particulates. In addition some of the plants and animals in the 
area may be particularly sensitive to some of these pollutants. This is a potentially significant impact. 

6h. Rail or air traffic impacts. It is stated that the project site is not located within the vicinity of an 
existing railroad. This is incorrect. The railroad is within a few hundred yards. The construction of this 
project and others like it in the vicinity are likely to increase rail traffic bringing containers to the area 
which within be shipped by truck to the facility. Given the extensive pollution currently generated by 
freight trains, this is a potentially significant impact. 

7a. Impacts to federally endangered species etc. As discussed extensively earlier in the impacts of this 
project to SKR are extensive. In the short term, there has already been extensive habitat damage within 
the HCP SC-MAFB core reserve as a result of illegal disking of the project site. If the project is allowed 
to proceed further significant impacts will occur as a result of building on HCP core reserve land. 

Furthermore failure to provide any analysis of compliance with the MSHCP urban interface guidelines 
lead to further a potentially significant impacts to the rare and threatened species covered by the MSHCP. 

The borrowing owl report concluded that suitable habitat exists on the project site. A preconstruction 
survey was supposed to be a mitigation measure. However as a result of illegal disking, most of that 
suitable habitat has now been destroyed. This is a potentially significant impact. Note that the disking was 
done before project approval. In the Initial Study (staff report page 10-122), it states "The MSHCP 
requires that “all project sites containing burrows or suitable habitat whether owls were found or not, 
require pre-construction surveys that shall be conducted within 30 days prior to ground disturbance to 
avoid direct take of burrowing owls.”" The site has been disked within the last 30 days. This is ground 
disturbance, significant site disturbance, before the City has even given final approval, and therefore 
violates the MSHCP (in particular the condition stated in the Initial Study), and makes a mockery of the 
required mitigation measure. An EIR needs to be done to consider appropriate new mitigation measures to 
compensate for this outrageous conduct. 

The grading into a section of the Tequesquite Arroyo at the NE of the project may have detrimental 
effects on the riparian species present in the area. This includes least Bell’s vireo. This is a potentially 
significant impact. 

7d. Wetland habitat. The mitigation measures required following the destruction of a tributary flowing 
across the site is stated to include "preservation and enhancement of the reaches of Sycamore Canyon 
Creek within the 79.89 acre property." This mitigation measure makes no sense. As noted earlier, the 
project is already having a potentially significant negative impact on the Creek (within the Tequesquite 
Arroyo), and the remainder is being preserved because it is zoned for open space, not because of 
mitigation. What are the precise requirements of this important mitigation measure? Absence of 
enforceable mitigation criteria is a potentially significant impact. 

7e. Wildlife dispersal or migration corridors. This area provides a crucial link between the Sycamore 
Canyon Wilderness Park and the MAFB reserve lands to the south of Alessandro Blvd. The HCP 
repeatedly emphasizes the importance of the linkage between the two parts of the SC-MAFB core SKR 
reserve. These two parts are also included in the MSHCP. Absolutely no consideration has been given to 
the critical issue of dispersal between these two areas. This is a potentially significant impact. 

9e. Fire hazard. No consideration has been given to defensible space and fuel modification zones. This is 
particularly problematic when the development is close to steep slopes (such is in the NE) or dense 
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riparian vegetation (such as in the SW). Since fuel modification zones are likely to be imposed within the 
open space, then this is a potentially significant impact. In addition, the proposed barrier of evergreen 
trees significantly increases the fire risk, and as such is a potentially significant impact. 

10a. Increased noise. The MSHCP criteria for development adjoining a conservation areas such as 
Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park have not been considered. Given the considerable increase in truck 
noise (among other things) adjacent to the park this is a potentially significant impact. 

12e. Storm water drainage. As noted earlier, the plan for most of the Project stormwater to flow into 
Sycamore Canyon Creek/Tequesquite Arroyo does not conform to the requirements of the MSHCP 
urban/wildlands interface. This is a potentially significant impact. 

13a. Negative aesthetic effect. The project will be highly visible from Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park. 
It is suggested that evergreen trees will hide part of some of the buildings. However it is clear from 
similar development nearby that the creation of monolithic industrial buildings at the edge of a wilderness 
area will have a potentially significant negative aesthetic effect. Furthermore, the extensive use of non-
native trees in this area is aesthetically inappropriate. 

13b. Create light or glare. The MSHCP criteria for light pollution from development adjoining a 
conservation areas such as Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park have not been considered. Given the 
height of the buildings (which will probably have lights on them like the nearby buildings) and with light 
poles up to 25ft in the parking areas next to the open space areas, it is inevitable that the level of light will 
increase. This is contrary to the MSHCP guidelines and is a potentially significant impact. 

13c. Affect a scenic vista or roadway. The project will be highly visible from Sycamore Canyon 
Wilderness Park (see Appendix 5 photo). The argument given in the staff report appears to suggest that 
huge monolithic buildings reaching to more than 36ft in height somehow have less affect than minor 
dumping a few inches high near to Alessandro Blvd. It is clear that these huge buildings have a 
potentially significant impact. 

15b. Affect existing recreational opportunities. There are a number of extensively used trails on the 
project site that are used to access Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park. Parts of these trails can be seen in 
the fourth and fifth photographs shown in appendix 5. These access points for the park will be eliminated 
by the proposed development. This is a potentially significant impact. 

16a. Various threats. As noted earlier, this project has potentially significant impacts on the federally 
endangered SKR. This area was included in the original HCP because of the importance of linking the 
Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park with the MAFB portion of the reserve. This linkage was anticipated 
to significantly reduce the likelihood of SKR extinction in the reserve. There has been no adequate 
environmental analysis of the consequences of removing this portion of the SC-MAFB reserve. 

16b. Short-term versus long-term environmental goals. Population extinctions in areas the size of SC-
MAFB occur on a time scale of the order of many tens of years. The role played in the HCP by the project 
site (as additional acreage, and as a linkage between the two areas) is a long-term one. Thus shuffling and 
reducing the open space land through rezoning to satisfy the needs of this specific project is negatively 
affecting the long-term environmental goal of maintaining the SKR population "in perpetuity". This is a 
potentially significant impact. 

16c. Cumulative impacts. The extensive and continuing development of industrial warehouses and 
associated infrastructure in the area (for example, as illustrated in the response to initial study question 
4e) together with this similar project is causing cumulative effects on the drainage patterns in the area. 
These drainages are an integral part of the effective functioning of the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park 
and such alterations pose potentially significant impacts. In addition, the cumulative effect of increasing 
truck traffic drives a number of associated cumulative environmental impacts, such as air quality and 
noise, which can have significant impacts.  
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 7

There are some other issues of concern.  
 
1. This project is being done with a parcel map, rather than a tentative and final tract map. This appears to 
violate the City’s subdivision code and the state Subdivision Map Act. In particular, Riverside Municipal 
Code Sections 18.04.010 and 18.04.020, as quoted below, require more than just a parcel map for 
subdivisions creating five or more parcels. This case may be relying on exception C in Section 18.04.020 
for land that is part of a tract of land zoned for industrial or commercial development. However, this case, 
which apparently involves 7 parcels, is on land that is only partly zoned for industrial or commercial 
development in both the existing and proposed zoning (staff report pp. 10-61 and 10-64), with nearly half 
the site, some 36 acres, including parcels 5 and 7, proposed for the O zone and to be open space. Hence 
the exception C of Section 18.04.010 cannot be used. 
 
Section 18.04.010 Tentative and final maps. 
A tentative map and final map shall be required for all subdivisions creating five or more parcels, five or 
more condominiums as defined in Section 783 of the California Civil Code, or a community apartment 
project containing five or more parcels, except where: 
A. The land before division contains less than five acres, each parcel created by the division abuts upon a 
maintained public street or highway, and no dedications or improvements are required by the City 
Council; or 
B. Each parcel created by the division has a gross area of twenty acres or more and has an approved 
access to a maintained public street or highway; or 
C. The land consists of a parcel or parcels of land having approved access to a public street or highway 
which comprises part of a tract of land zoned for industrial or commercial development, and which has 
the approval of the City Council as to street alignments and widths; or 
D. Each parcel created by the division has a gross area of not less than forty acres or is not less than a 
quarter of a quarter section. (Ord. 4262 § 1 (part), 1976) 
 
Section 18.04.020 Parcel map. 
A parcel map shall be required for those subdivisions described in subsections A, B, C and D of Section 
18.04.010 … 
 
2. The applicant is requesting a variance to allow a setback of only 20 feet for Building C from San 
Gorgonio drive, whereas without a variance, a minimum 40-foot and average 50-foot setback is required 
(staff report page 10-34). We note the extreme nature of this variance: This is not a 10% or 20% 
reduction, but rather a reduction of 50% of the required minimum setback distance (from 40 to 20 feet), 
and of (up to) 60% of the required average setback distance (from 50 to as little as 20 feet). We  
do not see this variance listed among the approval conditions, so that it appears that the project is being 
approved without approval of a required variance. The staff report does contain applicant and staff 
findings and justifications for the variance, but these justifications are legally inadequate. In particular, 
regarding the first finding, for “practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships”, by case law, difficulties or 
hardships that are self-induced cannot be used to justify the required finding, nor can economic 
considerations. In this case, it was the applicant who designed the map, who chose the building location 
and height, so any resultant difficulty or hardship in conforming to the setback requirement is self-
induced. If a high-pile warehouse use requires such a building of over 30-foot height, it was the 
developer, for economic considerations, who chose such a use and such a location so close to the street. 
With such a large site, the developer could have located the building so as not to need a variance.  
If this resulted in a smaller building, a reducing the size of an adjacent building in order to shift the site of 
building C, this might have resulted in less profit for the applicant, but that is an economic circumstance 
and thus cannot be used to justify the finding. Regarding the second finding, for “exceptional 
circumstances”, we note that the applicant’s justification by attempting to denigrate the quality of the 
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 8

street concerned is inappropriate: it is a collector street. Neither the applicant’s justification nor the staff’s 
justification provides the legally necessary comparative data to show exceptional circumstances.  
Rather they focus on the features of this particular property. This is legally inadequate as justification for 
the exceptional circumstances finding. 
 
3. The project results in a net loss of 3.7 acres of PKP land. What is the justification for this gift to the 
developer? This gift represents a potentially significant environmental impact, especially of fuel 
modification zones are imposed in the open space. 
 
4. It is not stated that the plant palette for the project was designed by taking account of the MSHCP 
guidelines (see Appendix 6). If this is not done, then it is a potentially significant impact. 
 
5. Condition 69. This condition states "prior to recordation: All undisturbed natural lands deemed 
unsuitable for development may be dedicated to the city for incorporation into the Sycamore Canyon 
Wilderness Park site…". Note the use of "may be dedicated”. This means that the developed is under no 
obligation to dedicate any land to Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park. This outcome is a potentially 
significant impact that has not been considered. It could become a massive weed patch or inappropriate 
recreational area next to the environmentally sensitive Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park. 
 
6. No grading exception has been requested for grading into the Tequesquite Arroyo. 
 
7. Finally, the City Council has not received all the information considered by the Planning Commission. 
This will affect its ability to deliberate on this project. For example, the letter that Friends of Riverside’s 
Hills submitted to the Planning Commission was not included in the Staff Report to the City Council. 
Note that a statement of my expertise is included in that previous letter.  
 
In summary, we find that this project has raises such a large number of environmental problems that may 
be potentially significant that an Environmental Impact Report should be prepared. Furthermore, if the 
City wishes to exclude the project area from the HCP, then an environmental evaluation of the whole plan 
is in order. At the very least we need several years of SKR monitoring data from the various parts of the 
SC-MAFB reserve and from other reserves. 
 
Thank you for your attention. 

Communicated for Friends of Riverside’s Hills by  

Len Nunney, Secretary 

4477 Picacho Drive, Riverside, CA 92507  

phone: (951) 781-7346  

 

Attachments: Appendix 1-6. 
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October 17th, 2007 

To: Patricia Brenes, Planning Division, Community Development Department, City of Riverside 

From: Friends of Riverside’s Hills 

Re: Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Alessandro Business Center 
(also P07-1028, Planning Commission Hearing 18th Oct 2007). 

We are writing this letter to alert you to the absolute necessity of considering all of the environmental 
impacts that arise because of the unique environmental sensitivity of the project site.  

In the description of “Project Setting/Issues of Concern” that is provided in the Notice of Preparation, 
it is stated that the project is within the Stephen’s kangaroo rat habitat conservation plan (SKR) 
boundaries. This is true, but the crucial omission is that a major part of the project is located within the 
Sycamore Canyon - March Air Base Core (SC-MAFB) Reserve that is part of this plan. The area 
within the reserve boundary cannot be developed. This conflict can be seen from the map of the SC-
MAFB north of Alessandro taken from the approved SKR plan shown below. The arrow points to the 
center of the parcel proposed for development, and all but a small portion is clearly within the legal 
boundary of the SKR reserve (pink outline). 

                                           

Any attempt to remove this area from the plan requires (1) a scientific analysis of the effect of this 
removal on the viability of the SKR population within the SC-MAFB Reserve; and (2) a scientific 
analysis of the effect of this removal on the whole SKR plan. This would necessitate a current 
description and evaluation of the occupied SKR habitat within both the SC-MAFB reserve and the 
SKR plan as a whole (since this is an integrated plan involving all reserves taken together). From this 
basis, the next required step would be a scientific evaluation of the viability of the whole plan given 
the removal of this area from the SC-MAFB. We should add that a memo from the RCHCA (the 
Agency established to manage the SKR plan) that was submitted to the City stating that the inclusion 
of the project site in the SKR reserve was a “mapping error” is clearly erroneous, as can be seen from 
the most cursory reading of the approved SKR plan and more simply by looking at the map above. As 
stated above, the removal of the project site from the approved SKR plan would require a complete 
environmental review of the Plan under current conditions. 
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Additional factors that should be considered in any draft EIR include, but are not limited to: 
 
The impacts resulting from building next to a core reserve of the Western Riverside County Multiple 
Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The approved MSHCP defines these constraints.  
 
The impacts imposed by developing and grading into a named City arroyo (the Tequesquite Arroyo), 
that contains a blue-line stream. The City ordinances protect such arroyos based on topography, and 
not just the occurrence of riparian vegetation. Other drainage issues are also important at this site, 
since it includes two other tributaries of the Tequesquite Arroyo and a wetland area. Impacts to these 
areas need to be carefully evaluated. 
 
The impacts due to fire hazards – including the possibility of fire spreading from the project to the 
MSHCP core. 
 
The visual impacts of a development bordering a wilderness area in a semi-arid region that supports 
Riversidean sage scrub.  
 
Air quality issues, particularly given the proximity of truck traffic to a wilderness park. Other impacts 
to users and the biodiversity of the park include noise and light. 
 
Cumulative impacts to this sensitive wilderness area need to be evaluated due to the pre-existing 
industrial development, and the consequent effects on the users of Sycamore Canyon Park and on its 
biodiversity. In addition, the cumulative effect on the headwaters of the Tequesquite Arroyo needs to 
be examined. 
 
There is a tendency to sacrifice the long-term (indeed “in perpetuity”) environmental goals to short-
term mitigation efforts that destroy the integrity of the original conservation plans. These acts create 
serious impacts. For example, the effect of further compromising the linkage between the preserved 
MAFB natural open space and Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park on biodiversity needs to be 
investigated.  
 
The project will reduce public access to Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park, since a widely used 
access point will be cut off, thus reducing recreational opportunity in the area. 
 
It should be emphasized that the nature of the vegetation should be considered in its pre-disking state; 
the developer illegally disked this area earlier this year. Before and after photographs are available. 
The original habitat could be restored relatively easily. 
 
In closing, it should be noted that two of the alternative projects that should be considered under the 
DEIR are: (1) a project limited to the region outside of the SKR SC-MAFB reserve, with the RCHCA 
purchasing the remaining area – as was clearly intended under the approved plan. The RCHCA has 
received substantial funds for such a purchase. (2) No project, in which case the RCHCA would 
purchase the SKR SC-MAFB reserve lands and the remainder used in a fashion appropriate to its 
sensitive location, e.g. a neighborhood park. 
 
Thank you for your attention. 

Communicated for Friends of Riverside’s Hills by  

Len Nunney, Secretary 

4477 Picacho Drive, Riverside, CA 92507  

phone: (951) 781-7346  
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Comment Letter M. Len Nunney, Friends of Riverside’s 
Hills 

The 45-day public comment period for the Alessandro Business Center EIR 
extended from July 3, 2009 to August 19, 2009.   This letter was received after 
the close of the public comment period.   Accordingly, the City has no obligation 
to respond to this late comment later pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088(a).  However, in the interest of public disclosure and providing a full and 
good-faith CEQA analysis, the City is providing written response to this late 
comment letter.  (See also Master Response #1.) 

Response to Comment M-1 

Comments noted.  Refer to Response H-3 and M-7. 

Response to Comment M-2 

Section 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that, “The lead agency shall 
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed 
the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  (Emphasis added.)  Where a 
commenter submits comments that do not raise environmental issues, there is no 
requirement under CEQA that the City respond.  (Ibid.; see also Cleary v. County 
of Stanislaus (1981) 118 Cal.App.3d 348 360 [holding that a Final EIR was 
adequate under CEQA where it did not respond to comments raising non-
environmental issues].)  (See Master Response # 2.) 

Moreover, and even assuming for the sake of argument that the commenter is an 
“expert” as they claim, the commenter appears to have experience only in the 
limited area of population genetics, and not in all of the areas that are the subject 
of the comment letter (e.g., fire, noise, lighting).  Accordingly, it would be 
inappropriate under CEQA to treat the commenter’s statements on those subjects 
as expert testimony.  (See State CEQA Guidelines, § 15384.)  It would similarly 
be inappropriate for the City to treat the commenter’s statements – even those 
within the field of the commenter’s experience – as “expert testimony” where 
those statements are not supported by specific factual evidence.  (Ibid. 
[Substantial evidence includes “facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon 
facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.”].) 

Response to Comment M-3 

Comment noted.  Refer to Response I-3 and H-3. The RCHCA is the 
management authority for the HCP.  The City has no authority over the 
environmental review process for projects related to HCP management.   
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The proposed project site was not acquired for incorporation into the SKR HCP 
core areas by the RCHCA.  No private lands were acquired by the RCHCA by 
eminent domain and so acquisition and inclusion of private property into the 
SKR HCP Core Areas was only completed with willing sellers. Privately owned 
properties are not found within the reserves unless they have a conservation 
easement over all or part of the parcel(s).  No conservation easement has been 
placed over the project site and the site has remained in private ownership.  The 
project does not propose development in an SKR Core Reserve and, therefore, 
the project is not in violation of the Endangered Species Act, as this comment 
suggests.  

Modifications to the initial SKR HCP Study Areas were made through three 
rounds of boundary modifications as described in the Timeline of the Completion 
of the Acquisition Requirements under the SKR HCP, prepared by the RCHCA 
(See FEIR, Appendix G).  Those parcels whose owners successfully appealed 
through the boundary modification process were released from the Study Areas.  
During the acquisition process of the SKR HCP March 1996 (Long-Term Plan), 
parcels were acquired to meet the requirement for the completion of the Core 
Reserves (1998 letters) and then to meet the expansion requirement (2003 letter). 
In order to meet these requirements, lands had to be owned in fee title or have an 
acceptable conservation easement.  Lands that did not meet this requirement, 
including the proposed project site, were not a part of the reserve system. 

Response to Comment M-4 

The City of Riverside is in receipt of the October 17, 2007 comment letter 
submitted by the Friends of the Hills in response to the Notice of Preparation of 
the Alessandro Business Center EIR.  In the October 17, 2007 letter, the 
commenter recommended two project alternatives for consideration in the EIR.  
Alternative 1 was “a project limited to the region outside of the SKR SC-MAFB 
reserve, with the RCHCA purchasing the remaining area.”  Alternative 2 was 
“No project, in which case the RCHCA would purchase the SKR SC-MAFB 
reserve lands as outlined in #1 and the remainder used in a fashion appropriate to 
its sensitive location, e.g. a neighborhood park.” 

The City of Riverside is in full compliance with the requirements of the CEQA 
Guidelines in the selection and evaluation of project alternatives.  In accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126[f][2], the City of Riverside is permitted to 
make initial assessments as to the feasibility of alternatives to a project.  
Alternatives that are remote or speculative, or the effects of which cannot be 
reasonably predicted, need not be considered in any detail.  Alternatives may be 
eliminated from detailed consideration in the EIR if they fail to meet most of the 
project objectives, do not avoid or substantially reduce any significant 
environmental effects, or are infeasible for other reasons (CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15126.6[c]).  Factors that may be considered for determining feasibility 
include: “site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general 
plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional 
boundaries… and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or 
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otherwise have access to the alternative site”; in addition, “no one of these factors 
establishes a fixed limit on the scope of reasonable alternatives” (State CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15126.6[f][1]).  See also Response H-15 (addressing 
reasonableness and legal adequacy of the City’s alternative analysis). 

The City of Riverside Planning Department reviewed all properties that could 
accommodate the project (1) within the City boundaries or (2) on County of 
Riverside lands within a 1-mile radius of the City limits.  The criteria used in this 
review included the following: 

 37 acres in size or greater (i.e., comparable to the proposed development). 

 Property vacant and untitled. 

The results of this reviewed showed that no untitled parcels of appropriate size 
elsewhere in the City to accommodate the proposed project.  The only parcels 
available are zoned Residential Conservation (RC), RA (Residential Agriculture), 
or Public Facilities (PF).  In addition to conflicting with the current zoning, those 
parcels cannot physically accommodate the proposed project because they are 
located in hilly areas.  The use of such parcels would also result in greater 
environmental impacts than would occur with the use of the proposed site.  
Finally, the project proponent does not have ready access to or control over those 
parcels.  Due to the combination of the above factors the City determined that 
placement of the proposed project on an alternative site within the City is not a 
feasible alternative.  Accordingly, the City eliminated offsite alternatives within 
the City from further analysis as is permitted by State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6 (DEIR, Page 7-5). 

Additionally, the City identified over 100 County of Riverside parcels of 
appropriate size within 1 mile of the City limits.  In accordance with State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6[f][2], consideration of offsite alternatives should 
focus on whether the use of another site would “avoid or substantially lessen any 
of the significant effects of the project”.  Air quality and noise are the only 
unmitigable significant effects of the proposed project.  The use of an alternative 
site on County lands would result in the same types and quantities of air 
emissions in the same air basin and similar noise level impacts.  The use of an 
offsite alternative on County lands would simply move these impacts from an 
area within the City's boundaries to an area on County lands.  Therefore, the use 
of an offsite alternative on County lands would not likely avoid or substantially 
lessen any potentially significant environmental impacts. 

Additionally, the City lacks legal authority over County lands, and thus could not 
ensure that mitigation measures are enforced or that conditions of approval are 
complied with during project construction and operation.  (See State CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15126.6(f) [‘jurisdictional boundaries” and “whether the project 
proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the 
alternative site” are relevant factors when rejecting alternatives as infeasible].)  
Finally, the project proponent does not have ready access to or control over the 
parcels on County lands.  For these reasons, the City determined that having the 
applicant pursue an offsite alternative on County lands is infeasible and would 
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not result in the avoidance or substantial lessening of the project’s potentially 
significant air quality or noise impacts.  Accordingly, the City eliminated an 
offsite alternative on County lands from further analysis as is permitted by State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. 

The DEIR analyzed three onsite alternatives, which include Alternative 1 - No 
Project Alternative, Alternative 2 - No Project/Other Permitted Development 
Alternative, and Alternative 3 – Reduced Development. 

Under the Alternative 1 - No Project Alternative, the proposed business center 
project would not be constructed by the project proponent.  The existing 
stormdrain pipes that extend under Alessandro Boulevard and discharge to 
Sycamore Canyon Creek would not be repaired.  Additionally, the 36.23 acres of 
land proposed for dedication to the City of Riverside Parks, Recreation, and 
Community Services Department as part of the project would remain in private 
ownership.  This alternative was not selected since it would not attain any of the 
project objectives and had none of the environmental benefits of the project.  

The Alternative 2 - No Project/Other Permitted Development Alternative 
involves construction of a business/office park on approximately 39.83 acres of 
the 80.07-acre property that is designated for B/OP (Business/Office Park) in the 
General Plan 2025, Industrial in the Sycamore Canyon Business Park Specific 
Plan, and zoned for Business and Manufacturing Park (See Figure 7-1).  Uses 
may include administrative or executive offices; manufacture, assembly, 
warehousing, and distribution uses; publishing and printing offices; and research 
offices and laboratories.  This alternative was not selected since it would not 
attain any of the project objectives.  Additionally, the environmental impacts of 
this project in the foreseeable future would be similar to those of the proposed 
project.  

Alternative 3 – Reduced Development, involves construction of Buildings A, B, 
and C.  Buildings A and B would be reduced in size (DEIR, Figure 7-2,)  
Building D and parking areas associated with this building would not be 
constructed.  Implementation of this alternative would result in a total reduction 
in development size of approximately 171,626 square feet.  The smaller 
development footprint would be consistent with existing General Plan 2025 and 
Sycamore Canyon Business Park Specific Plan designations and zoning. This 
alternative was not selected since it would not attain all of the project objectives 
and did not include the beneficial components of the proposed project, including 
dedication of the 36.23 acres of open space to the City of Riverside Parks, 
Recreation, and Community Services Department for incorporation into the 
Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park and repair of the clogged storm drains that 
extend under Alessandro Boulevard. 

In accordance with a letter received from the RCHCA, dated February 25, 2009, 
the RCHCA has concluded that with the completion of the Potrero acquisition, 
the acquisition requirements under the SKR HCP were met.  Additionally, other 
property has been acquired for Reserve Assembly.  As a result, the project 
property is not needed for inclusion in the SKR HCP Core Reserve.  The 
RCHCA is a joint powers authority, which is a separate legal entity from the 
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County of Riverside, and is not under the control of the City of Riverside.  
Therefore, alternatives involving RCHCA purchase of additional private property 
were not considered a potentially feasible alternative by the City.   

However, the proposed project meets the description of the commenter’s 
recommended Alternative 1, which was described in the October 17, 2007 letter 
as “a project limited to the region outside of the SKR SC-MAFB reserve, with 
the RCHCA purchasing the remaining area.”  The RCHCA has determined that 
the project site is located outside of the SKR SC-MAFB reserve and the 
remaining 36.23 acres of private property outside of the development footprint 
will be dedicated to the City of Riverside Parks, Recreation, and Community 
Services Department and RCHCA (See Response B-2) for incorporation into the 
adjacent Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park and SKR HCP Sycamore Canyon 
Core Reserve.   

Response to Comment M-5 

Section 6.1.4 of the Western Riverside MSHCP sets forth the Urban Interface 
Guidelines which are intended to address indirect effects associated with 
development in proximity to MSHCP Conservation Areas.  The issues addressed 
under Section 6.1.4 include drainage, toxics, lighting, noise, invasives, barriers, 
and grading/land development.   

The commenter does not provide a complete citation of the Western Riverside 
MSHCP Urban Interface Guidelines for Lighting (Section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP).  
The MSHCP Lighting Guidelines state “Night lighting shall be directed away 
from the MSHCP Conservation Area to protect species within the MSHCP 
Conservation Area from direct night lighting. Shielding shall be incorporated in 
project designs to ensure ambient lighting in the MSHCP Conservation Area is 
not increased.” 

Mitigation Measure BIO-15,which states “Any night lighting will be directed 
away from natural open space areas and directed downward and towards the 
center of the development.  Energy-efficient LPS or HPS lamps will be used 
exclusively to damper glare.” (DEIR, Page 3.3-37) was recommended in the 
project DBESP report to address the potential for light spillage from the proposed 
project onto the adjacent MSHCP conservation area which would be created 
through the proposed dedication of 36.23 acres of property to the City of 
Riverside Parks, Recreation, and Community Services Department and RCHCA 
for incorporation into the adjacent Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park and SKR 
HCP Sycamore Canyon Core Reserve.  As required under Section 6.1.4 of the 
MSHCP, the night lighting is required to be directed away from the natural open 
space areas adjacent to the project site which comprise the MSHCP Conservation 
Area (DEIR, Pages 2.6, 3.1-15, 3.1-16, 3.3-49, and 3.3-50).  Although shielding 
does not completely block all lighting or views of lighted development from 
adjacent properties, it reduces the amount of light spillage onto an adjacent 
MSHCP Conservation area which contributes to overall ambient lighting. 
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The project proponent has opted to use low wattage, low pressure sodium 
lighting along the boundary of the proposed project and the adjacent open space 
areas, which is typically more successful in restricting light spillage than 
shielding.  Figure 2-8 depicts a visual simulation of the project during nighttime 
hours, the luminosity footprint for each new light source proposed by the project 
and provides the limits of any light spillage onto adjacent property.  Light 
spillage is measured by foot-candles, which are a unit of measurement equal to 
the amount of illumination needed to light a 1-foot radius sphere. The limits of 
light spillage outside of the development footprint and into the adjacent park to 
the west and north is less than 1-foot candle and negligible to zero (DEIR, Pages 
3.1-15, 3.1-16). As well, a 10 to 12-foot high solid wall shall be provided at the 
top of slope along the westerly side of Building A. The wall shall wrap around to 
the northerly side for approximately 40-feet past the northwest corner of the 
building. Additionally, trees shall be planted inside the wall to further buffer an 
light spillage to the park.  Therefore, there would be no light spillage onto 
adjacent properties, including MSHCP conservation areas, which could increase 
ambient lighting.   Therefore, the project is in compliance with the Lighting 
Guidelines provided in Section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP 

The DBESP was circulated to the resource agencies (USFWS and CDFG) for a 
60-day review in accordance with Section 6.1.2 of the Western Riverside 
MSHCP.  Additionally, the CDFG and the USFWS were contacted by the City of 
Riverside on July 23, 2008 to solicit any additional comments on the DBESP.  
No comments were received on the DBESP, including the mitigation Therefore, 
pursuant to the Western Riverside County MSHCP, the DBESP has adequately 
addressed the project’s environmental impacts. 

Response to Comment M-6 

The commenter again provides only a selective quote from the Western Riverside 
County MSHCP.  The Drainage Guidelines provided in Section 6.1.4 of the 
MSHCP actually states that, “Proposed Developments in proximity to the 
MSHCP Conservation Area shall incorporate measures, including measures 
required through the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
requirements, to ensure that the quantity and quality of runoff discharged to the 
MSHCP Conservation Area is not altered in an adverse way when compared with 
existing conditions. In particular, measures shall be put in place to avoid 
discharge of untreated surface runoff from developed and paved areas into the 
MSHCP Conservation Area. Stormwater systems shall be designed to prevent the 
release of toxins, chemicals, petroleum products, exotic plant materials or other 
elements that might degrade or harm biological resources or ecosystem processes 
within the MSHCP Conservation Area. This can be accomplished using a variety 
of methods including natural detention basins, grass swales or mechanical 
trapping devices. Regular maintenance shall occur to ensure effective operations 
of runoff control systems.”  The proposed project meets the requirements of the 
drainage guidelines through construction and operation of the proposed basin, 
which meets the requirements of the NPDES program as set forth in the 
Riverside County NPDES permit.   
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The commenter is incorrect; the basin is designed to meet the requirements for 
volume based Best Management Practices (BMPs) set forth in the Riverside 
County NPDES permit, and as required by Section 6.1.4 of the Western 
Riverside MSHCP Drainage Guidelines.  Permanent volume based BMPs 
described in the Riverside County NPDES permit and MSHCP include water 
quality basins, such as the basin proposed by the project.  Water quality basins 
are designed to treat the first 0.75-inches of precipitation of a storm event, also 
referred to as the “low flow” (DEIR, Page 3.11-16).  The water quality basin is 
sized to retain the “low flow” to allow settling out of sediment and debris and the 
biological uptake by vegetation of urban pollutants in stormwater runoff.   

Additionally, the project hydrology analysis is not limited to the 100-year storm.   
Analysis was conducted to design the basin to retain the stormwater runoff 
generated by a 2-, 5-, 10-, and 100-year storm, such that the runoff generated in 
the built condition does not significantly exceed existing conditions, thus 
reducing the potential for erosion and sedimentation in Sycamore Canyon Creek 
as required by the City of Riverside (DEIR, Pages 3.11-13 and 3.11-14).   

Response to Comment M-7 

The potential for fire hazards was addressed in the IS/NOP checklist prepared by 
the City of Riverside (DEIR, Appendix A, Page 14).  Lands associated with the 
Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park would be separated from the proposed 
development by a landscaping buffer.  (See Draft EIR Figure 2-7a [depicting 
buffer].)  The buffer area is of varying widths, but it surrounds the entire 
development footprint except for the project’s immediate frontage on Alessandro 
Boulevard.  (Ibid.)  The buffer will be landscaped with a plant palette that 
conforms to the Urban/Wildlands Interface requirements of Section 6.1.4 of the 
Western Riverside County MSHCP.  The plant palette for the buffer’s 
landscaping does not include any plant species forbidden by Table 6-2 of the 
MSHCP, nor does the palette include invasive plant species listed on the 
California Invasive Plant Council’s Inventory.  (Draft EIR pp. 2-5, 2-6, 2-7, 3.3-
51.)  Therefore, the potential for wildland fire hazards was found to be less than 
significant and was not discussed in the project DEIR. 

Response to Comment M-8 

A noise analysis was prepared for construction and operations of the proposed 
project and the results of the analysis were discussed in the DEIR.  (See Draft 
EIR §3.8 and Appendix F.) During construction, noise levels within the area of 
the adjacent Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park would be elevated above 
existing conditions.  However, this increase is temporary and will be conducted 
in accordance with the City of Riverside Noise Ordinance (DEIR, Page 3.8-14).  
Additionally, construction noise would only occur during daytime hours, as 
enforced through Mitigation Measure NOISE-2.  (Draft EIR p. 3.8-19 [mitigation 
measure NOISE-2 provides that construction shall not occur between 7 p.m. and 
7 a.m. on weekdays, 5 p.m. to 8 a.m. on Saturday, or at any time on Sunday or on 
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federal holidays].)  Long-term operation of the project similarly would not result 
in a significant increase in noise within the park, nor would it exceed City of 
Riverside’s noise thresholds (Draft EIR pp. 3.8-17 through 3.8-18). 

Operations in all buildings in the project (including the warehouse distribution 
facility) would be conducted during normal business hours (from approximately 
8 a.m. until approximately 6 p.m.).  The City of Riverside has determined that the 
following mitigation measure to address business hours is feasible and the 
recommended mitigation measure shall be added to the FEIR as Mitigation 
Measure NOISE-5: 

Mitigation Measure NOISE-5: 

Operations in all buildings in the project that involve use of noise 
producing equipment, including trucks and other vehicles, would be 
limited to normal business hours (8 a.m. to approximately 6 p.m.). 

Therefore, nighttime impacts to wildlife associated with operational noise, would 
not occur (DEIR. Page 3.8-16). 

Response to Comment M-9 

Comment noted.  Refer to Response H-3, and Responses M-3 and M-5 through 
M-8, above. 
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Comment Letter M1. Len Nunney, Friends of 
Riverside’s Hills 

The 45-day public comment period for the Alessandro Business Center EIR 
extended from July 3, 2009 to August 19, 2009.   This letter was received after 
the close of the public comment period.   Accordingly, the City has no obligation 
to respond to this late comment later pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088(a).  However, in the interest of public disclosure and providing a full and 
good-faith CEQA analysis, the City is providing written response to this late 
comment letter.  (See also Master Response #1.) 

Response to Comment M1-1 

Comment noted.  The commenter states that the Friends of Riverside’s Hills 
opposed the approval of the proposed project via a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration.  Accordingly, the developer and the City jointly agreed to re-start 
the environmental review process, invest significant further time and resources, 
and prepare a comprehensive environmental impact report.  That EIR is the 
document upon which Friends of Riverside’s Hills is now, again commenting.  
The proposed project was subject to review under CEQA through preparation of 
an initial study in 2007.  The initial study was sent to the California State 
Clearinghouse (SCH#2007021005) for 30-day public review from February 1, 
2007 to March 2, 2007.  Project review by the City of Riverside Planning 
Commission was conducted on March 22, 2007, and April 24, 2007.  Based on 
public comments received prior to the March 22, 2007, Planning Commission 
hearing, the City of Riverside determined that additional project review through 
the preparation of an EIR would be required (DEIR, Page 2-1).  Therefore, a 
Mitigated Negative Declaration was not adopted for the Alessandro Business 
Center Project, which includes cases P06-0416, P06-0418, P06-0419, P06-0421, 
and P07-0102. 

The project site is located on privately owned property within the Sycamore 
Canyon Business Park Specific Plan and has not been dedicated as natural open 
space.  However, as part of the proposed project, 36.23-acres of property within 
the project site will be dedicated to the City of Riverside Parks, Recreation, and 
Community Services Department for incorporation into the adjacent Sycamore 
Canyon Wilderness Park (DEIR page 2-4).  Refer to Response B-2. 

Response to Comment M1-2 

The SKR HCP was approved by CDFG and the USFWS in 1996.  The Riverside 
County Habitat Conservation Agency (RCHCA) was formed in 1990 as a Joint 
Powers Agreement agency comprised of the Cities of Corona, Hemet, Lake 
Elsinore, Menifee, Moreno Valley, Murrieta, Perris, Riverside, Temecula, 
Wildomar and the County of Riverside to acquire and manage lands for 
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conservation of the SKR.  Although the City of Riverside is a participant in the 
HCP, the RCHCA remains the management authority for the SKR HCP. 

The maps provided by the commenter (Figures C-9 and 26) are outdated and 
incorrect.  In June 2007 (after the conservation goals of the SKR HCP were met), 
the RCHCA issued new maps of the SKR Core Reserves (Refer to FEIR 
Appendix G, Attachment 15).  The map of the Sycamore Canyon Core Reserve 
shows that the project area is outside of the existing core reserve (DEIR, Page 
3.3-10).   

Response to Comment M1-3 

Based upon public comment received during the for 30-day public review of the 
project initial study, the City of Riverside determined that additional 
environmental review through the preparation of an EIR would be required 
(DEIR, Page 2-1) as requested by the commenter.   

The change in land use designations proposed by the project would result in a net 
increase of 13.52 acres of land zoned for Public Facilities, which would be 
designated as park land on the property.  The changes would also result in a net 
decrease in 2.22 acres of private land designated by the General Plan 2025 for 
Public Parks (DEIR, Page 3.9-10).  However, the project description includes 
dedication of 36.23 acres of privately owned open space to the City, which 
represents a significant increase in City-owned parkland and provides a 
connection between City parkland located northwest and northeast of the subject 
property (DEIR, Page 3.9-10).   Refer to Response M1-1 and B-2. 

The commenter is incorrect that the project involves development within the 
SKR HCP Sycamore Canyon/March Air Force Base core reserve.  Refer to 
Response M1-2 

Response to Comment M1-4 

Refer to Response H-5.  The DEIR includes an aesthetics chapter that provides a 
description of the existing visual characteristics of the project site, and identifies 
sensitive viewers and key viewpoints (DEIR, Chapter 3.1).  Additionally, 
conceptual renderings were prepared to depict the changes in the project site 
from the five identified key viewpoints. 

The proposed development is compatible with the nature of the area of Sycamore 
Canyon Wilderness Park, which is located within the existing Sycamore Canyon 
Business Park Specific Plan.  Within the vicinity of the project site, the park is 
currently surrounded to the north by Sycamore Canyon Boulevard and by 
existing industrial development and existing commercial development to the east.  
Additionally, views of the development would be buffered from adjacent 
recreation uses with trees, shrubs, and other vegetation used in the landscaping 
buffer proposed around the project boundary.  Implementation of the proposed 
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project is consistent with the visual nature of the surrounding area and does not 
represent a significant change in the existing viewshed (DEIR, Page 3.1-14). 
Refer to Response H-5. 

Response to Comment M1-5 

Refer to Response H-3 and Response M1-2. 

Response to Comment M1-6 

The project site consists of privately owned property located within the approved 
Sycamore Canyon Business Park Specific Plan.  As part of the proposed project, 
36.23-acres of property within the project site will be dedicated to the City of 
Riverside Parks, Recreation, and Community Services Department for 
incorporation into the adjacent Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park (DEIR page 
2-4).  Implementation of the proposed project will not result in significant 
impacts to recreation or aesthetics (Refer to Response M1-3, Response M1-4, 
and Response M1-7).  

Response to Comment M1-7 

The commenter is incorrect. Project noise and lighting is restricted by the City of 
Riverside Municipal Code and General Plan and guidelines provided in the 
Western Riverside MSHCP.   

Noise standards are addressed in Section N (Noise Element) of the City of 
Riverside General Plan 2025.  The Noise Element identifies noise compatibility 
for various land uses (DEIR, Page 3.8-9). Title 7 of the City of Riverside’s 
Municipal Code also contains noise standards that are used to limit noises from 
sources within its control (traffic noise, for example, is regulated by federal and 
state law and is thus preempted from regulation by the local noise code) (DEIR, 
Page 3.8-9).   

Noise associated with the proposed project could result from increased traffic and 
onsite operational activities.  The Noise standards set forth in Section N (Noise 
Element) of the City’s General Plan 2025 allows for daytime noise levels of 55 
dBA at single-family residential uses.  The City General Plan noise standard for 
recreation outdoor uses is 65 dBA.  Based upon the project noise analysis, the 
modeled noise level at the boundary of the project with Sycamore Canyon 
Wilderness Park will be 52 dBA (DEIR, Page 3.8-18).  Therefore, the project 
would not cause an exceedance of City of Riverside noise standards nor would it 
materially worsen an existing exceedance (DEIR, Page 3.8-16).   

The Western Riverside MSHCP states that noise in adjacent wildlands (including 
the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park) should not exceed residential noise 
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standards.  The Noise standards set forth in Section N (Noise Element) of the 
City’s General Plan 2025 allows for daytime noise levels of 55 dBA at single-
family residential uses.  As noted above, the modeled noise level at the boundary 
of the project with Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park is 52 dBA (DEIR, Page 
3.8-18).  Therefore, noise levels associated with operation of the project will not 
exceed daytime residential noise standards and thus would not result in a 
significant impact on adjacent wildlands.  Furthermore, a 10 to 12-foot high solid 
wall shall be provided at the top of slope along the westerly side of Building A 
for screening of the loading docks and noise attenuation. The wall shall wrap 
around to the northerly side for approximately 40-feet past the northwest corner 
of the building. While this is not required as mitigation for this project, this 
project feature would further reduce project-related noise levels received off site.  
The proposed business park will be operated during normal business hours (8 am 
to 6 pm), therefore, no nighttime operational noise is projected to occur. 

Lighting requirements are set forth by the City of Riverside Planning Department 
and Section 6.1.4 of the Western Riverside MSHCP.   The type of low-intensity 
lighting proposed for nonpublic and perimeter areas of the site complies with 
Section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP by restricting light spillage onto the adjacent 
property to approximately 2 to 3 feet.  The area of light spillage is limited to the 
width of the proposed landscape buffer and will not actually spill onto adjacent 
wildlands.  Refer to Response M-5. 

Response to Comment M1-8 

Comment noted.  Section 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that, “The 
lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from 
persons who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  
(Emphasis added.)  Where a commenter submits comments that do not raise 
environmental issues, there is no requirement under CEQA that the City 
respond.  (Ibid.; see also Cleary v. County of Stanislaus (1981) 118 Cal.App.3d 
348, 360 [holding that a Final EIR was adequate under CEQA where it did not 
respond to comments raising non-environmental issues].)  See also Master 
Response # 2.) 

Moreover, and even assuming for the sake of argument that the commenter is an 
“expert” as they claim, the commenter appears to have experience only in the 
limited area of population genetics, and not in all of the areas that are the subject 
of the comment letter (e.g., fire, noise, lighting).  Accordingly, it would be 
inappropriate under CEQA to treat the commenter’s statements on those subjects 
as expert testimony.  (See State CEQA Guidelines, § 15384.)  It would similarly 
be inappropriate for the City to treat the commenter’s statements – even those 
within the field of the commenter’s experience – as  “expert testimony” where 
those statements are not supported by specific factual evidence.  (Ibid. 
[Substantial evidence includes “facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon 
facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.”].) 
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Comment Letter M2. Len Nunney, Friends of 
Riverside’s Hills 

The 45-day public comment period for the Alessandro Business Center EIR 
extended from July 3, 2009 to August 19, 2009.   This letter was received after 
the close of the public comment period.   Accordingly, the City has no obligation 
to respond to this late comment later pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088(a).  However, in the interest of public disclosure and providing a full and 
good-faith CEQA analysis, the City is providing written response to this late 
comment letter.  (See also Master Response #1.) 

Response to Comment M2-1 

Refer to Response M1-1, Response M1-2 and Response H-3.  The commenter 
states that the Friends of Riverside’s Hills opposed the approval of the proposed 
project via a Mitigated Negative Declaration.  Accordingly, the developer and the 
City jointly agreed to re-start the environmental review process, invest significant 
further time and resources, and prepare a comprehensive environmental impact 
report.  That EIR is the document upon which Friends of Riverside’s Hills is 
now, again commenting.   

Response to Comment M2-2 

Refer to Response M1-1 and Response M1-2.  Although the entire project area is 
within the SKR HCP plan area, it is located entirely outside of the SKR HCP 
Core Reserve (DEIR, Figure 3.3-6).  In 1996, the project area was under different 
ownership and was identified in the SKR HCP as an area where “negotiation of 
conservation easements” were under consideration.  The transaction did not 
occur after the SKR HCP was approved.  In June 2007 (after the conservation 
goals of the SKR HCP were met), the RCHCA issued new maps of the SKR Core 
Reserves (DEIR, Page 3.3-10) (Refer to FEIR, Appendix G, Page 4 and 
Attachment 15).  See also Response M-4. 

The federal decision to convert March Air Force Base from active duty to reserve 
status led to the release of approximately 4,400 acres of the base for civilian use 
and the acquisition of SKR habitat in Potrero Valley to replace the SKR 
Management Area on the base.  As disclosed in the SKR HCP (RCHCA 1996, 
pp. 133-134), the RCHCA anticipated that the realignment potentially would 
result in the elimination of the air base component of the SKR reserve system.  
The trade-out of MARB and credit for Portero Valley was approved by the 
California Department of Fish and Game and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in 
late 2003 and is cited in the 2004 Biological Opinion (FWS-WRIV-870.19) for 
the Western Riverside MSHCP.  There is no Core Reserve for SKR south of 
Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park.  In addition, none of the lands on the 
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existing or former air base are targeted for conservation under the MSHCP (Refer 
to FEIR, Appendix G).  Refer to Response H-3. 

Response to Comment M2-3 

The removal of the MARB from the HCP is not considered part of the 
environmental review for the proposed project.  Since the RCHCA is the 
management authority for the HCP, the maps provided by the RCHCA are 
accurate and the official current boundaries of the HCP.  It is outside of the scope 
of this EIR to analyze the changes to map boundaries by RCHCA. Furthermore, 
this project does not propose changes to the HCP maps. 

The City is unable to comment on the Appendices or photographs referenced in 
the letter, since these were not attached.  However, it should be noted that there 
are several common wildlife species that exist in burrows.  Night time trapping 
and identification by species is required to determine whether the active burrow 
described in the letter supports Stephan’s kangaroo rat.   

The commenter is incorrect in his statement that the discing was not legally 
undertaken.  The project applicant conducted discing activities within the 
approximately 39 acre development footprint in March 2007 under order by the 
City of Riverside Public Works Department for fire abatement purposes.  
Although the entire project area is within the SKR HCP plan area, it is located 
entirely outside of the SKR HCP Core Reserve, and therefore, the activity was 
not in conflict with the SKR HCP (DEIR, Figure 3.3-6).  Payment of the SKR 
HCP fee for projects outside the Core Reserve is required prior to issuance of a 
grading permit by the City of Riverside.  Issuance of a grading permit or other 
City approval is not required for fire abatement activities, therefore, payment of 
the SKR HCP fee was not required.   

The commenter is incorrect that the discing activities were not in compliance 
with SCAQMD Rule 403.  The purpose of the rule is to prevent, reduce, or 
mitigate fugitive dust emissions from earthmoving activities or aggregate 
operations. Rule 403 does not preclude discing activities and only requires soil 
stabilization when the soil is exposed in clearing, grading, or cut and fill 
activities.  Implementation of fugitive dust reduction methods, such as watering, 
when required, is the responsibility of the contractor. 

Response to Comment M2-4 

The potential for impacts related to lighting and noise were considered in the 
project initial study prepared in 2007.  These impacts were considered less than 
significant based upon the lighting design measures proposed, including shielded 
lighting and reduced light pole height to prevent spillage of light outside the 
project boundaries.   



City of Riverside Chapter 2.  Comments and Responses to Comments 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report 
Alessandro Business Center 

 
2-76 

December 2009

ICF J&S 00945.07
 

Based on public comments received prior to the March 22, 2007, Planning 
Commission hearing, the City of Riverside determined that additional project 
review through the preparation of an EIR would be required (DEIR, Page 2-1).   

Refer to response to Comment M1-7 and M-5 regarding analysis provided in the 
DEIR for lighting and noise. 

Response to Comment M2-5 

Refer to response to Comment M-6.     

Response to Comment M2-6 

As recommended by the commenter, the City of Riverside determined that 
additional project review through the preparation of an EIR would be required 
based on public comments received prior to the March 22, 2007, Planning 
Commission hearing (DEIR, Page 2-1).  Additionally, as recommended by the 
commenter, the DEIR addresses the potential for impacts to biological resources, 
land use, water quality, air quality, aesthetics, recreation, hydrology, and 
cumulative impacts.  Specific topics raised by the commenter and addressed in 
the EIR, as requested, include consistency with the SKR HCP and Western 
Riverside MSHCP, city-designated arroyos, burrowing owl and least Bell’s vireo, 
and streambeds and wetland mitigation.  As for this comment’s suggestion that 
the project conflicts with Proposition R and Measure C, please note that the 
project site is zoned BMP (Business and Manufacturing Park) and PF (Public 
Facilities).  Proposition R only pertains to land zoned RA (Residential 
Agricultural) or RC (Residential Conservation); therefore, Proposition R does not 
apply to the project site.  Measure C amended and augmented Proposition R, but 
those amendments and additions have no bearing on the project site or the 
project. 

Response to Comment M2-7 

Comment noted.  Section 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that, “The 
lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from 
persons who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  
(Emphasis added.)  Where a commenter submits comments that do not raise 
environmental issues, there is no requirement under CEQA that the City 
respond.  (Ibid.; see also Cleary v. County of Stanislaus (1981) 118 Cal.App.3d 
348  360 [holding that a Final EIR was adequate under CEQA where it did not 
respond to comments raising non-environmental issues].)  See Response to 
Comment M2-8 and Master Response #2.   
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Response to Comment M2-9 

The commenter is incorrect in the statement regarding loss of land designated as 
PKP—Public Park.  A change in land use designation and zoning is required for 
several areas within the 80.07-acre property to create contiguous parcels of land 
for businesspark and open space use.  The change in land use designations 
proposed would result in a net increase of 13.52 acres of land zoned for Public 
Facilities, which would be designated as park land on the property.  The changes 
would also result in a net decrease in 2.22 acres of private land designated by the 
General Plan 2025 for Public Parks (DEIR, Page 3.9-10).  However, the 
dedication of 36.23 acres of privately owned open space to the City represents a 
significant increase in City-owned parkland and provides a connection between 
City parkland located northwest and northeast of the subject property.  The City 
would also be entitled to plan and construct designated bike and hiking trails 
within this area of the park, following formal dedication of the lands (DEIR, 
Page 3.9-10). 

Response to Comment M2-10 

The plant palette for the project is consistent with the MSHCP guidelines.  As 
described in the DEIR, the project landscaping plan and plant palette does not 
include any species identified in Table 6.2 of the MSHCP, which lists plant 
species to be avoided at the urban/wildlands interface (DEIR, Page 2-5).  In 
addition to compliance with the MSHCP table, the planting plan does not include 
species listed as invasive by the California Invasive Plant Council in the 2006 
California Invasive Plant Inventory (DEIR, Page 2-5).  The planting plan and 
plant palette are provided in the DEIR as Figures 2.7a and 2.7b, respectively.  
See also Response M-7 (further addressing MSHCP consistency). 

Response to Comment M2-11 

Refer to Response B-2.   

Response to Comment M2-12 

The proposed project is not located within the vicinity of the Tequesquite Arroyo 
or other City designated arroyo (DEIR, Page 3.3-25, Figure 3.1-2).  The project 
does not include grading within the limits of the Tequesquite Arroyo, therefore, 
approval of a grading exception is not required. 
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Response to Comment M2-13 

Based on public comments received prior to the March 22, 2007, Planning 
Commission hearing, the City of Riverside determined that additional project 
review through the preparation of an EIR would be required (DEIR, Page 2-1).   

Since the RCHCA is the management authority for the HCP, the maps provided 
by the RCHCA are accurate and the official current boundaries of the HCP.  It is 
outside of the scope of this EIR to analyze the changes to map boundaries by 
RCHCA. Furthermore, this project does not propose changes to the HCP maps. 
The removal of the MARB from the HCP is not considered part of the 
environmental review for the proposed project.   
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Comment Letter M3. Len Nunney, Friends of 
Riverside’s Hills 

The 45-day public comment period for the Alessandro Business Center EIR 
extended from July 3, 2009 to August 19, 2009.   This letter was received after 
the close of the public comment period.   Accordingly, the City has no obligation 
to respond to this late comment later pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088(a).  However, in the interest of public disclosure and providing a full and 
good-faith CEQA analysis, the City is providing written response to this late 
comment letter.  (See also Master Response #1.) 

Response to Comment M3-1 

The commenter states that the Friends of Riverside’s Hills opposed the approval 
of the proposed project via a Mitigated Negative Declaration and that an EIR was 
required.  Accordingly, the developer and the City jointly agreed to re-start the 
environmental review process, invest significant further time and resources, and 
prepare a comprehensive EIR for this project.  That EIR is the document upon 
which Friends of Riverside’s Hills is now, again commenting.  Based on public 
comments received prior to the March 22, 2007, Planning Commission hearing, 
the City of Riverside determined that additional project review through the 
preparation of an EIR would be required (DEIR, Page 2-1).   

Refer to Response H-3.  Since the RCHCA is the management authority for the 
HCP, the maps provided by the RCHCA are accurate and the official current 
boundaries of the HCP.  It is outside of the scope of this EIR to analyze the 
changes to map boundaries by RCHCA. Furthermore, this project does not 
propose changes to the HCP maps. The removal of the MARB from the HCP is 
not considered part of the environmental review for the proposed project.   

Response to Comment M3-2 

Section 6.1.4 of the Western Riverside MSHCP sets forth the Urban/Wildlands 
Interface Guidelines, which are intended to address indirect impacts associated 
with development located in proximity to MSHCP Conservation Areas.  The 
proposed development footprint currently abuts existing lands to the northeast 
that are part of the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park and SKR Core Reserve 
and designated as Public/Quasi Public Conserved Lands under the MSHCP that 
comprise MSHCP Core Area D. Additionally, implementation of the proposed 
project would include dedication of 36.23 acres of land within the subject 
property to the City of Riverside Parks, Recreation, and Community Services as 
part of the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park.  This property is adjacent to the 
development footprint to the north and east.  The MSHCP Urban/Wildlands 
Interface Guidelines and project compliance with the guidelines is provided 
below. 
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Drainage 
Guidelines:  Proposed Developments in proximity to the MSHCP Conservation 
Area shall incorporate measures, including measures required through the 
NPDES requirements, to ensure that the quantity and quality of runoff discharged 
to the MSHCP Conservation Area is not altered in an adverse way when 
compared with existing conditions.  In particular, measures shall be put in place 
to avoid discharge of untreated surface runoff from developed and paved areas 
into the MSHCP Conservation Area.  Stormwater systems shall be designed to 
prevent the release of toxins, chemicals, petroleum products, exotic plant 
materials or other elements that might degrade or harm biological resources or 
ecosystem processes within the MSHCP Conservation Area.  This can be 
accomplished using a variety of methods including natural detention basins, grass 
swales, or mechanical trapping devices.  Regular maintenance shall occur to 
ensure effective operations of runoff control systems. 

Project Compliance:  The proposed project includes construction of an 
underground stormdrain system, including curb inlets and catch basins, to collect 
all stormwater runoff generated within the project site and direct it into the 
proposed 1.8-acre detention basin at the northwest corner of the development 
footprint.  The detention basin would discharge flows to the north and west into 
Sycamore Canyon Creek and Unnamed Drainage 2.  The basin has been designed 
in accordance with the volume-based BMPs criteria set forth in the Riverside 
County NPDES Permit and would retain the “low flow” to allow settling out of 
sediment and debris and the biological uptake of urban pollutants in runoff, prior 
to the discharge of stormwater. 

A preliminary WQMP was prepared and approved by the City of Riverside on 
June 22, 2006.  Mitigation Measure WTR-2 requires preparation and approval of 
a final Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) prior to construction or ground 
disturbing activities.  The WQMP would include construction, inspection, and 
maintenance requirements for the water quality basin.  Long-term maintenance of 
the basin would be incorporated into the CC&Rs for the development and 
conducted by the future occupants of the business park 

Toxics 
Guidelines:  Land uses proposed in proximity to the MSHCP Conservation Area 
that use chemicals or generate bioproducts such as manure that are potentially 
toxic or may adversely affect wildlife species, habitat, or water quality shall 
incorporate measures to ensure that application of such chemicals does not result 
in discharge to the MSHCP Conservation Area.  Measures such as those 
employed to address drainage issues shall be implemented. 

Project Compliance:  The proposed business park project is not expected to 
involve the use or generation of chemicals or bioproducts that could adversely 
affect wildlife, habitat, or water quality in adjacent conservation areas.  However, 
the project does include a warehouse component that supports the transport of 
goods with large trucks.  These trucks would be stored in onsite yards and loaded 
with equipment such as forklifts.  Use of this equipment on the site could result 
in contact between stormwater and petroleum products, such as oil, diesel, and 
lubricants.  All stormwater generated within the project site would be directed 
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into the proposed basin at the northeast corner of the site.  As described above, 
the basin has been designed in accordance with the Riverside County NPDES 
permit to function at a volume-based BMPs by retaining and treating stormwater.  
The basin would be planted with native grasses and other vegetation to remove 
urban pollutants, such as petroleum products, through biological uptake.  

Lighting 
Guidelines:  Night lighting shall be directed away from the MSHCP 
Conservation Area to protect species within the MSHCP Conservation Area from 
direct night lighting.  Shielding shall be incorporate in project designs to ensure 
ambient lighting in the MSHCP Conservation Area is not increased. 

Project Compliance:  The proposed project includes low-intensity lighting that 
is directed away from the adjacent Conservation Areas (Sycamore Canyon 
Wilderness Park).  Figure 2-8 depicts the luminosity footprint for each new light 
source and provides the limits of any light spillage onto adjacent property, which 
is limited to approximately 2 to 3 feet.  As a result, any project light spillage 
would be restricted to the business park development and associated slopes.  
Light would not spill into the adjacent Conservation Areas. 

Noise 
Guidelines:  Proposed noise generating land uses affecting the MSHCP 
Conservation Area shall incorporate setbacks, berms, or walls to minimize the 
effect of noise on MSCHP Conservation Area resources pursuant to applicable 
rules, regulations, and guidelines related to land use standards.  For planning 
purposes, wildlife within the MSHCP Conservation Area should not be subject to 
noise that would exceed residential noise standards. 

Project Compliance:  Construction of the proposed project would involve the 
temporary use of heavy equipment for ground clearing, grading, construction of 
foundations and buildings, and paving.  Construction noise at the interface 
between the project boundary and Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park 
(approximately 600 feet from the project’s noise center) is projected to be 67 
dBA, which exceeds the City of Riverside Municipal Code Residential Noise 
Standard of 55 dBA.  Additionally, blasting for a period of approximately 2 
weeks is proposed during initial grading activities.  The blasting is required to 
remove granitic rock that underlies the project site.  Although the blasting noise 
would be heard for seconds at a time, at the near edge of the Sycamore Canyon 
Wilderness park perimeter approximately 600 feet away from the center of 
construction, the probable peak noise level would be between 123 dB and 119 
dB.  However, construction would be temporary in nature and is in compliance 
with the City’s noise ordinance, which exempts construction activities from the 
noise standard (providing that such activities take place between the hours of 
7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday and 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. on 
Saturdays).  Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 would be implemented to reduce 
construction noise to the extent feasible.  Mitigation Measure BIO-10 restricts 
blasting and grading activities from occurring within the breeding season to 
avoid indirect impacts on least Bell’s vireo in the drainage and other wildlife 
species within the adjacent Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park. 
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Operation of the proposed project would involve use of trucks, passenger 
vehicles, and ancillary equipment such as forklifts and heating, ventilation, and 
air conditioning (HVAC) machinery which would create noise.  However, noise 
levels within Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park (approximately 600 feet from 
the project’s noise center) are projected to be 52 dBA, which is substantially 
lower than the City of Riverside Municipal Code Residential Noise Standard of 
55 dBA.  Therefore, operation of the project is in compliance with the MSHCP 
Urban/Wildlands Interface noise guidelines. 

Invasives 
Guidelines:  When approving landscape plans for Development that is proposed 
adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area, Permittees shall consider the 
invasive, non-native plant species listed in Table 6-2 of the MSHCP and shall 
require revisions to the landscape plans (subject to the limitations of their 
jurisdiction) to avoid the use of invasive species for the portions of Development 
that are adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area.  Considerations in reviewing 
the applicability of this list shall include proximity of planting areas to the 
MSHCP Conservation Areas, species considered in the planting plans, resources 
being protected within the MSHCP Conservation Area and their relative 
sensitivity to invasion, and barriers to plant and seed dispersal, such as walls, 
topography and other features. 

Project Compliance:  The project landscaping plan and plant palette does not 
include any species identified in Table 6.2 of the MSHCP, which lists plant 
species that should be avoided in landscaping at the urban/wildlands interface.  
Additionally, the planting plan does not include species listed as invasive by the 
California Invasive Plant Council in the 2006 California Invasive Plant Inventory 
(Cal-IPC 2006).   

Barriers 
Guidelines:  Proposed land uses adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area shall 
incorporate barriers, where appropriate in individual project designs to minimize 
unauthorized public access, domestic animal predation, illegal trespass, or 
dumping in the MSHCP Conservation Area.  Such barriers may include native 
landscaping, rocks/boulders, fencing, walls, signage, and/or other appropriate 
mechanisms. 

Project Compliance:  The project fencing plan includes 6-foot-high painted 
wrought iron fencing around the perimeter of the business park and adjacent open 
space to minimize unauthorized public access, domestic animal predation, or 
dumping, in accordance with Section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP (Urban/Wildlands 
Interface) and City of Riverside Park and Recreation Department specifications.     

A 6-foot-high commercial fence in accordance with City standards would be 
provided along the western boundary of the 6.15-acre parcel (Parcel 6) identified 
for future development.  At the time of development, the interface between 
Parcel 6 and open space to the east and north would be secured with 6-foot-high 
painted wrought iron fencing.   
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Grading/Land Development 
Guidelines:  Manufactured slopes associated with proposed site development 
shall not extend into the MSHCP Conservation Area. 

Project Compliance:  All grading and construction, including manufactured 
slopes, is restricted to the project development footprint.  As described above, the 
project is in compliance with the requirements of the MSHCP Urban/Wildlands 
Interface Guidelines.  No or less-than-significant impacts on existing 
Conservation Areas or areas proposed for conservation would occur.   

Response to Comment M3-3 

Refer to Response to comments M3-12, I-2 and M-5.  

Response to Comment M3-4 

Refer to Response to comment M-7. 

Response to Comment M3-5 

Refer to Response to comment H-5 and M2-4. 

Response to Comment M3-6 

Refer to Response to comments H-6 through H-11, and M-8. 

Response to Comment M3-7 

The cumulative impacts discussion provided in the DEIR analyzed the potential 
for cumulatively considerable impacts of the proposed project within the context 
of combined impacts caused by other past, present, or future projects (DEIR, 
Pages 4.2 to 4.3).   

The proposed project includes the dedication of 36.23 acres of privately owned 
open space to the City of Riverside Parks, Recreation, and Community Services 
Department for incorporation into the adjacent Sycamore Canyon Wilderness 
Park. Additionally, the proposed project and each of the cumulative projects 
would be required to pay local and regional park development fees prior to 
construction.  Therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts to 
recreation would be less than significant (DEIR, Page 4-7). 

The cumulative projects analyzed by the DEIR are located in areas of similar 
biological habitats.  While the proposed project would not result in significant 
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biological impacts, the combination of the cumulative projects would result in 
significant loss of sensitive biological habitat and/or individual sensitive species, 
thereby resulting in significant cumulative impacts to biological resources 
(DEIR, Page 4-7).  Each of the cumulative projects would be required to mitigate 
for impacts to or the loss of sensitive habitats and species in accordance with the 
provisions of the Western Riverside County MSHCP.  Each of the project 
applicants would also be required to conduct preconstruction surveys to minimize 
potential impacts on sensitive bird species, and contribute mitigation fees 
identified in the SKR HCP and the MSHCP in Western Riverside County (DEIR, 
Page 4-7).   

The proposed project is not located within the vicinity of the City designated 
Tequesquite Arroyo, however, the project will result in temporary and permanent 
impacts to riparian/riverine areas, which when combined with other cumulative 
projects, would result in significant cumulative impacts.  The proposed project 
includes mitigation to reduce its contribution to biological impacts, including 
riverine/riparian resources.  The project includes a development buffer of at least 
50 feet from the two onsite blue-line streams—Sycamore Canyon Creek and 
Unnamed Drainage 2—which will reduce the potential for edge effects to less-
than-significant levels (DEIR, Page 4-7).  The loss of habitat and riparian 
resources from the proposed project is mitigated through habitat restoration and 
enhancement (mitigation measures BIO-1 through BIO-26).  Additionally, the 
proposed project includes the dedication of 36.23 acres of privately owned land 
to the City of Riverside Parks, Recreation, and Community Services Department 
for conservation as part of the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park.  With 
implementation of the mitigation measures, the project’s contribution to 
cumulative impacts is reduced to less than cumulatively considerable levels 
(DEIR, Page 4-7). 

Response to Comment M3-8 

Refer to response to comment H-1 and H-3.   

Response to Comment M3-9 

The commenter is incorrect.  The project site is privately owned and does not 
include any formally designated access points into parkland. The proposed 
project description includes dedication of 36.23 acres of privately owned open 
space to the City of Riverside Parks, Recreation, and Community Services 
Department for incorporation into the adjacent Sycamore Canyon Wilderness 
Park.  Dedication of these lands represents a significant increase in City-owned 
parkland and provides a connection between City parkland located northwest and 
northeast of the subject property.  The City would also be entitled to plan and 
construct designated bike and hiking trails or access points within this area of the 
park, following formal dedication of the lands (DEIR, Page 3.9-10).   



City of Riverside Chapter 2.  Comments and Responses to Comments 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report 
Alessandro Business Center 

 
2-85 

December 2009

ICF J&S 00945.07
 

Response to Comment M3-10 

Refer to Response to comment M3-2. 

Response to Comment M3-11 

Refer to Response to comment M-4. 
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Comment Letter N. George Hague, Sierra Club, San 
Gorgonio Chapter 

Response to Comment N-1 

The 45-day public comment period for the Alessandro Business Center EIR 
extended from July 3, 2009 to August 19, 2009.   This letter from Mr. George 
Hague, with the Sierra Club, San Gorgonio Chapter was received on September 
3, 2009 after the close of the public comment period.   Accordingly, the City has 
no obligation to responds to this late comment later pursuant to State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088(a).  However, in the interest of public disclosure and 
providing a full and good-faith CEQA analysis, the City is providing written 
response to this late comment letter.  (See also Master Response #1.) 

The letter provided by the Center for Biological Diversity, San Bernardino 
Audobon Society and the Sierra Club was received by the City of Riverside on 
August 19, 2009 (Refer to Comment Letter H).   

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), the City of Riverside is required 
to evaluate comments on environmental issues and to provide a written response 
to public agencies on comments made by that public agency at least 10 days prior 
to certifying the EIR.  The EIR is not certified until the project is approved by the 
City Council following a public City Council hearing.  In compliance with the 
CEQA Guidelines, the City of Riverside evaluated the comment letters received 
during the public comment period prior to the Planning Commission and City 
Council public hearings.  A response to comments will be to commenting public 
agencies at least 10 days prior to the City Council hearing where the EIR may be 
certified, if the project is approved.  

Response to Comment N-2 

Refer to Response H-3. 

The City of Riverside recognizes that a lawsuit was filed by the Center for 
Biological Diversity and San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society in September 
2009 regarding the realignment of MAB.  This case is in review by a federal 
court and the City of Riverside is not a party to this lawsuit.  Additionally, the 
California Department of Fish and Game has confirmed that the project will not 
adversely affect the Stephen’s kangaroo rat Habitat Conservation Plan because 
“the SKR Plan goal of conserving 15,000 acres of occupied SKR habitat was 
attained with the Potrero Valley acquisitions.”  (See Comment Letter I.) 

Prior to the realignment of MAB in 2003–2004, public lands south of Alessandro 
Boulevard, provided a potential linkage between the natural lands to the north 
and south, especially for SKR.  However, maintaining movement across/under 
Alessandro proved to be difficult (DEIR, Page 3.3-53).  Alessandro Boulevard is 
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an existing four to six lane arterial roadway (120 foot right-of way) that carries 
approximately 28,800 to 51,300 vehicles per day in the vicinity of the project site 
(DEIR, Appendix G, Page 12).  Due to the width of the roadway and level of 
existing day and night traffic, successful movement across the top of the roadway 
by small mammals is not expected to occur. 

Movement under the roadway may have occurred through two existing 24-inch 
corrugated metal pipes (CMPs) that extend under Alessandro Boulevard onto the 
project site.  However, the CMPs are currently closed by accumulation of 
sediment and debris (DEIR, Page 3.3-45).  The project proposes to repair the 
CMPs, thus reestablishing a connection with properties to the south and allowing 
the creek to again discharge into Sycamore Canyon Creek on the property.  

Additionally, the project includes the preservation and dedication of 36.23-acres 
of property to the City of Riverside Parks, Recreation, and Community Services 
Department for incorporation into the adjacent Sycamore Canyon Wilderness 
Park.  The 36.23 acres will be also be included in the SKR HCP Sycamore 
Canyon Core Reserve, managed by the RCHCA (Refer to Response B-2).  A 
deed restriction would be recorded for the dedicated 36.23-acre area to preserve 
the property as open space in perpetuity.  The dedicated lands would provide a 
permanent link from the wilderness park to open space to the east and south 
(DEIR, Page 3.3-53).   

Response to Comment N-3 

Comment noted.  As clarification, the Alessandro Commerce Centre project 
located within County of Riverside lands south of Alessandro Boulevard.   

The alternatives analysis conducted for the proposed project determined that the 
only parcels available for the project within the City are zoned RC, RA, or PF.  
In addition to conflicting with the current zoning, those parcels cannot physically 
accommodate the proposed project because they are located in hilly areas.  As 
described above, the use of such parcels would also result in greater 
environmental impacts than would occur with the use of the proposed site. 
(DEIR, Page 7-4 and 7-6).  Therefore, an alternative project site location does not 
currently exist within the project area. 

The Western Riverside MSHCP and SKR HCP were established to conserve and 
manage covered wildlife and plant species.  The MSHCP identifies wildlife 
linkages and sets forth measures to protect wildlife movement within criteria 
cells.  The project site is located within the Riverside/Norco Plan Area of the 
MSHCP (DEIR, Page 3.3-8).  The Riverside/Norco Plan Area planning species 
include in the bobcat and biological issues and considerations include 
maintaining core and linkage habitat for the bobcat.  Linkage habitat is mapped 
by the MSHCP to retain movement corridors for species (MSHCP, Section 3.2). 
The project site is not located within the vicinity of a special linkage, nor is it 
located within a criteria cell (DEIR, Pages 3.3-8 and 3.3-9).  Therefore, the 
project does not include core habitat, linkages or other corridors identified by the 
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MSHCP for the bobcat, nor will the project result in any impacts to MSHCP 
identified resources for bobcats. The proposed project is in compliance with the 
conditions of the Western Riverside MSHCP and the SKR HCP (DEIR, Page 
3.3-48 to 3.3-52).  The City of Riverside acknowledges that properties west of 
the project site are located within the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park, 
MSHCP core reserve, and SKR HCP Sycamore Canyon core reserve.  
Additionally, a small portion of the existing Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park, 
east of Barton Street, north of Alessandro Boulevard, and west of the proposed 
project is also identified as a California Department of Fish and Game Sycamore 
Canyon Ecological Reserve.  The proposed project site does not include these 
lands.  Additionally, the proposed project meets the requirements of Section 6.1.4 
of the Western Riverside MSHCP (Wildlands Interface Guidelines) which are 
intended to address indirect impacts associated with development located in 
proximity to MSHCP Conservation Areas (Refer to Response to Comment M3-
2).  Therefore, the project will not result in direct or indirect impacts to the 
reserve. 

Response to Comment N-4 

The commenter is incorrect in his statement regarding adoption of overriding 
considerations.  Section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines allows the City of 
Riverside to adopt a statement of overriding considerations if the specific 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a proposed project 
outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental impacts.  The City of Riverside 
is responsible for reviewing the project benefits and potential impacts, as 
supported by substantial evidence in the project record, to determine whether 
approval of the proposed project and adoption of a statement of overriding 
consideration is warranted. 

The project construction emissions would not exceed any of the SCAQMD 
regional significance thresholds (DEIR, Page 3.2-26). Operational emissions 
resulting from the proposed project would not exceed regional SCAQMD 
thresholds for ROC, sulfer oxides (SOX), carbon monoxide (CO), or inhalable 
particulate matter (PM10); however, they would exceed the SCAQMD threshold 
for nitrogen dioxide (NOX).   

The Draft EIR adequately discloses that impacts associated with operations NOX 
emissions would be significant under CEQA   Mitigation Measures AQ-1 
through AQ-8 would reduce stationary-source NOX emissions during long-term 
project operations to the extent feasible (DEIR, Page 3.2-26), in compliance with 
Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines.  The commenter does not recommend 
any additional mitigation measures for review and consideration by the City and 
therefore the City is not able to respond. 
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Response to Comment N-5 

Comment noted.  Mr. George Hague, Conservation Chair, Moreno Valley Group 
of the Sierra Club is on the City’s mailing list for the proposed project.  

Three attachments to this letter were submitted to the City of Riverside.  The 
attachments were reviewed and responses provided as follows: 

Attachment 1 - The Center for Biological Diversity, San Bernardino Valley 
Audobon Society and the Sierra Club letter, dated August 19, 2009 (Refer to 
Comment Letter H) 

Attachment 2: Center for Biological Diversity and San Bernardino Valley 
Audobon Society vs. USFWS, Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief, 
September 2009 (Refer to Response N-2) 

Attachment 3: Len Nunney, Friends of Riverside’s Hills Letter, dated September 
2, 2009 (Refer to Comment Letter M) 
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Meeting Comments O. City of Riverside Planning 
Commission (September 3, 2009) 

The comments below were provided by organizations, members of the public, 
and members of the CPC at the Riverside City Planning Commission Meeting on 
September 3, 2009, and responses to these comments follow.  

Comments from Planning Commission 

Comment O-1 

George Hauge, 26711 Ironwood Avenue, Moreno Valley, stated that he is the 
Conservation Chair for the Moreno Valley group of the Sierra Club.  He stated 
that the Center for Biological Diversity, San Bernardino Valley Audubon 
Society, and the Sierra Club sent comments to the Draft EIR on the 19th; this 25-
page letter and several others were sent only two weeks ago.  He stated that they 
strongly believe that everyone, including the Commission, should have responses 
to these comments in order to make justifiable recommendations.  He stated that 
he hopes the Commission read all of the letters because he does feels some of 
staff’s selected summaries do not in some cases do them justice.  For example, 
the project site was part of the SKR Core Reserve, but was not purchased as 
expected under the terms of the Section 7 Biological Opinion.  He stated the 
Center for Biological Diversity and the San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society 
recently filed a lawsuit regarding the trade-out at March.  He also referred to Mr. 
Len Nunny’s letter, noting that the letter states they have had to several times 
point out to the RCHCA that this was not a mis-mapped error; that for them to 
actually change the boundaries of a Core Reserve, it was written into the Core 
document that it could be done when you expand the Core Reserve; however, in 
order to reduce a Core Reserve, which this land was supposed to be a part of, you 
needed to have a full environmental review to reduce it, which is one of the main 
points among others in the letter.  He stated the Alessandro Commerce Center 
which is on the north side of Alessandro is being appealed to the County.  
Without these two projects, these Core Reserves will be viable in the long term.  
It is difficult to believe that there is no other site for their project that would not 
lead to extinction of an animal.  He asked besides the SKR corridor, how is the 
project maintaining the bobcat corridors, as envisioned in the Multi-Species 
Habitat Conservation Plan. He noted that a lot of them were expecting responses 
in the form of a final EIR; they were quite sure that was not going to happen.  He 
noted that he went into the City a couple of weeks ago to get the staff report, and 
produced the comments distributed today.  He commented that they expected a 
longer turn-around in order to be able to do this and he believes Mr. Nunny did, 
also.  

Commissioner Lock-Dawson commented that this is the first she has heard about 
the litigation at the Potrero. She asked if they are suing based on the legitimacy 
of the Potrero being used to achieve the acreage standards within the HCP.   
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Mr. Hauge stated that is part of it.  He stated that it was in the newspaper and 
there was a press release.  He explained that the original SKR HCP said that they 
were going to preserve 50% of the habitat with the study area; however, the 
problem is, the Potrero is outside of the study area.  So when March is eliminated 
you are then dipping below 50% of the study area when it is done.  They also 
said they would allow 50% of the SKR land to be built upon; but now, if you 
include March, you are actually perhaps increasing that 50% within the study 
area to be built upon.  He stated there are quite a few other things and he is sure 
copies could be provided by staff if asked. 

Response to Comment O-1 

Refer to Response to Comment H-3 and N-3.   

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), the City of Riverside is required 
to evaluate comments on environmental issues and to provide a written response 
to public agencies on comments made by that public agency at least 10 days prior 
to certifying the EIR.  The EIR is not certified until the project is approved by the 
City Council following a public City Council hearing.  In compliance with the 
CEQA Guidelines, the City of Riverside evaluated the comment letters received 
during the public comment period prior to the Planning Commission.   However, 
preparation of response to comments is not required prior to Planning 
Commission public hearings since Planning Commission is only providing a 
recommendation to City Council for approval of the project and is not certifying 
the DEIR.  A response to comments is provided to commenting public agencies 
10 days prior to the City Council hearing where the EIR may be certified, if the 
project is approved.   

Certain comment letters were received from commentors after the close of the 
official 45-day public review and comment period established by CEQA. The 
official comment period commenced on July 3, 2009 and closed on August 19, 
2009.  The City received 4 comment letters following the close of that 45-day 
public comment period, including the Friends of Riverside Hills letter. 

Section 15088(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that, “The lead agency 
shall respond to comments received during the noticed comment period and any 
extensions and may respond to late comments.”  (Emphases added.)  
Accordingly, nothing in CEQA “requires the lead agency to respond to 
comments not received within the comment periods….” (Pub. Res. Code, § 
21092.5(c); see also Gray v. County of Madera (2008) 167 Cal.App.4th 1099, 
1111.)  Nonetheless, and in the interest of public disclosure and providing a full 
and good-faith CEQA analysis, the City is providing written response to these 
late comment letters.   

The City of Riverside recognizes that a lawsuit was filed by the Center for 
Biological Diversity and San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society in September 
2009 regarding the realignment of MAB.  This case is in review by a federal 
court and the City of Riverside is not a party to this lawsuit.  Since the RCHCA is 
the management authority for the HCP, the maps provided are accurate and the 



City of Riverside Chapter 2.  Comments and Responses to Comments 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report 
Alessandro Business Center 

 
2-92 

December 2009

ICF J&S 00945.07
 

official current boundaries of the HCP.  It is outside of the scope of this EIR to 
analyze the changes to map boundaries by RCHCA. Furthermore, this project 
does not propose changes to the HCP maps.The Western Riverside MSHCP and 
SKR HCP were established to conserve and manage covered wildlife and plant 
species.  The MSHCP identifies wildlife linkages and sets forth measures to 
protect wildlife movement within criteria cells.  The project site is located within 
the Riverside/Norco Plan Area of the MSHCP (DEIR, Page 3.3-8).  The 
Riverside/Norco Plan Area planning species include in the bobcat and biological 
issues and considerations include maintaining core and linkage habitat for the 
bobcat.  Linkage habitat is mapped by the MSHCP to retain movement corridors 
for species (MSHCP, Section 3.2). The project site is not located within the 
vicinity of a special linkage, nor is it located within a criteria cell (DEIR, Pages 
3.3-8 and 3.3-9).  Therefore, the project does not include core habitat, linkages or 
other corridors identified by the MSHCP for the bobcat, nor will the project 
result in any impacts to MSHCP identified resources for bobcats. The proposed 
project is in compliance with the conditions of the Western Riverside MSHCP 
and the SKR HCP (DEIR, Page 3.3-48 to 3.3-52).   

In accordance with a letter received from the RCHCA, dated February 25, 2009, 
the RCHCA has concluded that with the completion of the Potrero acquisition, 
the acquisition requirements under the SKR HCP were met. Refer to Response to 
Comments H-3 and I-3. 
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Chapter 3 
Errata to the Draft EIR 

Introduction 
As provided in Section 15088(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines, responses to 
comments may take the form of a revision to a Draft EIR or may be a separate 
section in the Final EIR.  This section complies with the latter and provides 
changes to the draft EIR in revision-mode text (i.e., deletions are shown with 
strikethrough text (text) and additions are shown with underline text (text).  
These notations are meant to provide clarification, corrections, or minor revisions 
as needed as a result of public comments or because of changes in the project 
since the release of the draft EIR as required by Section 15132 of the CEQA 
Guidelines.  None of the corrections and additions constitutes significant new 
information or substantial project changes requiring recirculation as defined by 
Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Changes to the Draft EIR 
The following changes to the text are incorporated into the Final EIR as 
presented below.  Page numbers reference the pages as they appeared in the Draft 
EIR. 

Executive Summary 

Page ES-13 (Project Impact/Mitigation Summary) 
Table ES-1.  Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation, and Residual Impacts 

Cultural Resources 
Impact CR-1.  
Cause a Substantial 
Adverse Change in 
the Significance of a 
Historical/Archaeol
ogical Resource 

Significant CR-1:  A qualified professional archaeologist and a 
culturally affiliated1 Native American monitor shall 
monitor the initial phase of ground-disturbing activities 
and grading for the project.  If buried cultural resources—
such as flaked or ground stone, historic debris, building 
foundations, or non-human bone—are discovered during 
ground-disturbing activities, the archeologist and the 

Less than 
Significant  

                                                      
1 It is anticipated that the Pechanga Tribe will be the “culturally affiliated” Tribe due to its prior coordination within 
the City and due to its demonstrated cultural affiliation with the project area. 
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Native American representative shall have the authority to 
stop and/or redirect grading to recover cultural resources 
that are uncovered during grading activities. 
Work shall stop in the area that the discovery is made and 
within 50 feet of the find until a qualified archaeologist in 
consultation with the Native American representative can 
assess the significance of the find and, if necessary, 
develop appropriate treatment measures.  Treatment 
measures typically include development of avoidance 
strategies, capping with fill material, or mitigation of 
impacts through data recovery programs such as 
excavation or detailed documentation. 
CR-2:  Prior to the initiation of grading and project 
construction, exclusionary fencing shall be erected at the 
boundaries of the project construction limits as directed by 
a qualified professional archeologist to restrict vehicles 
and machinery to the construction area and prevent 
inadvertent impacts to cultural resources located outside of 
the development footprint.  Prior to the start of 
construction activities, as well as during construction, 
training shall be provided by a qualified archeologist for 
all construction workers regarding site avoidance, the 
requirement to support the monitoring effort, and what 
types of cultural materials may be found in the area.  At 
the conclusion of all grading activities, all protective 
fencing shall be removed and discarded. 
CR-3:  At least 30 days prior to beginning project 
construction, the Project Applicant shall contact the 
Pechanga Tribe to notify the Tribe of grading, excavation 
and the monitoring program, and to coordinate with the 
City of Riverside and the Tribe to develop a Cultural 
Resources Treatment and Monitoring Agreement.  The 
Agreement shall address the treatment of known cultural 
resources, the designation, responsibilities, and 
participation of Native American Tribal monitors during 
grading, excavation and ground disturbing activities; 
project grading and development scheduling; terms of 
compensation; and treatment and final disposition of any 
cultural resources, sacred sites, and human remains 
discovered onsite. 
CR-4:  The landowner shall relinquish ownership of all 
cultural resources, including sacred items, burial goods 
and all archaeological artifacts that are found on the 
project area to the Pechanga Tribe for proper treatment 
and disposition. 
CR-5: All sacred sites, should they be encountered within 
the project area, shall be avoided and preserved as the 
preferred mitigation, if feasible. 
CR-6:  CA-RIV-2523 shall be avoided and preserved 
during Project construction through use of protective 
fencing and other safe guards developed in consultation 
with the Pechanga Tribe.  Subsequent to Project 
construction, the site shall be appropriately protected and 
preserved in a manner determined in consultation with the 
Tribe. 
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CR-7: CA-RIV-2505 shall be avoided and preserved 
during Project construction through use of protective 
fencing and other safe guards developed in consultation 
with the Pechanga Tribe.  Subsequent to Project 
construction, the site shall be appropriately protected and 
preserved in a manner determined in consultation with the 
Tribe. CA-RIV-2505 shall be avoided and preserved 
during Project construction through use of protective 
fencing and other safe guards developed in consultation 
with the Pechanga Tribe.  Subsequent to Project 
construction, the site shall be appropriately protected and 
preserved in a manner determined in consultation with the 
Tribe. 
CR-8:  The Project Applicant and Project Archeologist 
shall consult with the Pechanga Tribe regarding 
appropriate treatment for those archeological sites which 
will not be avoided by the Project. 

Impact CR-2.  
Disturb Any Known 
Human Remains, 
Including Those 
Interred Outside of 
Formal Cemeteries 

Less than 
Significant 

CR-9CR-3:  In the event of the discovery of human 
remains, the County coroner shall be immediately notified.  
If human remains of Native American origin are 
discovered during ground-disturbing activities, the 
applicant shall comply with state laws relating to the 
disposition of Native American burials that fall within the 
jurisdiction of the NAHC (PRC Section 5097).  According 
to the California Health and Safety Code, six or more 
human burials at one location constitute a cemetery 
(Section 8100), and disturbance of Native American 
cemeteries is a felony (Section 7052).  Section 7050.5 
requires that excavation be stopped in the vicinity of 
discovered human remains until the coroner can determine 
whether the remains are those of a Native American.  If 
the remains are determined to be Native American, the 
coroner shall contact the NAHC to determine the most 
likely living descendant(s).  Disposition of the remains 
shall be overseen by the most likely living descendants to 
determine the most appropriate means of treating the 
human remains and any associated grave artifacts. 

Less than 
Significant 

 
Page ES-16 (Project Impact/Mitigation Summary) 

Table ES-1.  Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation, and Residual Impacts 

Noise 
Impact LUP-3.  Be 
Incompatible with 
Existing Land Use 
in the Vicinity 

Significant  
Less Than 
Significant 

Implement mitigation measures AES-1, AES-2, and AES-
3.  No mitigation is required. 

Less Than 
Significant 

 

Page ES-18 (Project Impact/Mitigation Summary) 
Table ES-1.  Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation, and Residual Impacts 
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Noise 
Impact NOISE-3.  
Cause a Substantial 
Permanent Increase 
in Ambient Noise in 
the Project Vicinity 

Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required. 
NOISE-5:  Operations in all buildings in the project that 
involve use of noise producing equipment, including 
trucks and other vehicles, would be limited to normal 
business hours (8 a.m. to approximately 6 p.m.). 

Less than 
Significant 

Page ES-19 (Project Impact/Mitigation Summary) 
Table ES-1.  Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation, and Residual Impacts 

Recreation 
Impact REC-1.  
Affect Existing 
Recreational 
Opportunities, 
Including Trails 

Direct 
Significant 

Direct  
REC-1: The applicant will pay Local Park Development 
Fees in accordance with Section 16.60 of the City of 
Riverside Municipal Code prior to issuance of grading 
permits by the City of Riverside (City of Riverside 2007m).  
In addition, Regional Parks and Reserve Parks 
Development Fees must be paid prior to the issuance of a 
building permit for new development to comply with 
Section 16.60 16.44 of the Riverside Municipal Code (City 
of Riverside 2007l).  In accordance with Section 16.44.070 
of the City Municipal Code, fees to support Regional Parks 
will be offset through dedication/donation of 36.23 acres of 
land by the developer to the City of Riverside Parks, 
Recreation, and Community Services Department.  (City of 
Riverside 2007l) 
 
The project proposes to dedicate 36.23 acres for inclusion 
within the City’s Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park site; 
therefore, reduction of development fees is warranted.  
Dedication of land and payment of reduced development 
fees, if any apply, will ensure that impacts to recreational 
opportunities are minimized.   

Less than 
Significant 

 

 

Page ES-21 (Project Impact/Mitigation Summary) 
Table ES-1.  Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation, and Residual Impacts 

Transportation and Circulation 
Impact TRN-2.  
Increased Reduction 
in Intersection LOS 

Significant TRN-11:  Contribute a fair share (6.1%) towards the 
following infrastructural improvement measures at 
Trautwein Road and Alessandro Blvd: 
• Construct an additional northbound left turn lane. 
• Construct an additional eastbound through lane. 
TRN-12:  Contribute a fair share (7.8%) towards the 
installation of a northbound right turn overlap on Mission 
Grove Parkway at Alessandro Blvd. 
TRN-13:  Contribute a fair share (16.1%) towards the 
following infrastructural improvement measures at San 
Gorgonio Drive and Alessandro Blvd:  

Less than 
significant 
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• Construct a southbound left turn lane. 
• Construct an additional eastbound through lane. 
• Construct an additional westbound through lane. 
TRN-14:  Contribute a fair share (7.8%) towards the 
following infrastructural improvement measures at 
Sycamore Canyon Blvd. and Alessandro Blvd:  
• Construct a northbound left turn lane. 
• Construct a northbound through lane. 
• Construct a northbound dual right turn lane. 
• Install a northbound right turn overlap. 
• Construct an additional eastbound through lane. 
TRN-15:  Contribute a fair share (7.4%) towards the 
following infrastructural improvement measures at 
Alessandro Blvd. and the I-215 Northbound Ramp: 
• Construct an additional eastbound left turn lane. 
• Construct an additional westbound through lane. 
Note that the project is responsible for paying only its 
“fair share” for the recommended infrastructural 
improvements because it would not be solely responsible 
for the impacted intersections.  The impacts would also 
occur because current infrastructure does not adequately 
support existing traffic volume, and in addition, areawide 
traffic is expected to increase. 
TRN-16: Prior to map recordation or issuance of any 
building permits, the applicant will submit cash payment 
for the developer’s fair share participation to install traffic 
signal interconnect between Barton Street and the I-215 
Freeway.  The interconnect facilities will consist of 
underground fiber optic cable in conduits or other suitable 
alternative as determined by the City.  The project’s 
estimated contribution to the impact is 50%.  The total 
estimated cost for this mitigation measure is $168,000.  
The cash payment for the project’s estimated fair share 
participation of 50% is $84,000. 
TRN-17: Prior to map recordation or issuance of any 
building permits, the applicant will submit cash payment 
for the developer’s fair share participation to widen the 
southerly side of Alessandro Boulevard to provide a free 
right-turn lane from eastbound Alessandro Boulevard to 
the I-215 Freeway southbound on ramp.  The project’s 
estimated contribution to the impact is 25%.  The total 
estimated cost for this mitigation measure is $180,000.  
The cash payment for the project’s estimated fair share 
participation of 25% is $45,000. 
TRN-18: Prior to occupancy, the applicant will install 
closed-circuit television (CCTV) cameras at the 
intersection of San Gorgonio Drive and Alessandro 
Boulevard, including necessary hardware and 
appurtenances to enable video transmission to the City’s 
Traffic Management Center (TMC) via wireless medium, 
which includes CDMA Radio or Wi-Fi with connection to 
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the City’s Traffic Management Center.  The estimated cost 
to install the facilities is $15,000. 
The applicant has the option to enter into a reimbursement 
agreement with the City to receive up to a 50% refund of 
their costs to install the improvements upon receipt of fair 
share payment for these facilities from subsequent 
development of the adjacent property. 
In the event the CCTV cameras are installed in 
conjunction with an adjacent development, this project 
will be required to submit a cash payment for 50% of the 
cost of the improvements as the developer’s fair share 
participation.  The cash payment for the project’s 
estimated fair share participation of 50% is $7,500. 
TRN-19: In the event that the Alessandro Boulevard 
EB/SB I-215 Ramp Improvements Project is not 
constructed by 2013 (TRN-17), the City of Riverside will 
restripe the I-215 Freeway NB ramp at Alessandro 
Boulevard to create a dual eastbound left lane and shared 
westbound right through lane.   
 

Section 2.0 Project Description 

Page 2.4 (Proposed Project) 

The remaining property comprises approximately 6.15 acres of vacant land 
located at the southwest corner of the property, and 36.23 acres to be dedicated to 
the City of Riverside Parks, Recreation, and Community Services Department for 
incorporation into the adjacent Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park.  The 36.23 
acres will be added to the SKR HCP Sycamore Canyon Core Reserve, managed 
by the Riverside County Habitat Conservation Authority (RCHCA).  A deed 
restriction would be recorded for the dedicated 36.23-acre area to preserve the 
property as open space in perpetuity. 

Section 3.4 Cultural Resources 

Page 3.4-1 (Impact Summary) 
Table 3.4-1.  Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation on Cultural Resources 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 
before 
Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 
after 
Mitigation 

Impact CR-1.  Cause a 
Substantial Adverse Change in 
the Significance of a 
Historical/Archaeological 

Significant CR-1:  A qualified professional 
archaeologist and a culturally 
affiliated2 Native American monitor 
shall monitor the initial phase of 

Less than 
Significant  

                                                      
2 It is anticipated that the Pechanga Tribe will be the “culturally affiliated” Tribe due to its prior coordination within 
the City and due to its demonstrated cultural affiliation with the project area. 
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Impact 

Level of 
Significance 
before 
Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 
after 
Mitigation 

Resource 
 

ground-disturbing activities and 
grading for the project.  If buried 
cultural resources—such as flaked or 
ground stone, historic debris, 
building foundations, or non-human 
bone—are discovered during ground-
disturbing activities, the archeologist 
and the Native American 
representative shall have the 
authority to stop and/or redirect 
grading to recover cultural resources 
that are uncovered during grading 
activities. 
Work shall stop in the area that the 
discovery is made and within 50 feet 
of the find until a qualified 
archaeologist in consultation with the 
Native American representative can 
assess the significance of the find 
and, if necessary, develop 
appropriate treatment measures.  
Treatment measures typically include 
development of avoidance strategies, 
capping with fill material, or 
mitigation of impacts through data 
recovery programs such as 
excavation or detailed 
documentation. 
CR-2:  Prior to the initiation of 
grading and project construction, 
exclusionary fencing shall be erected 
at the boundaries of the project 
construction limits as directed by a 
qualified professional archeologist to 
restrict vehicles and machinery to the 
construction area and prevent 
inadvertent impacts to cultural 
resources located outside of the 
development footprint.  Prior to the 
start of construction activities, as 
well as during construction, training 
shall be provided by a qualified 
archeologist for all construction 
workers regarding site avoidance, the 
requirement to support the 
monitoring effort, and what types of 
cultural materials may be found in 
the area.  At the conclusion of all 
grading activities, all protective 
fencing shall be removed and 
discarded. 
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Impact 

Level of 
Significance 
before 
Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 
after 
Mitigation 

CR-3:  At least 30 days prior to 
beginning project construction, the 
Project Applicant shall contact the 
Pechanga Tribe to notify the Tribe of 
grading, excavation and the 
monitoring program, and to 
coordinate with the City of Riverside 
and the Tribe to develop a Cultural 
Resources Treatment and Monitoring 
Agreement.  The Agreement shall 
address the treatment of known 
cultural resources, the designation, 
responsibilities, and participation of 
Native American Tribal monitors 
during grading, excavation and 
ground disturbing activities; project 
grading and development scheduling; 
terms of compensation; and 
treatment and final disposition of any 
cultural resources, sacred sites, and 
human remains discovered onsite. 
CR-4:  The landowner shall 
relinquish ownership of all cultural 
resources, including sacred items, 
burial goods and all archaeological 
artifacts that are found on the project 
area to the Pechanga Tribe for proper 
treatment and disposition. 
CR-5: All sacred sites, should they 
be encountered within the project 
area, shall be avoided and preserved 
as the preferred mitigation, if 
feasible.  
CR-6:  CA-RIV-2523 shall be 
avoided and preserved during Project 
construction through use of 
protective fencing and other safe 
guards developed in consultation 
with the Pechanga Tribe.  
Subsequent to Project construction, 
the site shall be appropriately 
protected and preserved in a manner 
determined in consultation with the 
Tribe. 
CR-7: CA-RIV-2505 shall be 
avoided and preserved during Project 
construction through use of 
protective fencing and other safe 
guards developed in consultation 
with the Pechanga Tribe.  
Subsequent to Project construction, 
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Impact 

Level of 
Significance 
before 
Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 
after 
Mitigation 

the site shall be appropriately 
protected and preserved in a manner 
determined in consultation with the 
Tribe. CA-RIV-2505 shall be 
avoided and preserved during Project 
construction through use of 
protective fencing and other safe 
guards developed in consultation 
with the Pechanga Tribe.  
Subsequent to Project construction, 
the site shall be appropriately 
protected and preserved in a manner 
determined in consultation with the 
Tribe.  
CR-8:  The Project Applicant and 
Project Archeologist shall consult 
with the Pechanga Tribe regarding 
appropriate treatment for those 
archeological sites which will not be 
avoided by the Project. 

Impact CR-2.  Disturb Any 
Known Human Remains, 
Including Those Interred Outside 
of Formal Cemeteries 

Less than 
Significant 

CR-9CR-3:  In the event of the 
discovery of human remains, the 
County coroner shall be immediately 
notified.  If human remains of Native 
American origin are discovered 
during ground-disturbing activities, 
the applicant shall comply with state 
laws relating to the disposition of 
Native American burials that fall 
within the jurisdiction of the NAHC 
(PRC Section 5097).  According to 
the California Health and Safety 
Code, six or more human burials at 
one location constitute a cemetery 
(Section 8100), and disturbance of 
Native American cemeteries is a 
felony (Section 7052).  Section 
7050.5 requires that excavation be 
stopped in the vicinity of discovered 
human remains until the coroner can 
determine whether the remains are 
those of a Native American.  If the 
remains are determined to be Native 
American, the coroner shall contact 
the NAHC to determine the most 
likely living descendant(s).  
Disposition of the remains shall be 
overseen by the most likely living 
descendants to determine the most 
appropriate means of treating the 
human remains and any associated 

Less than 
Significant 
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Impact 

Level of 
Significance 
before 
Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 
after 
Mitigation 

grave artifacts. 
 

Page 3.4-27 through 3.4-28 (Mitigation Measures for 
Impact CR-1) 

Mitigation Measures 

CR-1:  A qualified professional archaeologist and a culturally affiliated3 Native 
American monitor shall monitor the initial phase of ground-disturbing activities 
and grading for the project.  If buried cultural resources—such as flaked or 
ground stone, historic debris, building foundations, or non-human bone—are 
discovered during ground-disturbing activities, the archeologist and the Native 
American representative shall have the authority to stop and/or redirect grading 
to recover cultural resources that are uncovered during grading activities. 

Work shall stop in the area that the discovery is made and within 50 feet of the 
find until a qualified archaeologist in consultation with the Native American 
representative can assess the significance of the find and, if necessary, develop 
appropriate treatment measures.  Treatment measures typically include 
development of avoidance strategies, capping with fill material, or mitigation of 
impacts through data recovery programs such as excavation or detailed 
documentation. 

CR-2:  Prior to the initiation of grading and project construction, exclusionary 
fencing shall be erected at the boundaries of the project construction limits as 
directed by a qualified professional archeologist to restrict vehicles and 
machinery to the construction area and prevent inadvertent impacts to cultural 
resources located outside of the development footprint.  Prior to the start of 
construction activities, as well as during construction, training shall be provided 
by a qualified archeologist for all construction workers regarding site avoidance, 
the requirement to support the monitoring effort, and what types of cultural 
materials may be found in the area.  At the conclusion of all grading activities, all 
protective fencing shall be removed and discarded. 

CR-3:  At least 30 days prior to beginning project construction, the Project 
Applicant shall contact the Pechanga Tribe to notify the Tribe of grading, 
excavation and the monitoring program, and to coordinate with the City of 
Riverside and the Tribe to develop a Cultural Resources Treatment and 
Monitoring Agreement.  The Agreement shall address the treatment of known 
cultural resources, the designation, responsibilities, and participation of Native 
American Tribal monitors during grading, excavation and ground disturbing 

                                                      
3 It is anticipated that the Pechanga Tribe will be the “culturally affiliated” Tribe due to its prior coordination within 
the City and due to its demonstrated cultural affiliation with the project area. 
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activities; project grading and development scheduling; terms of compensation; 
and treatment and final disposition of any cultural resources, sacred sites, and 
human remains discovered onsite. 

CR-4:  The landowner shall relinquish ownership of all cultural resources, 
including sacred items, burial goods and all archaeological artifacts that are 
found on the project area to the Pechanga Tribe for proper treatment and 
disposition. 

CR-5: All sacred sites, should they be encountered within the project area, shall 
be avoided and preserved as the preferred mitigation, if feasible. 

CR-6:  CA-RIV-2523 shall be avoided and preserved during Project construction 
through use of protective fencing and other safe guards developed in consultation 
with the Pechanga Tribe.  Subsequent to Project construction, the site shall be 
appropriately protected and preserved in a manner determined in consultation 
with the Tribe. 

CR-7: CA-RIV-2505 shall be avoided and preserved during Project construction 
through use of protective fencing and other safe guards developed in consultation 
with the Pechanga Tribe.  Subsequent to Project construction, the site shall be 
appropriately protected and preserved in a manner determined in consultation 
with the Tribe. CA-RIV-2505 shall be avoided and preserved during Project 
construction through use of protective fencing and other safe guards developed in 
consultation with the Pechanga Tribe.  Subsequent to Project construction, the 
site shall be appropriately protected and preserved in a manner determined in 
consultation with the Tribe. 

CR-8:  The Project Applicant and Project Archeologist shall consult with the 
Pechanga Tribe regarding appropriate treatment for those archeological sites 
which will not be avoided by the Project. 

Page 3.4-28 (Mitigation Measure for Impact CR-2) 

Mitigation Measure 

CR-9CR-3:  In the event of the discovery of human remains, the County coroner 
shall be immediately notified.  If human remains of Native American origin are 
discovered during ground-disturbing activities, the applicant shall comply with 
state laws relating to the disposition of Native American burials that fall within 
the jurisdiction of the NAHC (PRC Section 5097).  According to the California 
Health and Safety Code, six or more human burials at one location constitute a 
cemetery (Section 8100), and disturbance of Native American cemeteries is a 
felony (Section 7052).  Section 7050.5 requires that excavation be stopped in the 
vicinity of discovered human remains until the coroner can determine whether 
the remains are those of a Native American.  If the remains are determined to be 
Native American, the coroner shall contact the NAHC to determine the most 
likely living descendant(s).  Disposition of the remains shall be overseen by the 
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most likely living descendants to determine the most appropriate means of 
treating the human remains and any associated grave artifacts. 

Section 3.7 Land Use and Planning 

Page 3.7-1 (Impact Summary)4 
Table 3.7-1.  Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation on Land Use 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 
before 
Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance  
after Mitigation 

Impact LUP-3.  Be Incompatible 
with Existing Land Use in the 
Vicinity 

Less Than 
Significant 

Implement mitigation measures 
AES-1, AES-2, and AES-3. 
No mitigation is required. 

Less Than 
Significant 

    
 

Page 3.7-26 (Impact LUP-3) 

In considering this potentially significant incompatibility, mitigation measures 
AES-1, AES-2, and AES-3 installation of walls, fencing and landscaping along 
the boundary of the development adjacent to the park, as proposed by the project, 
would reduce the potential for impacts to park users by buffering the views and 
noise from the site. A 10 to 12-foot high solid wall shall be provided at the top of 
slope along the westerly side of Building A for screening of the loading docks 
and noise attenuation. The wall shall wrap around to the northerly side for 
approximately 40-feet past the northwest corner of the building.  The northerly 
end of the development consists of a parking lot with no loading docks facing the 
park. A 6-foot high wrought iron fence and vegetation along the northerly 
property line shall be provided at development boundary. Additionally, 
dedication of 36.23 acres of land north and east of the proposed 36.91-acre 
development would improve and expand the existing park area resulting in a 
larger, higher-quality park buffer around the proposed project site and providing 
a City owned connection between existing parkland to the west and an isolated 
portion of the park to the northeast.  Incorporation of these mitigation measures 
Installation of the proposed fencing and landscaping and dedication of lands to 
the City of Riverside Parks, Recreation, and Community Services Department, 
which is part of the proposed project, would reduce the potential for impacts 
associated with incompatible land uses to less than significant levels.   

                                                      
4 Mitigation Measures AES-1, AES-2 and AES-3 required installation of landscaping and fencing and dedication of 
the 36.23-acres of property to the City of Riverside Parks, Recreation, and Community Services Department for 
incorporation into Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park.   Landscaping, fencing , and dedication of the 36.23-acres of 
property are components of the project and therefore, AES-1, AES-2, and AES-3 were removed from the DEIR as 
mitigation. 
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Mitigation Measures 

Implement mitigation measures AES-1, AES-2, and AES-3.  No mitigation is 
required. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Impacts would be less than significant with implementation of mitigation 
measures AES-1, AES-2, and AES-3.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Section 3.8 Noise 

Page 3.8-4 (Impact Summary) 
Table 3.8-1.  Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation on Noise 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 
before 
Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance  
after Mitigation 

Impact NOISE-3.  Cause a 
Substantial Permanent Increase in 
Ambient Noise in the Project 
Vicinity 

Less than 
Significant  

No mitigation is required 
NOISE-5:  Operations in all 
buildings in the project that 
involve use of noise producing 
equipment, including trucks and 
other vehicles, would be limited 
to normal business hours (8 a.m. 
to approximately 6 p.m.). 

Less than 
Significant 
 

 

Page 3.8-23 (Mitigation Measure for Impact NOISE-3) 

Mitigation Measures 

Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  However, 
the following mitigation measure would be implemented on site to further reduce 
project-related operational noise. 

Mitigation Measure NOISE-5: 

Operations in all buildings in the project that involve use of noise producing 
equipment, including trucks and other vehicles, would be limited to normal 
business hours (8 a.m. to approximately 6 p.m.). 
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Section 3.9 Recreation 

Page 3.9-1 (Impact Summary) 
Table 3.9-1.  Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation on Recreation 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 
before 
Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 
after 
Mitigation 

Impact REC-1.  
Affect Existing 
Recreational 
Opportunities, 
Including Trails 

Direct 
Significant 

Direct  
REC-1: The applicant will pay Local Park Development 
Fees in accordance with Section 16.60 of the City of 
Riverside Municipal Code prior to issuance of grading 
permits by the City of Riverside (City of Riverside 
2007m).  In addition, Regional Parks and Reserve Parks 
Development Fees must be paid prior to the issuance of a 
building permit for new development to comply with 
Section 16.60 16.44 of the Riverside Municipal Code 
(City of Riverside 2007l).  In accordance with Section 
16.44.070 of the City Municipal Code, fees to support 
Regional Parks will be offset through dedication/donation 
of 36.23 acres of land by the developer to the City of 
Riverside Parks, Recreation, and Community Services 
Department.  (City of Riverside 2007l) 
The project proposes to dedicate 36.23 acres for inclusion 
within the City’s Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park site; 
therefore, reduction of development fees is warranted.  
Dedication of land and payment of reduced development 
fees, if any apply, will ensure that impacts to recreational 
opportunities are minimized.   

Less than 
Significant  

 

Page 3.9-11 (Mitigation Measures for Impact REC-1) 

Mitigation Measures 

REC-1: The applicant will pay Local Park Development Fees in accordance with 
Section 16.60 of the City of Riverside Municipal Code prior to issuance of 
grading permits by the City of Riverside (City of Riverside 2007m).  In addition, 
Regional Parks and Reserve Parks Development Fees must be paid prior to the 
issuance of a building permit for new development to comply with Section 16.60 
16.44 of the Riverside Municipal Code (City of Riverside 2007l).  In accordance 
with Section 16.44.070 of the City Municipal Code, fees to support Regional 
Parks will be offset through dedication/donation of 36.23 acres of land by the 
developer to the City of Riverside Parks, Recreation, and Community Services 
Department.  (City of Riverside 2007l) 

The project proposes to dedicate 36.23 acres for inclusion within the City’s 
Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park site; therefore, reduction of development fees 
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is warranted.  Dedication of land and payment of reduced development fees, if 
any apply, will ensure that impacts to recreational opportunities are minimized.  

Section 3.10 Transportation and Circulation 

Page 3.10-2 (Impact Summary) 
Table 3.10-1.  Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation on Transportation and Circulation 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance 
before 
Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 
after 
Mitigation 

Impact TRN-2.   
Increased 
Reduction in 
Intersection LOS 

Significant TRN-11:  Contribute a fair share (6.1%) towards the 
following infrastructural improvement measures at 
Trautwein Road and Alessandro Blvd: 
• Construct an additional northbound left turn lane. 
• Construct an additional eastbound through lane. 
TRN-12:  Contribute a fair share (7.8%) towards the 
installation of a northbound right turn overlap on 
Mission Grove Parkway at Alessandro Blvd. 
TRN-13:  Contribute a fair share (16.1%) towards the 
following infrastructural improvement measures at San 
Gorgonio Drive and Alessandro Blvd:  
• Construct a southbound left turn lane. 
• Construct an additional eastbound through lane. 
• Construct an additional westbound through lane. 
TRN-14:  Contribute a fair share (7.8%) towards the 
following infrastructural improvement measures at 
Sycamore Canyon Blvd. and Alessandro Blvd:  
• Construct a northbound left turn lane. 
• Construct a northbound through lane. 
• Construct a northbound dual right turn lane. 
• Install a northbound right turn overlap. 
• Construct an additional eastbound through lane. 
TRN-15:  Contribute a fair share (7.4%) towards the 
following infrastructural improvement measures at 
Alessandro Blvd. and the I-215 Northbound Ramp: 
• Construct an additional eastbound left turn lane. 
• Construct an additional westbound through lane. 
Note that the project is responsible for paying only its 
“fair share” for the recommended infrastructural 
improvements because it would not be solely 
responsible for the impacted intersections.  The impacts 
would also occur because current infrastructure does not 
adequately support existing traffic volume, and in 
addition, areawide traffic is expected to increase. 
TRN-16: Prior to map recordation or issuance of any 

Less than 
significant 
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Impact 

Level of 
Significance 
before 
Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 
after 
Mitigation 

building permits, the applicant will submit cash 
payment for the developer’s fair share participation to 
install traffic signal interconnect between Barton Street 
and the I-215 Freeway.  The interconnect facilities will 
consist of underground fiber optic cable in conduits or 
other suitable alternative as determined by the City.  
The project’s estimated contribution to the impact is 
50%.  The total estimated cost for this mitigation 
measure is $168,000.  The cash payment for the 
project’s estimated fair share participation of 50% is 
$84,000. 
TRN-17: Prior to map recordation or issuance of any 
building permits, the applicant will submit cash 
payment for the developer’s fair share participation to 
widen the southerly side of Alessandro Boulevard to 
provide a free right-turn lane from eastbound 
Alessandro Boulevard to the I-215 Freeway southbound 
on ramp.  The project’s estimated contribution to the 
impact is 25%.  The total estimated cost for this 
mitigation measure is $180,000.  The cash payment for 
the project’s estimated fair share participation of 25% is 
$45,000. 
TRN-18: Prior to occupancy, the applicant will install 
closed-circuit television (CCTV) cameras at the 
intersection of San Gorgonio Drive and Alessandro 
Boulevard, including necessary hardware and 
appurtenances to enable video transmission to the 
City’s Traffic Management Center (TMC) via wireless 
medium, which includes CDMA Radio or Wi-Fi with 
connection to the City’s Traffic Management Center.  
The estimated cost to install the facilities is $15,000. 
The applicant has the option to enter into a 
reimbursement agreement with the City to receive up to 
a 50% refund of their costs to install the improvements 
upon receipt of fair share payment for these facilities 
from subsequent development of the adjacent property. 
In the event the CCTV cameras are installed in 
conjunction with an adjacent development, this project 
will be required to submit a cash payment for 50% of 
the cost of the improvements as the developer’s fair 
share participation.  The cash payment for the project’s 
estimated fair share participation of 50% is $7,500. 
TRN-19: In the event that the Alessandro Boulevard 
EB/SB I-215 Ramp Improvements Project is not 
constructed by 2013 (TRN-17), the City of Riverside 
will restripe the I-215 Freeway NB ramp at Alessandro 
Boulevard to create a dual eastbound left lane and 
shared westbound right through lane.   
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Page 3.10-18 (Mitigation Measures for Impact TRN-2) 

Mitigation Measures 

TRN-17: Prior to map recordation or issuance of any building permits, the 
applicant will submit cash payment for the developer’s fair share participation to 
widen the southerly side of Alessandro Boulevard to provide a free right-turn 
lane from eastbound Alessandro Boulevard to the I-215 Freeway southbound on 
ramp.  The project’s estimated contribution to the impact is 25%.  The total 
estimated cost for this mitigation measure is $180,000.  The cash payment for the 
project’s estimated fair share participation of 25% is $45,000. 

TRN-18: Prior to occupancy, the applicant will install closed-circuit television 
(CCTV) cameras at the intersection of San Gorgonio Drive and Alessandro 
Boulevard, including necessary hardware and appurtenances to enable video 
transmission to the City’s Traffic Management Center (TMC) via wireless 
medium, which includes CDMA Radio or Wi-Fi with connection to the City’s 
Traffic Management Center.  The estimated cost to install the facilities is 
$15,000. 

TRN-19: In the event that the Alessandro Boulevard EB/SB I-215 Ramp 
Improvements Project is not constructed by 2013 (TRN-17),, the City of 
Riverside will restripe the I-215 Freeway NB ramp at Alessandro Boulevard to 
create a dual eastbound left lane and shared westbound right through lane.   

Section 3.11 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Page 3.11-19 (Mitigation Measures for Impact WTR-3) 

Mitigation Measures 

Implement Mitigation Measures BIO-25 and BIO-26 BIO-22 and BIO-23. 

Significance after Mitigation 

Impacts would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation measures 
BIO-25 and BIO-26 BIO-22 and BIO-23.  

Chapter 4 Cumulative  

Page 4-7 (Cumulative Cultural Resources) 

In order to minimize and avoid potentially significant cumulative impacts on 
buried or otherwise unidentified cultural resources, implementation of project-
specific mitigation measures (CR-1, CR-2, and CR-3 through CR-9) would 
reduce the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts to less than cumulatively 
considerable levels.  The requirements of PRC Section 5097 would also apply to 
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any project for which a burial, human bone, or suspected human bone are 
discovered, which essentially outlines provisions for Native American 
involvement, burial treatment, and re-burial.  The effects of cumulative 
development on cultural resources would be mitigated to the extent feasible in 
accordance with full implementation of these legal requirements.  Additionally, 
seven of the ten sites found within the property are located outside of the 
proposed development footprint and would be retained within the dedicated park 
area.  These sites would be protected under the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness 
Park Cultural Resource Management Plan.  As a result, cumulative impacts on 
cultural resources as a result of future development throughout the city would not 
be cumulatively considerable.  



Chapter 4 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program  
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Chapter 4 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Introduction 
The California Public Resources Code, Section 21081.6, requires that a lead or 
responsible agency adopt a mitigation monitoring plan when approving or 
carrying out a project when an EIR identifies measures to reduce potential 
adverse environmental impacts.  As lead agency for the proposed project, the 
City is responsible for adoption and implementation of the mitigation monitoring 
plan.  

A draft EIR for the project has been prepared to address the potential 
environmental impacts and, where appropriate, recommend measures to mitigate 
these impacts.  As such, a mitigation monitoring plan is required to ensure that 
the adopted mitigation measures are successfully implemented.  This plan lists 
each mitigation measure, describes the methods for implementation and 
verification, and identifies the responsible party or parties. 

Project Overview 
The proposed project involves the construction and operation of a 36.91-acre 
business park for light industrial, warehouse distribution, and office uses within 
an 80.07-acre property located at the northwest corner of Alessandro Boulevard 
and San Gorgonio Drive in the City of Riverside.  Approximately 6.15 acres of 
land located at the southwest corner of the property would be reserved for future 
development.  An additional 0.7 acre would be dedicated to San Gorgonio Drive.  
The remaining 36.23 acres of property would be dedicated to the City of 
Riverside Parks, Recreation, and Community Services Department for 
incorporation into the adjacent Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park.   

The proposed business park would consist of four buildings (identified as 
Buildings A through D) ranging in size from 36,243 square feet to 440,374 
square feet.  Parkway improvements, including sidewalks and landscaping, 
would be constructed along the approximately 1,300-linear-foot project frontage 
on Alessandro Boulevard at the top of the slope.  Additionally, three existing 
blocked stormdrain pipes that extend under Alessandro Boulevard from property 
north of the project site would be repaired or improved. 



City of Riverside Chapter 4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report 
Alessandro Business Center 

 
4-2 

December 2009

J&S 00945.07
 

Blasting may be required during the initial phase of the project due to existing 
granitic soils that underlay the site.  The blasting would occur intermittently for a 
period of approximately 2 weeks prior to grading.  The proposed project would 
involve grading and earthwork within the 36.91-acre development footprint to 
accommodate the project.  All utilities are available on adjacent properties and 
would be extended onto the site.  All grading activity would begin immediately 
following all project approvals and permits and is anticipated to be completed 
within approximately one month.  Upon grading completion, project 
construction, including building construction, paving, painting, and landscaping, 
is expected to take approximately 11 months, thereafter. 

Monitoring and Reporting Procedures 
The mitigation monitoring plan for the proposed project will be in place through 
all phases of the project, including design, construction, and operation.  The City 
will be responsible for administering the mitigation monitoring plan and ensuring 
that all parties comply with its provisions.  The City may delegate monitoring 
activities to staff, consultants, or contractors.  The City will also ensure that 
monitoring is documented through periodic reports and that deficiencies are 
promptly corrected.  The designated environmental monitor will track and 
document compliance with mitigation measures, note any problems that may 
result, and take appropriate action to rectify problems.   

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
Implementation 

Table 4-1 lists each mitigation measure included in the draft EIR.  Certain 
inspections and reports may require preparation by qualified individuals and 
these are specified as needed.  The timing and method of verification for each 
measure are also specified.   
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Table 4-1.  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Summary 

Mitigation 
Measure 
No. Mitigation Measures 

Timing of 
Implementation Method of Implementation 

Responsible 
Party 

AIR QUALITY 

AQ-1 Use solar or low-emission water heaters. During design and 
construction 

The applicant will design the buildings to 
include solar or low-emission water heaters.  
Plans will be reviewed and results verified 
during plan check. 

Building and 
Safety Division 

AQ-2 Use energy-efficient (i.e., Energy Star) 
appliances. 

During final design The applicant will design the building with 
energy-efficient appliances such as Energy Star 
or equivalent standard.  Plans will be reviewed 
and results verified during plan check.   

Building and 
Safety Division 

AQ-3 Use energy-efficient and automated controls for 
air conditioners. 

During final design The applicant will design the building with 
energy-efficient and automated controls for air 
conditioners.  Plans will be reviewed and results 
verified during plan check.   

Building and 
Safety Division 

AQ-4 Use double-glass-paned windows. During final design The applicant will design the building with 
double-glass-paned windows to conserve energy.  
Plans will be reviewed and results verified 
during plan check.   

Building and 
Safety Division 

AQ-5 Use energy-efficient low-sodium parking lot 
lights. 

During final design  The applicant will design the exterior parking 
areas to utilize energy-efficient low-sodium in 
parking lot lights.  Plans will be reviewed and 
results verified during plan check.   

Building and 
Safety Division 

AQ-6 Use lighting controls and energy-efficient 
lighting. 

During final design  The applicant will design the building with 
energy-efficient lighting and lighting controls.  
Plans will be reviewed and results verified 
during plan check.   

Building and 
Safety Division 

AQ-7 Use light-colored roof materials to reflect heat. During final design The applicant will design the building with light-
colored roof materials to reflect heat and 
conserve energy.  Plans, including and materials 
and color palette, will be submitted and reviewed 

Building and 
Safety Division 
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Mitigation 
Measure 
No. Mitigation Measures 

Timing of 
Implementation Method of Implementation 

Responsible 
Party 

by staff, and results verified during plan check.   

AQ-8 Increase exterior walls and attic/roof insulation 
beyond Title 24 requirements. 

During final design The applicant will design the building such that 
exterior walls and attic/roof insulation exceeds 
Title 24 requirements to conserve energy.  Plans 
will be reviewed and results verified during plan 
check.   

Building and 
Safety Division 

AQ-9 Utilize recycled, low-carbon, and otherwise 
climate-friendly building materials such as 
salvaged and recycled-content materials for 
building, hard surfaces, and nonplant landscaping 
materials. 

During final design 
and construction 

The applicant will design the building and site 
plan to include recycled, low-carbon, and 
otherwise climate friendly building materials.  
The applicant will prepare documentation to 
demonstrate how such materials are incorporated 
into the overall project design plans.  Plans will 
be reviewed and results verified during plan 
check.   

Building and 
Safety Division; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor 

AQ-10 Minimize, reuse, and recycle construction-related 
waste to the maximum extent practicable. 

Prior to the 
issuance of grading 
permits; during 
construction 

The applicant will prepare a document detailing 
construction waste minimization requirements to 
be approved by the City Engineer; the applicant 
will solicit construction bids requiring 
contractors to minimize, reuse and recycle 
construction waste in accordance with the 
approved document.   

City Engineer; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor 

AQ-11 Minimize grading, earth-moving, and other 
energy-intensive construction practices to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

During design and 
construction 

Prior to construction, the applicant will work 
with the City Engineering Department to 
determine ways to minimize grading and other 
energy-intensive construction activities and 
incorporate them into the construction plans.  
Plans will be reviewed and results verified 
during plan check.  During construction, the 
contractor will perform grading activities as in 
accordance with the approved plans. 

City Engineer; 
Project 
Applicant 
Contractor 

AQ-12 Landscape to preserve natural vegetation and 
maintain watershed integrity. 

During design and 
construction 

Prior to construction, the applicant will prepare 
detailed landscape plans identifying a plant 
palette that consists of native vegetation and 

Planning 
Division; 
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Mitigation 
Measure 
No. Mitigation Measures 

Timing of 
Implementation Method of Implementation 

Responsible 
Party 

seeks to preserve existing natural vegetation on 
site where possible.  The landscape plan will be 
reviewed and subject to approval from the 
Planning Director.  During construction, the 
contractor will plant the vegetation in accordance 
with the approved plans.   

Contractor 

AQ-13 Utilize alternative fuels in construction 
equipment and require construction equipment to 
utilize the best available technology to reduce 
emissions. 

During construction 
bid process, and 
during construction 
activities 

The applicant will solicit construction bids 
requiring contractors to utilize alternative fuels 
in construction equipment and requiring 
construction equipment to utilize the best 
available technology to reduce emissions.  
Equipment will be verified during City 
inspection. 

Building and 
Safety Division; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor 

AQ-14 For vehicles that will serve the proposed project 
on a frequent basis (e.g., forklifts, switcher 
tractors/hostelling units), require use of 
alternative fuels and measures to maximize fleet 
efficiency. 

Prior to building 
occupancy; During 
building operation 

Prior to occupancy of the building, the applicant 
shall include provisions in the lease agreement to 
require tenant fleet equipment to maximize use 
of alternative fuel vehicles (i.e., natural gas, 
propane, electric).  Prior to issuance of 
occupancy permit, the applicant (or tenant 
designee) shall identify the number and types of 
fleet equipment intended to be used for normal 
operations, and demonstrate the efficiency of the 
fleet compared to standard (or non fuel-efficient) 
vehicles to determine the amount of emissions 
improvement.  Equipment will be verified during 
City inspection. 

Building and 
Safety Division; 
Planning 
Division; 
Project 
Applicant 

AQ-15 Install water-efficient irrigation systems and 
devices, such as soil moisture-based irrigation 
controls. 

During design and 
construction 

Prior to construction, the applicant will prepare 
detailed landscape plans identifying the water-
efficient irrigation system for landscaping 
(potentially including moisture-based controls or 
drip irrigation).  As with AQ-12, the landscape 
plan will be reviewed and subject to approval 
from the Planning Director.  During 
construction, the contractor will follow the 

Planning 
Division; 
Contractor 
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Mitigation 
Measure 
No. Mitigation Measures 

Timing of 
Implementation Method of Implementation 

Responsible 
Party 

irrigation plan specified.   

AQ-16 Restrict the use of water for cleaning outdoor 
surfaces and vehicles. 

During construction 
and building 
operation 

Prior to construction, the applicant and 
contractor will host a training session to inform 
construction workers of proper and restricted 
uses of water onsite.  Documentation that the 
meeting was held will be provided to the City.  
During building operation, the applicant will 
restrict the use of water for cleaning outdoor 
surfaces and vehicles.  A sign will be posted 
onsite to state the policy.  Tenant leases shall 
include provisions to restrict vehicle washing 
onsite. 

Planning 
Division; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor 

AQ-17 Provide interior and exterior storage areas for 
recyclables and green waste, and adequate 
recycling containers located in public areas. 

Prior to building 
occupancy; During 
building operation 

The project applicant will clearly indicate 
interior and exterior storage areas for recyclables 
and green waste on project plans.  Containers 
sized to adequately meet demand will be 
provided in these areas.  The designation of such 
storage/collection areas will be verified during 
plan check and City inspection. 

Building and 
Safety Division; 
Project 
Applicant 

AQ-18 Restrict the idling of trucks using loading docks 
to 2 minutes or less. 

During building 
operation 

The applicant will restrict the idling of trucks 
using the loading docks to 2 minutes or less.  A 
sign will be posted informing drivers of the 
policy; however, it is the applicant’s 
responsibility to ensure compliance with the 
restriction.  Tenant leases shall include 
provisions to restrict vehicle idling onsite.  
Adherence to the policy will be verified during 
City inspection.   

Building and 
Safety Division; 
Project 
Applicant 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

BIO-1 The applicant will pay all development fees 
required under the MSHCP to the City of 
Riverside prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Prior to the 
issuance of a 
grading permit 

The applicant will pay development fees levied 
under the MSHCP to the City.  Confirmation of 
payment will be submitted to the applicant to 

Planning 
Division; 
Project 



City of Riverside Chapter 4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report 
Alessandro Business Center 

 
4-7 

December 2009

J&S 00945.07
 

Mitigation 
Measure 
No. Mitigation Measures 

Timing of 
Implementation Method of Implementation 

Responsible 
Party 

confirm compliance. Applicant 

BIO-2 The applicant will pay all development fees 
required under the SKR HCP to the City of 
Riverside prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Prior to the 
issuance of a 
grading permit 

The applicant will pay development fees levied 
under the SKR HCP to the City.  Confirmation 
of payment will be submitted to the applicant to 
confirm compliance. 

Planning 
Division; 
Project 
Applicant 

BIO-3 The applicant will obtain regulatory permits 
under Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code 
and Section 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act.  
Issuance of these permits will involve payment of 
permit fees, project review, and compensatory 
mitigation in accordance with the regulations of 
the applicable resource agency and will ensure 
there is no net loss of waters as a result of project 
implementation, in accordance with state and 
federal no net loss guidance. 

Prior to 
construction 

The applicant will apply for and obtain 
regulatory permits (including Section 1602, 401 
and 404).  Copies of approved permits will be 
submitted to the City.  Any specific mitigation 
identified by regulatory agencies shall be 
incorporated into revised plans.  The contractor 
will retain proof of permits onsite during 
construction.  Plans will be verified during plan 
check, and verified during City inspection.  

Planning 
Division; 
Building and 
Safety Division; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor 

BIO-4 The applicant will enhance 1 acre of the 
dedicated land through nonnative invasive 
species removal and clearing of the existing 
clogged storm drain under Alessandro Boulevard 
to improve flow to the downstream reach of 
Sycamore Canyon Creek. 

During design and 
construction 

During project design, project plans shall 
identify the proposed enhancement activities.  
During construction or prior to building 
occupancy, the applicant will implement the 
enhancement plan for 1 acre of dedicated lands 
through nonnative species removal and clearing 
the clogged stormdrain under Alessandro 
Boulevard.  Improvements will be documented 
by the applicant or applicant’s contractor and 
confirmed by City.  

Planning 
Division; 
Building and 
Safety Division; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor 

BIO-5 The applicant will mitigate impacts to state and 
federal waters at a ratio of 2:1 through 
preservation and enhancement of the lower 
tributary of Sycamore Canyon Creek in the 
project area.  Repair of the clogged stormdrains 
under Alessandro Boulevard will benefit 
Sycamore Canyon Creek.  Accommodating the 
discharge of flows to this segment of the creek is 

During project 
design and 
construction; post-
construction 

During project design, project plans shall 
identify the proposed preservation and 
enhancement activities.  During construction or 
prior to building occupancy, the applicant will 
implement the preservation and enhancement 
plans for the lower tributary of Sycamore 
Canyon Creek.  After construction, the applicant 
will demonstrate that mitigation (2:1 

Planning 
Division; 
Building and 
Safety Division; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor 
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No. Mitigation Measures 

Timing of 
Implementation Method of Implementation 
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expected to aid in reducing vegetation stress, 
recreate wetland conditions, and support 
additional willows and sycamore trees.  
Following construction, the temporary 
construction area will be restored to pre-project 
grade 

preservation and enhancement) of the lower 
tributary of Sycamore Canyon Creek has 
occurred.  In addition, the temporary 
construction area will be restored to pre-project 
grade.  Activities will be documented by the 
applicant or applicant’s contractor and 
conditions will be confirmed by the City. 

BIO-6 The drainage system will collect onsite 
stormwater and other associated runoff from the 
development and direct it into the detention 
basin.  Water will be retained in this basin with 
the only water transport out of the basin 
occurring during high volume storm events.  
Under these circumstances, the outflow will be 
released to the north and west.  Water quality 
features of this basin as well as for the 
development in general will conform to RWQCB 
requirements. 

During project 
design and 
construction 

The applicant will design the stormwater system 
to include a detention basin conforming to the 
water quality control features required by the 
RWQCB.  Plans will be reviewed and results 
verified during plan check.   

Building and 
Safety Division; 
City Engineer; 
Project 
Applicant 

BIO-7 A condition will be placed on grading permits 
requiring a qualified biologist to conduct a 
training session for project personnel prior to 
grading.  The training will include a description 
of the species of concern and its habitats, the 
general provisions of the ESA and the MSHCP, 
the need to adhere to the provisions of the ESA 
and the MSHCP, the penalties associated with 
violating the provisions of the ESA, the general 
measures that are being implemented to conserve 
the species of concern as they relate to the 
project, and the access routes to and project site 
boundaries within which the project activities 
must be accomplished.  This measure is required 
under the MSHCP (Volume I, Appendix C) and 
is intended to avoid direct and indirect impacts to 

Prior to grading The applicant will have a qualified biologist 
conduct a training session for project personnel 
prior to grading.  Documentation of the date of 
the training session, attendees, and signature of 
the biologist will be submitted to the City.  The 
requirement shall be included within 
construction bid documents and grading plan 
submittals, which are to be approved by the City 
Engineer. 

City Engineer; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor; 
Project 
Biologist 



City of Riverside Chapter 4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report 
Alessandro Business Center 

 
4-9 

December 2009

J&S 00945.07
 

Mitigation 
Measure 
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Timing of 
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Responsible 
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riparian/riverine resources, sensitive habitats, and 
species outside of the development footprint 
during construction activities. 

BIO-8 A preconstruction burrowing owl survey will be 
conducted within the development footprint and 
a 500-foot buffer within 30 days of grading or 
other significant site disturbance.  If the species 
is present and it is outside the breeding season 
(from September 1 through January 31), passive 
or active relocation will be performed by a 
qualified biologist.  Based on California DFG 
requirements (DFG 1995), passive relocation will 
only apply to burrowing owls not actively nesting 
and can occur outside of the nesting season from 
September 1 through January 31, unless a 
qualified biologist approved by DFG verifies 
through non-invasive methods that the birds have 
not begun laying eggs or incubating, or that 
juveniles from occupied burrows are 
independently foraging and capable of 
independent survival.  
If the species is found to be present during 
breeding season (February 1 through August 31), 
construction will be limited to beyond at least 
300 feet of the active burrows until it has been 
confirmed by a qualified biologist that the 
nesting effort has been completed.  At this time, 
passive relocation can be employed as described 
above. 
No permits are necessary for passively relocating 
burrowing owls.  Prior to passive relocation of 
the birds from occupied burrows, potentially 
suitable burrows within the project site will be 
collapsed so that the birds being passively 
relocated do not take up occupation of a nearby 

A maximum of 30 
days prior to 
construction 
grading 

Preconstruction burrowing owl surveys will be 
conducted within the development footprint and 
500-foot buffer within 30 days of grading or 
other significant site disturbance.  Results of the 
survey will be provided to the City and all 
relevant regulatory agencies.  If species are not 
present, a grading permit may be issued.  If 
species are determined to be present and active 
relocation is necessary, consultation with the 
RCA will be conducted regarding the location of 
active relocation sites and site selection prior to 
relocation.  Should this be necessary, no grading 
permit shall be issued until the RCA provides 
clearance. 

Planning 
Division; City 
Engineer; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Project 
Biologist 
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burrow.  At least 48 hours will pass between the 
start of passive relocation and the collapse of the 
occupied burrows.  This will ensure that the birds 
are gone.  
Active relocation must be performed by a 
permitted biologist and must occur after it has 
been confirmed that the birds proposed for 
displacement are not nesting.  The birds will be 
actively trapped and transported from the 
property.  At the same time that the birds are 
being removed from the occupied burrows, it is 
essential that all potential burrows are collapsed 
to ensure no burrowing owls can reoccupy the 
project site.  If there is greater than a 30-day 
delay from passive/active relocation action, a 
preconstruction survey will be performed within 
30 days prior to the commencement of 
construction.  In accordance with the 
requirements of the MSHCP (Appendix E, 
Objective 7), relocation sites for the burrowing 
owl will be created in the MSHCP Conservation 
Area for the establishment of new colonies.  
Consultation with the RCA will be conducted 
regarding the location of active relocation sites 
and site selection prior to relocation. 

BIO-9 Beginning 30 days prior to the disturbance of 
suitable nesting habitat, the biologist will conduct 
weekly bird surveys (i.e., once each calendar 
week, and at 2 to 10 day intervals) to detect 
probable or confirmed nesting by any native 
birds in the habitat to be removed and any other 
such habitat within 500 feet (raptors) or 300 feet 
(nonraptors) of the construction work area.  A 
qualified biologist with relevant, professional 
experience in performing nesting bird surveys 

Prior to 
construction; during 
construction 

Beginning 30 days prior to the disturbance of 
suitable nesting habitat, the biologist will 
conduct weekly bird surveys to detect nesting by 
any native birds in the habitat within 500 feet 
(raptors) or 300 feet (nonraptors) of the 
construction work area.  The surveys will be 
performed weekly, ending no more than 3 days 
prior to the initiation of clearance/construction 
work.  If no nesting birds are identified, 
construction may commence.  If nesting by a 

Planning 
Division; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Project 
Biologist; 
Contractor 
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and experienced in identifying bird species found 
in western Riverside County will conduct the 
surveys.  The surveys will continue on a weekly 
basis with the last survey being conducted no 
more than 3 days prior to the initiation of 
clearance/construction work.  If probable or 
confirmed nesting by a native bird is found, the 
project proponent will delay all 
clearance/construction disturbance activities 
within the above distances of suitable nesting 
habitat for that species until September 15 or 
continue the surveys in order to locate any active 
nests.  If an active nest is located, clearing and 
construction within the above distances will be 
postponed until the nest is vacated and juveniles 
have fledged and there is no evidence of a second 
active nesting effort.  
Limits of construction to avoid a nest will be 
established in the field with flagging and stakes, 
flagged silt fencing, or other method clearly 
visible and identifiable to construction personnel.  
Construction personnel will be instructed on the 
sensitivity of the area.  The biologist will record 
the results of implementing the recommended 
protective features described above to document 
compliance with applicable state and federal laws 
pertaining to the protection of native birds, with 
copies provided to both the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and DFG within 45 days of the 
end of surveys. 

native bird is found, the project proponent will 
delay all disturbance activities within 500 
(raptors) or 300 feet (nonraptors) until 
September 15 or continue the surveys in order to 
locate any active nests.  If an active nest is 
located, clearing and construction within the 
above distances will be postponed until the nest 
is vacated and juveniles have fledged and there is 
no evidence of a second active nesting effort.  
Limits of avoidance of a nest will be marked 
with flagging and stakes, flagged silt fencing, or 
other method clearly visible and identifiable to 
construction personnel.  The biologist will 
document the completion of the above activities 
and record the results of implementing the 
recommended protective features.  Copies of 
reports/documentation will be provided to the 
City and both the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
and DFG within 45 days of the end of surveys. 

BIO-10 Blasting and grading activities will occur outside 
the window of March 15 and September 15 due 
to adjacency to known occupied least Bell’s vireo 
habitat within Sycamore Canyon Creek and 
Unnamed Drainage 2, and Conservation Areas 

Prior to approval of 
the grading plan 

The contractor will avoid blasting and grading 
from March 15 to September 15 to avoid impacts 
to least Bell’s vireo.  Restrictions will be 
included in construction bid documents, and the 
contractor will include dates of blasting and 

City Engineer; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor 
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associated with Sycamore Canyon Wilderness 
Park.   

grading activities in the grading plan. The City 
will confirm during plan check and any grading 
permits will identify the schedule restrictions. 

BIO-11 Activities associated with the project that cannot 
be conducted without placing equipment or 
personnel in sensitive habitats will be timed to 
avoid the breeding season of riparian species 
identified in MSHCP Global Species Objective 
No. 7. 

Prior to 
construction; during 
construction 

The project applicant and contractor will ensure 
that activities that must occur in sensitive 
habitats will be planned to avoid the breeding 
season (typically from March 15 to September 
15).  Documentation of the dates activities 
occurred in these areas will be provided by the 
contractor to the City.  Construction schedules 
shall be prepared to demonstrate how these areas 
will be avoided during seasonal restrictions.  
Grading permits shall identify such restrictions 
as conditions. 

City Engineer; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor 

BIO-12 The qualified project biologist will monitor 
construction activities for the duration of the 
project to ensure that practicable measures, as 
described in the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program and the conditions of the 
forthcoming 404, 401, and 1602 permits, are 
being employed to avoid incidental disturbance 
of habitat and species of concern outside the 
development footprint. 

During construction The applicant will retain a qualified biologist to 
be present during construction activities to 
ensure compliance of mitigation measures and 
other permit conditions.  Monitoring logs will be 
filled out on a regular basis to document 
potential issues and how they were resolved.  
Logs will be provided to the City and applicant 
to confirm compliance with requirements. 

Planning 
Division; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Project 
Biologist 

BIO-13 Exotic species that prey upon or displace target 
species of concern will be permanently removed 
from the site. 

During 
construction; after 
construction 

The applicant will provide documentation to the 
City that exotic species which may displace 
target species of concern are eradicated from the 
site.  A qualified biologist may be retained to 
identify species for removal and document pre- 
and post-removal conditions and results. 

Planning 
Division; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Project 
Biologist 
(potentially); 
Contractor 

BIO-14 To avoid attracting predators of the species of 
concern during site grading and construction 

During construction The contractor will be responsible for keeping 
the site clear of debris and food waste.  All trash 

Project 
Applicant; 
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activities, the project site will be kept clean of 
debris.  All food related trash items will be 
enclosed in sealed containers and regularly 
removed from the site(s).  This requirement will 
be addressed by the biologist conducting the 
training session prior to site grading (See 
Mitigation Measure BIO-8). 

will be properly disposed of in adequate 
containers and removed from the site.  The 
project biologist will train personnel on 
requirements during the training session required 
in BIO-8 and will report on compliance with this 
measure in the Monitoring Logs. 

Contractor; 
Project 
Biologist 

BIO-15 Any night lighting will be directed away from 
natural open space areas and direct downward 
and towards the center of the development.  
Energy-efficient LPS or HPS lamps will be used 
exclusively to damper glare. 

During final design 
and construction 

The applicant will design the building and site 
plan to have any night lighting directed away 
from natural open space areas and into the center 
of development.  Energy-efficient lamps will be 
used.  Plans will be reviewed and results verified 
during plan check.   

Building and 
Safety Division; 
Project 
Applicant 

BIO-16 Construction employees will strictly limit their 
activities, vehicles, equipment, and construction 
materials to the proposed development footprint 
and designated staging areas and routes of travel.  
The construction area(s) will be the minimal area 
necessary to complete the project and will be 
specified in the City-approved construction 
plans.  Construction limits will be fenced with 
orange snow screen.  Exclusion fencing will be 
maintained until the completion of all 
construction activities.  Employees will be 
instructed that their activities are restricted to the 
construction areas. 

Prior and during 
construction 

The construction limits, included in City-
approved construction plans will be fenced with 
orange snow screen by the contractor.  
Construction employees will be required to avoid 
impacts to those areas and follow designated 
staging areas and routes of travel.  These 
stipulations shall be included in the contractor 
conditions, and shown on the grading plans to be 
approved by the City Engineer. 

City Engineer; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor; 
Project 
Biologist 

BIO-17 The removal of native vegetation will be avoided 
and minimized.  Temporary impacts will be 
returned to pre-existing contours and revegetated 
with appropriate native species. 

During design and 
construction; After 
construction 

The applicant will design grading plans to 
minimize the removal of native vegetation.  
Plans will be checked during the final plan check 
to confirm that removal of native vegetation has 
been minimized.  During construction, the 
contractor will follow approved plans; any areas 
that are identified as necessary to remove will be 
discussed with City staff.  In conjunction with 

Planning 
Division; City 
Engineer; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor 
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BIO-12, the biological monitor will educate the 
construction crew and stake off areas of native 
vegetation to be avoided.  Should any native 
areas be inadvertently disturbed, all temporary 
impacted areas will be returned to pre-existing 
contours and revegetated with appropriate 
species after construction is complete.  
Documentation of revegetation will be submitted 
to the City and regulatory agencies as required. 

BIO-18 Water pollution and erosion control plans will be 
developed and implemented in accordance with 
RWQCB requirements. 

Prior to 
construction, during 
construction 

The applicant will develop water pollution and 
erosion control plans that incorporate RWQCB 
requirements.  The plans will be submitted to the 
City Engineer for approval prior to issuance of a 
grading plan, and will be verified at plan check.  
The contractor will be required to implement 
erosion control measures as indicated in the plan.  
The monitoring biologist or City inspector will 
confirm that erosion control measures are in 
place during construction. 

City Engineer; 
Building and 
Safety Division; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor 

BIO-19 The upstream and downstream limits of the 
project’s disturbance plus lateral limits of 
disturbance on either side of the stream will be 
clearly defined and marked in the field and 
reviewed by the biologist prior to initiation of 
work. 

Prior to 
construction 

The applicant will retain a project biologist to 
mark the upstream, downstream, and lateral 
limits of disturbance areas of streams in 
cooperation with the contractor.  Confirmation 
that the limits have been flagged will be 
documented through photographs in a 
monitoring log and provided to the City. 

Planning 
Division; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor; 
Project 
Biologist 

BIO-20 When stream flows must be diverted, the 
diversions will be conducted using sandbags or 
other methods requiring minimal in-stream 
impacts.  Silt fencing or other sediment trapping 
materials will be installed at the downstream end 
of construction activity to minimize the transport 
of sediments offsite.  Settling ponds where 
sediment is collected will be cleaned out in a 

During 
construction, after 
construction 

If the contractor determines that a stream flow 
must be diverted, minimally invasive practices 
will be used to reduce impacts to streams.  Silt 
fencing will be installed at the downstream end 
of construction to prevent sedimentation of 
downstream resources.  Implementation of these 
measures will be verified by the biologist 
retained by the applicant and by the City during 

Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor; 
Project 
Biologist 
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manner that prevents the sediment from 
reentering the stream.  Care will be exercised 
when removing silt fences, as feasible, to prevent 
debris or sediment from returning to the stream. 

inspection.  After construction, or when 
necessary during construction, settling ponds 
will be cleaned out in a manner that avoids re-
deposition of sediment within the stream.  In 
addition, when silt fences require removal, all 
feasible caution will be exercised to prevent 
sediment/debris from entering the stream. 

BIO-21 During construction, equipment storage, fueling, 
and staging areas will be located on upland sites 
with minimal risks of direct drainage into 
riparian areas or other sensitive habitats.  These 
designated areas will be located in such a manner 
as to prevent any runoff from entering sensitive 
habitat.  Necessary precautions will be taken to 
prevent the release of cement or other toxic 
substances into surface waters.  Project related 
spills of hazardous materials will be reported to 
appropriate entities including but not limited to 
applicable jurisdictional city, FWS, and CDFG, 
RWQCB and will be cleaned up immediately and 
contaminated soils removed to approved disposal 
areas. 

During construction Equipment storage, fueling, and staging areas 
will be located on upland sites that pose little 
risk of contaminating (through direct drainage or 
runoff) riparian areas or other sensitive habitats.  
Precautions by the contractor and construction 
staff will be taken to prevent the release of 
cement or toxic substances into surface waters.  
The project biologist or inspector will verify the 
location of such staging/fueling areas and 
confirm that they are sufficient during 
inspection.   

Project related spills of hazardous materials will 
be reported by the contractor to appropriate 
entities including but not limited to the City of 
Riverside, FWS, CDFG, and RWQCB; spills 
will be cleaned up immediately by the contractor 
or an appropriate recovery team and 
contaminated soils will be removed to City- or 
agency-approved disposal area(s).    

Building and 
Safety Division; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor; 
Project 
Biologist 

BIO-22 Erodible fill material will not be deposited into 
water courses.  Brush, loose soils, or other 
similar debris material will not be stockpiled 
within the stream channel or on its banks. 

During construction The biological monitor will educate construction 
crews prior to construction activities, and will 
monitor ongoing activities to minimize the 
potential for deposition of materials into water 
courses.  In conjunction with BIO-16, all 
activities will be restricted to designated limits of 
work to avoid such potential impacts.  Should 
inadvertent deposition of materials into water 

Building and 
Safety Division; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor; 
Project 
Biologist 
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courses occur, the materials shall be removed in 
expedited fashion, and the work area shall be 
returned to pre-disturbance conditions. 

BIO-23 The City of Riverside will access and inspect any 
sites of approved projects including any 
restoration/enhancement area for compliance 
with project approval conditions including all 
project BMPs set forth in the Mitigation 
Monitoring Plan and Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 

Prior to 
construction, during 
construction 

The City will inspect the project site and any 
restoration/enhancement areas for compliance 
with approval conditions, the MMRP, and the 
SWPPP.  Documentation of compliance and 
dates of inspection will be recorded and copies 
provided to the applicant and any necessary 
correction measures/recommendations will be 
provided to the contractor. 

Planning 
Division; 
Building and 
Safety Division; 

BIO-24 Landscaping within 330 feet of the drainages will 
comprise species native to the vicinity of the 
project site (western Riverside County). 

During final design, 
during construction 

During final design, the applicant will ensure 
that landscape plans (required by measure AQ-
12 above) include a plant palette that consists of 
species native to western Riverside County for 
areas within 330 feet of drainages.  The 
landscape plan will be reviewed and subject to 
approval from the Planning Director.  During 
construction, the contractor will plant the 
vegetation in accordance with the approved 
plans. 

Planning 
Division; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor 

BIO-25 All graded slopes adjacent to natural open space 
will be prepared and seeded with a native plant 
seed mix comprised of local species (western 
Riverside County) to reduce the transmission of 
nonnative and invasive plant species. 

During final design, 
during construction 

The applicant will include a native plant seed 
mix with species native to western Riverside 
County for application on graded slopes within 
the landscape plans (to be prepared for measures 
AQ-12 and BIO-24).  Plans will be reviewed and 
approved by the Planning Director.  Prior to the 
end of construction, all graded slopes adjacent to 
natural open space will be prepared and seeded 
by the contractor in accordance with the plans.  
Implementation and application of seed will be 
confirmed by the monitoring biologist. 

Planning 
Division; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor; 
Project 
Biologist 

BIO-26  Landscaping for the development will prohibit During final design, The applicant will avoid inclusion of any Planning 
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the planting of invasive exotic plant species 
identified by the MSHCP (MSHCP Vol. I, Table 
6-2). 

during construction invasive exotic plant species identified in Table 
6-2 of the MSHCP (Vol. I) in landscape plans (to 
be prepared for measures AQ-12, BIO-24, and 
BIO-25).  Plans will be reviewed, checked for 
species on the aforementioned list, and approved 
by the Planning Director.  During construction, 
the contractor will implement landscaping in 
accordance with the plans.   

Division; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

CR-1 A qualified professional archaeologist and a 
culturally affiliated Native American monitor 
shall monitor the initial phase of ground-
disturbing activities and grading for the project.  
If buried cultural resources—such as flaked or 
ground stone, historic debris, building 
foundations, or non-human bone—are discovered 
during ground-disturbing activities, the 
archeologist and the Native American 
representative shall have the authority to stop 
and/or redirect grading to recover cultural 
resources that are uncovered during grading 
activities. 

Work shall stop in the area that the discovery is 
made and within 50 feet of the find until a 
qualified archaeologist in consultation with the 
Native American representative can assess the 
significance of the find and, if necessary, develop 
appropriate treatment measures.  Treatment 
measures typically include development of 
avoidance strategies, capping with fill material, 
or mitigation of impacts through data recovery 
programs such as excavation or detailed 
documentation. 

Prior to ground-
disturbing 
activities, during 
initial phase of 
ground-disturbing 
construction 

The applicant will identify and retain a qualified 
archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native 
American monitor prior to commencing ground-
disturbing activities.  The monitor(s) will record 
observations of earthwork activities and confirm 
the presence or absence of cultural resources and 
provide monitoring logs to the applicant and 
City.  The monitor will have the authority to 
cease construction in the immediate area of the 
find if any significant (or potentially significant) 
resources are uncovered.  The monitor(s) will be 
responsible for developing and implementing 
treatment measures, if necessary.  The 
requirement to retain a monitor shall be included 
as a condition on the grading plans, to be 
approved by the City Engineer. 

Planning 
Division; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Archaeologist 
and Native 
American 
Monitor 
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CR-2 Prior to the initiation of grading and project 
construction, exclusionary fencing shall be 
erected at the boundaries of the project 
construction limits as directed by a qualified 
professional archaeologist to restrict vehicles and 
machinery to the construction area and prevent 
inadvertent impacts to cultural resources located 
outside of the development footprint.  Prior to the 
start of construction activities, as well as during 
construction, training shall be provided by a 
qualified archeologist for all construction 
workers regarding site avoidance, the 
requirement to support the monitoring effort, and 
what types of cultural materials may be found in 
the area. At the conclusion of all grading 
activities, all protective fencing shall be removed 
and discarded. 

Prior to ground-
disturbing 
activities, during 
construction 

The applicant shall retain a qualified 
archaeologist to place exclusionary fencing to 
restrict vehicles and machinery to the 
construction area.   The archaeologist will 
conduct a training session prior to construction 
for all construction workers about avoidance 
measures, requirements to support the 
monitoring effort, and potential cultural 
materials that may be found in the area.  
Confirmation of the training session will include 
documentation by the archaeologist performing 
the session of the date and time the session was 
held.  Documentation of the training session will 
be provided to the City and applicant. 

 

Project 
Applicant; 
Archaeologist; 
Contractor 

CR-3 CR-3:  At least 30 days prior to beginning 
project construction, the Project Applicant shall 
contact the Pechanga Tribe to notify the Tribe of 
grading, excavation and the monitoring program, 
and to coordinate with the City of Riverside and 
the Tribe to develop a Cultural Resources 
Treatment and Monitoring Agreement.  The 
Agreement shall address the treatment of known 
cultural resources, the designation, 
responsibilities, and participation of Native 
American Tribal monitors during grading, 
excavation and ground disturbing activities; 
project grading and development scheduling; 
terms of compensation; and treatment and final 
disposition of any cultural resources, sacred sites, 
and human remains discovered onsite. 

   

CR-4 CR-4:  The landowner shall relinquish    
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ownership of all cultural resources, including 
sacred items, burial goods and all archaeological 
artifacts that are found on the project area to the 
Pechanga Tribe for proper treatment and 
disposition. 

CR-5 CR-5: All sacred sites, should they be 
encountered within the project area, shall be 
avoided and preserved as the preferred 
mitigation, if feasible. 

   

CR-6 CR-6:  CA-RIV-2523 shall be avoided and 
preserved during Project construction through 
use of protective fencing and other safe guards 
developed in consultation with the Pechanga 
Tribe.  Subsequent to Project construction, the 
site shall be appropriately protected and 
preserved in a manner determined in consultation 
with the Tribe. 

   

CR-7 CR-7: CA-RIV-2505 shall be avoided and 
preserved during Project construction through 
use of protective fencing and other safe guards 
developed in consultation with the Pechanga 
Tribe.  Subsequent to Project construction, the 
site shall be appropriately protected and 
preserved in a manner determined in consultation 
with the Tribe. CA-RIV-2505 shall be avoided 
and preserved during Project construction 
through use of protective fencing and other safe 
guards developed in consultation with the 
Pechanga Tribe.  Subsequent to Project 
construction, the site shall be appropriately 
protected and preserved in a manner determined 
in consultation with the Tribe. 
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CR-8 CR-8:  The Project Applicant and Project 
Archeologist shall consult with the Pechanga 
Tribe regarding appropriate treatment for those 
archeological sites which will not be avoided by 
the Project. 

   

CR-9 In the event of the discovery of human remains, 
the County coroner shall be immediately notified.  
If human remains of Native American origin are 
discovered during ground-disturbing activities, 
the applicant shall comply with state laws 
relating to the disposition of Native American 
burials that fall within the jurisdiction of the 
NAHC (PRC Section 5097).  According to the 
California Health and Safety Code, six or more 
human burials at one location constitute a 
cemetery (Section 8100), and disturbance of 
Native American cemeteries is a felony (Section 
7052).  Section 7050.5 requires that excavation 
be stopped in the vicinity of discovered human 
remains until the coroner can determine whether 
the remains are those of a Native American.  If 
the remains are determined to be Native 
American, the coroner shall contact the NAHC to 
determine the most likely living descendant(s).  
Disposition of the remains shall be overseen by 
the most likely living descendants to determine 
the most appropriate means of treating the human 
remains and any associated grave artifacts. 

During construction If human remains are found, the excavation 
occurring in the vicinity of the remains will be 
immediately stopped by the monitoring 
archaeologist and/or Native American monitor.  
All required entities (including the County 
coroner) will be contacted by either monitor or 
the contractor.  Work within the vicinity of the 
find will be halted until the remains can be 
assessed and appropriately removed.  

Project 
Applicant; 
Archaeologist 
and Native 
American 
Monitor; 
County Coroner 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

HAZ-1  Prior to project development, 
recordation of the map, or sale to an 
entity exempt from the Subdivision Map 
Act, the project proponents will convey 

During project 
design 

The applicant will design the project site to 
include the requirements provided by the ALUC, 
including acoustical treatments to reduce interior 
noise levels below 45 decibels and avoidance of 

Planning 
Division; 
Building and 
Safety Division; 
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an aviation easement to the MARB/MIP 
Airport.  

 Incorporation of noise attenuation 
measures into any office areas, such as 
installation of fixed windows with 
acoustical glazing, acoustical wall 
insulation, and design of ventilation 
ducting to avoid direct line of sight from 
interior to exterior, within the proposed 
buildings will be required to ensure 
interior noise levels are at or below 45 
decibels.  

 The following uses will be prohibited: 
 Any use which would direct a steady 

light or flashing light or red, white, 
green, or amber color associated with 
airport operations toward an aircraft 
engaged in an initial straight climb 
following takeoff or toward an aircraft 
engaged in a straight final approach 
toward a landing at an airport, other 
than an FAA-approved navigational 
signal light or visual approach slope 
indicator.  

 Any use that would cause sunlight to 
be reflected towards an aircraft 
engaged in an initial straight climb 
following takeoff or towards an 
aircraft engaged in a straight final 
approach towards a landing at an 
airport. 

 Any use that would generate smoke or 
water vapor or which would attract 

the uses prohibited.  The plans will be verified in 
accordance with the Airport Land Use 
Commission (ALUC) requirements during plan 
check.  The contractor will be responsible for 
implementing the plans and also avoiding 
storage of explosive or flammable material 
above-ground during construction.  If any 
proposed changes in the use of this structure 
occur, new uses must be submitted to the ALUC 
staff for consistency review. 

ALUC; Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor 
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large concentrations of birds, or which 
may otherwise affect safe air 
navigations within the area. 

 Any use that would generate electrical 
interference that may be detrimental to 
the operation of aircraft and/or aircraft 
instrumentation. 

 The above ground storage of explosive 
or flammable material is prohibited. 

 A notice, provided by the ALUC, will 
be provided to all potential purchasers 
and tenants. 

 Until such time as an Airport Protection 
Overlay Zone is applied to the property 
by the City of Riverside, any proposed 
change in the use of this structure will 
be submitted to the Airport Land Use 
Commission staff for consistency 
review. 

NOISE 

N-1 Construction noise is unavoidable and could 
adversely affect nearby residents during 
construction.  However, the noise would be 
temporary and limited to the duration of the 
construction.  The following measures should be 
incorporated into the project contract 
specifications to minimize construction noise 
levels: 

 All noise-producing project equipment 
and vehicles using internal combustion 
engines will be equipped with mufflers, 

During construction The applicant will solicit construction bids 
requiring contractors to equip all noise-
producing equipment and vehicles with mufflers, 
air-inlet silencers where appropriate, and any 
other noise reducing features (as detailed in the 
measure) in good operating condition that meet 
or exceed original factory specification.  
Contractors using electrically powered 
equipment will also be sought.  During 
construction, the contractor will ensure that 
stockpiles are located as far as possible from 
sensitive receptors, that road speed limits are 

Building and 
Safety Division; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor 
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air-inlet silencers where appropriate, 
and any other shrouds, shields, or other 
noise-reducing features in good 
operating condition that meet or exceed 
original factory specification.  Mobile or 
fixed “package” equipment (e.g., arc-
welders, air compressors) will be 
equipped with shrouds and noise control 
features that are readily available for 
that type of equipment. 

 All mobile or fixed noise-producing 
equipment used on the project regulated 
for noise output by a local, state, or 
federal agency will comply with such 
regulation while in the course of project 
activity. 

 Electrically powered equipment will be 
used instead of pneumatic or internal 
combustion powered equipment, where 
feasible. 

 Material stockpiles and mobile 
equipment staging, parking, and 
maintenance areas will be located as far 
as practicable from noise-sensitive 
receptors. 

 Construction site and access road speed 
limits will be established and enforced 
during the construction period. 

 The use of noise-producing signals, 
including horns, whistles, alarms, and 
bells, will be for safety warning 
purposes only. 

established and followed, and that no project-
related public address or music systems can be 
heard by an adjacent receptor.  Equipment and 
compliance with noise requirements will be 
verified during City inspection. 

The onsite construction supervisor will have the 
responsibility and authority to receive and 
resolve noise complaints. 
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 No project-related public address or 
music system will be audible at any 
adjacent receptor. 

 The onsite construction supervisor will 
have the responsibility and authority to 
receive and resolve noise complaints. 

N-2 Construction operations will not occur between 
7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Monday through Friday, 
5 p.m. to 8 a.m. on Saturdays, or at any time on 
Sunday or on federal holidays.  The hours of 
construction, including noisy maintenance 
activities and all spoils and material transport, 
will be restricted to the periods and days 
permitted by the City’s Noise Code (City of 
Riverside 1996).  Noise-producing project 
activity will comply with local noise control 
regulations affecting construction activity or 
obtain exemptions therefrom. 

During construction The contractor not schedule construction 
activities between 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 
Monday through Friday, 5:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m. 
on Saturday, or at any time on Sunday or federal 
holidays.  Schedule hours will be verified during 
City inspection. 

Building and 
Safety Division; 
Contractor 

N-3 A blasting plan will be prepared by the blasting 
engineer, which will include measures to reduce 
the magnitude and effect of blasting noise at 
nearby noise-sensitive land uses to the extent 
practicable.  These measures include selection of 
individual charge weight, charge depth, and 
charge timing delay. 

Prior to and during 
construction 

The applicant will retain a blasting engineer to 
prepare a blasting plan prior to blasting 
activities, including measures to reduce the 
magnitude and effect of blasting noise at nearby 
noise-sensitive land uses to the extent 
practicable.  The blasting plan will be reviewed 
and approved by the City.  Measures identified 
in the blasting plan shall be adhered to during 
construction activities. 

Building and 
Safety Division; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Blasting 
Engineer 

N-4 A minimum of one week prior to blasting 
activities, nearby residences and businesses will 
be notified of the pending blasting activities.  In 
addition, signs will be posted onsite with 
notification of the pending blasting activities. 

Prior to blasting 
activities 

At least one week or more prior to initiation of 
blasting activities, the applicant will notify 
nearby residences and business of the planned 
activities.  The applicant will also post signs with 
notification of the activities onsite at the same 
time.  Verification of this notification will be 

Building and 
Safety Division; 
Project 
Applicant 
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provided by the applicant to the City. 

N-5 Operations in all buildings in the project that 
involve use of noise producing equipment, 
including trucks and other vehicles, would be 
limited to normal business hours (8 a.m. to 
approximately 6 p.m.). 

   

RECREATION 

REC-1 The applicant will pay Local Park Development 
Fees in accordance with Section 16.60 of the City 
of Riverside Municipal Code prior to issuance of 
grading permits by the City of Riverside (City of 
Riverside 2007m).  In addition, Regional Parks 
and Reserve Parks Development Fees must be 
paid prior to the issuance of a building permit for 
new development to comply with Section 16.44 
of the Riverside Municipal Code (City of 
Riverside 2007l).  In accordance with Section 
16.44.070 of the City Municipal Code, fees to 
support Regional Parks will be offset through 
dedication/donation of 36.23 acres of land by the 
developer to the City of Riverside Parks, 
Recreation, and Community Services 
Department.  (City of Riverside 2007l) 

The project proposes to dedicate 36.23 acres for 
inclusion within the City’s Sycamore Canyon 
Wilderness Park site; therefore, reduction of 
development fees is warranted.  Dedication of 
land and payment of reduced development fees, 
if any apply, will ensure that impacts to 
recreational opportunities are minimized.  

 

Prior to the 
issuance of grading 
permits; Prior to 
issuance of building 
permits  

The applicant will pay Local Park Development 
Fees to the City prior to issuance of grading 
permits by the City.  Reduced Regional Parks 
and Reserve Parks Development Fees will be 
assessed by the City based on the 36.23 acres of 
land to be dedicated by the applicant.  Reduced 
fees must be paid prior to issuance of building 
permits.  Receipt of fee payments will be 
provided by the City to the applicant. 

Planning 
Division; 
Project 
Applicant 

REC-2 The grading plans for all grading of slopes facing During project The applicant and/or contractor will develop City Public 



City of Riverside Chapter 4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report 
Alessandro Business Center 

 
4-26 

December 2009

J&S 00945.07
 

Mitigation 
Measure 
No. Mitigation Measures 

Timing of 
Implementation Method of Implementation 

Responsible 
Party 

the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park will be 
approved by the City Public Works Department 
and the Planning Division prior to issuance of a 
grading permit to ensure that contour grading is 
implemented.   

design; Prior to 
issuance of a 
grading permit 

grading plans including contour grading for all 
slopes facing Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park 
and submit them to the City for approval.  Plans 
will be approved by the City prior to the issuance 
of a grading permit.  The contractor will follow 
all approved grading plans during construction.   

Works 
Department and 
Planning 
Division; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor 

REC-3 The boundary of the business park will be 
buffered from adjacent park uses through the 
installation of a vegetation buffer.  The landscape 
plan and irrigation plans used to create the buffer 
will be approved by the City Planning Division 
prior to issuance of building permits.  The 
landscape plan review and approval by the City 
will ensure project compliance with the native 
plant requirements set forth in the Western 
Riverside MSHCP (mitigation measures BIO-25, 
and BIO-26) and ensure that an appropriate 
visual buffer is provided by the species 
designated in the plan.  Review of the irrigation 
plan will ensure that irrigation runoff into the 
adjacent Wilderness Park is minimized. 

During project 
design; Prior to 
issuance of a 
grading permit 

The landscape plan (to be prepared for measures 
AQ-12, BIO-24, BIO-25, and BIO-26) will 
include details of the vegetation buffer to be 
installed between the boundary of the business 
park and adjacent park uses.  The plan for the 
buffer will also ensure that the plant 
requirements of the Western Riverside MSHCP 
are incorporated and that the species included 
provide an appropriate visual buffer.  All 
irrigation plans will be included in the landscape 
plan for approval by the City Planning Division.  
The City will issue a grading permit only after 
plans have been approved.  The contractor will 
follow all approved plans during construction. 

Planning 
Division; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor 

TRAFFIC 

TRN-1 Submit a construction Traffic Management Plan 
to the City for approval. 

Prior to 
construction, during 
construction 

The applicant will develop a construction Traffic 
Management Plan and provided it to the City for 
approval.  The contractor will be required to 
comply with all requirements of the plan during 
construction activities. 

City Traffic 
Engineer; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor 

TRN-2 Construct San Gorgonio Drive from Alessandro 
Boulevard to Mount Baldy Drive at its ultimate 
half-section width including landscaping and 
parkway improvements in conjunction with 
development.   

Prior to issuance of 
a grading permit; 
during construction 

The applicant will design the construction of San 
Gorgonio Drive from Alessandro Boulevard to 
Mount Baldy Drive at its ultimate half-section 
width including landscaping and parkway 
improvements.  All proposed plans will be 

City Traffic 
Engineer; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor 
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subject to approval by the City Traffic Engineer.  
The construction of San Gorgonio Drive will 
take place concurrent with the construction of 
the proposed project and will be complete prior 
to operation of the proposed building. 

TRN-3 Construct Alessandro Boulevard from the west 
project boundary to San Gorgonio Drive at its 
ultimate half-section width as an arterial (120 
foot right-of-way) including landscaping and 
parkway improvements in conjunction with 
development.   

Prior to issuance of 
a grading permit; 
during construction 

The applicant will design the construction of 
Alessandro Boulevard from the west project 
boundary to San Gorgonio Drive at its ultimate 
half-section width as an arterial including 
landscaping and parkway improvements.  All 
proposed plans will be subject to approval by the 
City Traffic Engineer prior to the issuance of a 
grading permit.  The construction activities of 
Alessandro Boulevard will take place concurrent 
with the construction of the proposed project and 
will be complete prior to operation of the 
proposed building. 

City Traffic 
Engineer; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor 

TRN-4 Install raised islands on Alessandro Boulevard at 
San Gorgonio Drive and at the project driveway 
fronting Alessandro Boulevard to ensure that all 
truck traffic entering and exiting the site must use 
Alessandro Boulevard easterly of the project.  
Truck traffic shall be prohibited from making 
left-turn movements onto San Gorgonio Drive 
from eastbound Alessandro Boulevard and from 
making right-turn movements onto westbound 
Alessandro Boulevard from San Gorgonio Drive.  
Driveways fronting Alessandro Boulevard will 
be restricted to right-turn ingress and egress only.  
These driveways will also be restricted to 
prohibit truck traffic from exiting onto 
westbound Alessandro Boulevard. 

Prior to issuance of 
a grading permit; 
during construction 

The project applicant will design street 
improvements and traffic control measures for 
Alessandro Boulevard (at San Gorgonio Drive) 
and at the project driveway to ensure truck traffic 
entering and exiting must use Alessandro 
Boulevard easterly.  In addition, plans will 
include measures to prohibit truck traffic from 
left-turns onto San Gorgonio Drive or right-turns 
onto westbound Alessandro Boulevard.  
Driveways will also be restricted.  All proposed 
improvements and traffic control measures will 
be subject to approval by the City Traffic 
Engineer to ensure compliance with these 
requirements.  All features will be installed 
during construction and will be complete prior to 
operation of the proposed building.  

City Traffic 
Engineer; 
Project 
Applicant 
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TRN-5 Onsite traffic signing and striping will be 
implemented in conjunction with detailed 
construction plans for the project.   

Prior to issuance of 
a grading permit; 
during construction 

The project applicant will design onsite traffic 
signing and striping plans and include the plans 
in the detailed construction plans for the project.  
Traffic signs and striping will be subject to 
approval by the City Traffic Engineer.  All 
signage and striping will be installed during 
construction and will be complete prior to 
operation of the proposed building.  

City Traffic 
Engineer; 
Project 
Applicant 

TRN-6 Sight distance at the project accesses will be 
reviewed with respect to California Department 
of Transportation/City of Riverside standards in 
conjunction with the preparation of final grading, 
landscaping, and street improvement plans.   

Prior to issuance of 
a grading permit 

In conjunction with the preparation of final 
grading, landscaping, and street improvement 
plans, the project applicant will design traffic 
plans including the sight distance at access 
points to the project site.  The sighting distances 
will be reviewed with respect to Caltrans and 
City standards.  Sight distance will be evaluated 
and subject to approval by the City Traffic 
Engineer prior to the issuance of a grading 
permit.   

Planning 
Division and 
City Traffic 
Engineer; 
Project 
Applicant 

TRN-7 Participate in the phased construction of offsite 
traffic signals through payment of traffic signal 
mitigation fees.  The traffic signals within the 
study area at buildout should specifically include 
an interconnect of the traffic signals to function 
in a coordinated system.   

Prior to building 
permit issuance 

The project applicant will participate in the 
phased construction of offsite traffic signals 
through payment of traffic signal mitigation fees.  
Implementation of the improvements will be 
conducted by the City, as needed but including 
an interconnect of traffic signals at buildout. 

City Traffic 
Engineer; 
Project 
Applicant 

TRN-8 The developer will submit a construction traffic 
management plan for review and acceptance by 
the City prior to issuance of any permits.  The 
plan will include signage or other acceptable 
measures to prohibit truck traffic from making 
left-turn movements onto San Gorgonio Drive 
from eastbound Alessandro Boulevard and from 
making right-turn movements onto westbound 
Alessandro Boulevard from either San Gorgonio 

Prior to issuance of 
a grading permit 

The applicant will submit a construction traffic 
management plan for review and acceptance by 
the City prior to issuance of any permits.  The 
plan which is also required under measure TRN-
1 will include turning restrictions (TRN-4) and 
signage requirements (TRN-5/TRN-9).   

City Traffic 
Engineer; 
Project 
Applicant 
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Drive or any driveway fronting Alessandro 
Boulevard. 

TRN-9 Onsite traffic signing and striping will be 
implemented in conjunction with detailed 
construction plans for the project. 

Prior to issuance of 
a grading permit; 
during construction 

Same as measure TRN-5 (see above). City Traffic 
Engineer; 
Project 
Applicant 

TRN-10 Sight distance at the project accesses will be 
reviewed with respect to California Department 
of Transportation/City of Riverside standards in 
conjunction with the preparation of final grading, 
landscaping and street improvement plans. 

Prior to issuance of 
a grading permit 

Same as measure TRN-6 (see above).   Planning 
Division; City 
Traffic 
Engineer; 
Project 
Applicant 

TRN-11 Contribute a fair share (6.1%) towards the 
following infrastructural improvement measures 
at Trautwein Road and Alessandro Blvd: 
• Construct an additional northbound left turn 

lane. 

• Construct an additional eastbound through 
lane. 

Prior to map 
recordation or 
issuance of any 
building permits 

The project applicant will submit payment to the 
City of Riverside Department of Public Works 
for the full amount owed for all fair-share 
contributions to traffic improvements specified 
in Mitigation Measures TRN-11 through -14. 

Project 
Applicant; City 
Traffic Engineer 

TRN-12 Contribute a fair share (7.8%) towards the 
installation of a northbound right turn overlap on 
Mission Grove Parkway at Alessandro Blvd. 

Prior to map 
recordation or 
issuance of any 
building permits 

Same as measure TRN-11 (see above).   Project 
Applicant; City 
Traffic Engineer 

TRN-13 Contribute a fair share (16.1%) towards the 
following infrastructural improvement measures 
at San Gorgonio Drive and Alessandro Blvd: 

• Construct a southbound left turn lane. 

• Construct an additional eastbound through 
lane. 

• Construct an additional westbound through 

Prior to map 
recordation or 
issuance of any 
building permits 

Same as measure TRN-11 (see above).   Project 
Applicant; City 
Traffic Engineer 
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lane. 

TRN-14 Contribute a fair share (7.8%) towards the 
following infrastructural improvement measures 
at Sycamore Canyon Blvd. and Alessandro Blvd: 

• Construct a northbound left turn lane. 

• Construct a northbound through lane. 

• Construct a northbound dual right turn lane. 

• Install a northbound right turn overlap. 

• Construct an additional eastbound through 
lane. 

Prior to map 
recordation or 
issuance of any 
building permits 

Same as measure TRN-11 (see above).   Project 
Applicant; City 
Traffic Engineer 

TRN-15 Contribute a fair share (7.4%) towards the 
following infrastructural improvement measures 
at Alessandro Blvd. and the I-215 Northbound 
Ramp: 

• Construct an additional eastbound left turn 
lane. 

• Construct an additional westbound through 
lane. 

Note that the project is responsible for paying 
only its “fair share” for the recommended 
infrastructural improvements because it would 
not be solely responsible for the impacted 
intersections.  The impacts would also occur 
because current infrastructure does not 
adequately support existing traffic volume, and in 
addition, areawide traffic is expected to increase. 

Prior to map 
recordation or 
issuance of any 
building permits 

The project applicant will submit payment to the 
City of Riverside Department of Public Works 
for the full amount owed for all fair-share 
contributions to traffic improvements specified 

Project 
Applicant; City 
Traffic 
Engineer;  

TRN-16 Prior to map recordation or issuance of any 
building permits, the applicant will submit cash 
payment for the developer’s fair share 
participation to install traffic signal interconnect 

Prior to map 
recordation or 
issuance of any 

Same as measure TRN-15 (see above).   Project 
Applicant; City 
Traffic 
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between Barton Street and the I-215 Freeway.  
The interconnect facilities will consist of 
underground fiber optic cable in conduits or other 
suitable alternative as determined by the City.  
The project’s estimated contribution to the 
impact is 50%.  The total estimated cost for this 
mitigation measure is $168,000.  The cash 
payment for the project’s estimated fair share 
participation of 50% is $84,000. 

building permits Engineer;  

TRN-17 Prior to map recordation or issuance of any 
building permits, the applicant will submit cash 
payment for the developer’s fair share 
participation to widen the southerly side of 
Alessandro Boulevard to provide a free right-turn 
lane from eastbound Alessandro Boulevard to the 
I-215 Freeway southbound on ramp.  The 
project’s estimated contribution to the impact is 
25%.  The total estimated cost for this mitigation 
measure is $180,000.  The cash payment for the 
project’s estimated fair share participation of 
25% is $45,000. 

Prior to map 
recordation or 
issuance of any 
building permits 

Same as measure TRN-15 (see above).   Project 
Applicant; City 
Traffic 
Engineer;  

TRN-18 Prior to occupancy, the applicant will install 
closed-circuit television (CCTV) cameras at the 
intersection of San Gorgonio Drive and 
Alessandro Boulevard, including necessary 
hardware and appurtenances to enable video 
transmission to the City’s Traffic Management 
Center (TMC) via wireless medium, which 
includes CDMA Radio or Wi-Fi with connection 
to the City’s Traffic Management Center.  The 
estimated cost to install the facilities is $15,000. 
The applicant has the option to enter into a 
reimbursement agreement with the City to 
receive up to a 50% refund of their costs to 
install the improvements upon receipt of fair 

Prior to occupancy The project applicant will either hire a contractor 
to install a CCTV system at the specified 
intersection or, if the City has already installed 
such CCTV system has already been installed, 
submit a check to City covering half of the costs 
incurred by the City for the installation.  If the 
former occurs, then the City will reimburse the 
applicant for half of the costs of installation, 
pursuant to a forthcoming agreement made for 
such purpose. 

Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor; City 
Traffic Engineer 
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Mitigation 
Measure 
No. Mitigation Measures 

Timing of 
Implementation Method of Implementation 

Responsible 
Party 

share payment for these facilities from 
subsequent development of the adjacent property. 
In the event the CCTV cameras are installed in 
conjunction with an adjacent development, this 
project will be required to submit a cash payment 
for 50% of the cost of the improvements as the 
developer’s fair share participation.  The cash 
payment for the project’s estimated fair share 
participation of 50% is $7,500. 

TRN-19 In the event that the Alessandro Boulevard 
EB/SB I-15 Ramp Improvements Project is not 
constructed by 2013 (TRN-17), the City of 
Riverside will restripe the I-215 Freeway NB 
ramp at Alessandro Boulevard to create a dual 
eastbound left lane and shared westbound right 
through lane.   

Prior to January 
2013 

The City will submit plans for restriping the 
referenced ramp to Caltrans for their approval, 
and conduct the restriping.  

City Traffic 
Engineer; 
Caltrans 

     

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

WTR-1 Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan.  Prior 
to construction or any ground disturbing 
activities, coverage under the General 
Construction NPDES permit will be obtained and 
a project-specific SWPPP will be developed for 
the proposed project.  BMPs will be implemented 
on site to capture polluted runoff from the 
proposed project site and will be incorporated 
into the construction contracts.  BMPs 
implemented during the construction phase will 
include: 

 proper stockpiling and disposal of 
demolition debris, concrete, and soil; 

Prior to ground 
disturbing activities 

Coverage under the General Construction 
NPDES permit will be obtained and a SWPPP 
will be developed prior to ground disturbing 
activities.  BMPs, to be detailed in the SWPPP, 
will be implemented onsite to capture polluted 
runoff from the proposed project site.  The final 
design of BMPs will provide maximum runoff 
containment and contaminant removal and will 
represent the best available technology that is 
economically achievable.  BMPs will be 
incorporated into design specifications and the 
construction contracts and will be implemented 
by the contractor.  The SWPPP shall be 
submitted to the City Engineer for review and 
approval. Implementation and effectiveness of 

City Engineer; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor 
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No. Mitigation Measures 

Timing of 
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 protecting existing storm drain inlets; 

 stabilizing disturbed areas (soil 
stabilizers); 

 erosion controls (gravel bag berms and 
straw bale barriers); 

 proper management of construction 
materials; 

 waste management;  

 aggressive litter control; and 

 sediment controls (silt fencing). 

The final design of BMPs by the project engineer 
will provide maximum runoff containment and 
contaminant removal and will represent the best 
available technology that is economically 
achievable.  Once chosen, these BMPs will be 
incorporated into design specifications and the 
construction contracts.  Implementation and 
effectiveness of the SWPPP and the BMPs will 
be monitored by the RWQCB through site 
inspections under the General Construction 
NPDES Permit. 

the SWPPP and the BMPs will be monitored by 
the City Engineer. 

 

WTR-2 Project-Specific Water Quality Management 
Plan.  Prior to issuance of grading permits, a 
final WQMP will be submitted to the City of 
Riverside for review and approval prior to 
construction.  Maintenance of the basin will be 
incorporated into the CC&Rs for the 
development and conducted by the future 
occupants of the business park. 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permits 

A WQMP will be developed by the applicant and 
submitted to the City for review and approval 
prior to construction.  The contractor will 
construct the site in accordance with this plan.  
Maintenance of the basin will be incorporated 
into the CC&Rs for the development and 
conducted by the future occupants of the 
business park.  The WQMP shall be submitted to 
the City Engineer for review and approval. 

City Engineer; 
Project 
Applicant; 
Contractor 
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1111 Town & Country Road, Suite 34, Orange, CA 92868 
Phone: (714) 973-8383 ▪ Fax: (714) 973-8821 

 
www.traffic-engineer.com 

October 5, 2009 
 
 
 
Ms. Patricia Brenes 
CITY OF RIVERSIDE 
3900 Main Street, 3rd Floor 
Riverside, CA 92522 
 
Dear Ms. Brenes: 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The firm of Kunzman Associates, Inc. is pleased to submit this freeway merge/diverge/weaving analysis 
as  a  supplement  to  the  Alessandro  Business  Center  Traffic  Impact  Analysis  (Revised)  prepared  by 
Kunzman  Associates,  Inc.  (November  14,  2007).    This  freeway merge/diverge/weaving  analysis  is  in 
response  to  the  comment  letters  from  the California Department of Transportation dated August 12, 
2009 and August 18, 2009.  A copy of the California Department of Transportation letters are provided 
in Appendix A. 
 
This  freeway merge/diverge/weaving analysis presents a merge/diverge/weaving analysis at  the  I‐215 
Freeway/Alessandro Boulevard interchange. 
 
Although this is a technical report, every effort has been made to write the report clearly and concisely.  
To  assist  the  reader with  those  terms  unique  to  transportation  engineering,  a  glossary  of  terms  is 
provided within Appendix B. 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The project site is located north of Alessandro Boulevard and west of San Gorgonio Drive in the City of 
Riverside  (see Figure 1).   The proposed  land use  for the approximately 80 acre project site consists of 
662,018 square feet of warehousing (see Figure 2). 
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STUDY AREA 
 
The project site is located north of Alessandro Boulevard and west of San Gorgonio Drive in the City of 
Riverside.  The study area includes the following intersections: 
 
  I‐215 Freeway SB Ramps (NS) at: 
    Alessandro Boulevard (EW) ‐ #1 
   
  I‐215 Freeway NB Ramps (NS) at: 
    Alessandro Boulevard (EW) ‐ #2 
 
AREA ROADWAY SYSTEM 
 
Figure 3  identifies  the existing  roadway  conditions  for  study area  roadways.   The number of  through 
lanes for existing roadways and the existing intersection controls are identified. 
 
FREEWAY RAMP MERGE/DIVERGE/WEAVING ANALYSIS 
 
A  ramp  junction  is an area of  competing  traffic demands.   Entering on‐ramp vehicles merge  into  the 
adjacent traffic lane competing for space with upstream freeway traffic combining into one stream.  In a 
merge  area,  individual  on‐ramp  vehicles  attempt  to  find  gaps  in  the  adjacent  freeway  lane  traffic 
stream.    The action of individual merging vehicles entering the traffic stream introduces turbulence to 
traffic flow in the vicinity of the ramp gore area.  Approaching freeway vehicles move toward the left to 
avoid  this  turbulence,  or  create  gaps  for  entering  vehicles.    Exiting  off‐ramp  vehicles  diverge  from 
upstream  traffic  separating  into  two  streams.   Exiting  vehicles must occupy  the  lane  adjacent  to  the 
freeway stream or the off‐ramp.  This has a redistributing effect on other freeway vehicles, as they move 
left to avoid the turbulence of the immediate diverge area.  Weaving occurs when vehicles are merging 
and diverging at the same ramp junction area. 
 
Ramps have a limited storage capacity. If capacity is exceeded at the merge point, local congestion and 
queuing  occurs, which may  ultimately  spill  back  onto  the  roadway  network.    The  same  is  true  for 
diverging  vehicles.  If  capacity  is  exceeded  at  the  diverge  point,  queuing  can  back  onto  the  freeway 
mainline. Both queuing scenarios should be avoided.  
 

1.  Methodology 
 
The freeway ramp merge/diverge/weaving analysis was conducted using the Transportation 
Research Board, 2000 Highway Capacity Manual, 2000 methodology merge/diverge/weaving 
density  using  the HCS+  software,  Version  5.4  (2008).  The  analysis  is  based  on  the  typical 
weekday AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes. 
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2.  Level of Service 
 
Levels of Service in a merge influence area, diverge influence area, or weaving area is defined 
in  terms  of  density  for  all  cases  of  stable  operation,  Level  of  Service  A  through  Level  of 
Service E.  Level of Service F exists when the demand exceeds the capacity of the on‐ramp or 
off‐ramp.   The Transportation Research Board, 2000 Highway Capacity Manual  states  that 
Level of Service F  is unacceptable because  congestion  is  likely  to occur,  therefore  Level of 
Service E should not be exceeded.  The California Department of Transportation has defined 
Level of Service D as the maximum acceptable Level of Service. 

 
  Level of Service A: 

Unrestricted  operations.    Density  is  low  enough  to  permit  smooth 
merging/diverging/weaving,  with  virtually  no  turbulence  in  the  traffic  stream.  
Level of Service A represents a density of passenger cars per mile per lane of less 
than  or  equal  to  10.    The  California Department  of  Transportation  has  defined 
Level of Service A as an acceptable Level of Service. 

 
  Level of Service B: 

Merging/diverging/weaving maneuvers become noticeable to through drivers and 
minimum turbulence occurs.  Level of Service B represents a density of passenger 
cars per mile per  lane of  greater  than 10  to 20.    The California Department of 
Transportation has defined Level of Service B as an acceptable Level of Service. 

 
  Level of Service C: 

Speed within  the  influence  area  begins  to  decline  as  turbulence  levels  become 
noticeable.    Both  ramp  and  freeway  vehicles  begin  to  adjust  their  speed  to 
accomplish  smooth  transitions.    Level  of  Service  C  represents  a  density  of 
passenger  cars  per  mile  per  lane  of  greater  than  20  to  28.    The  California 
Department  of  Transportation  has  defined  Level  of  Service  C  as  an  acceptable 
Level of Service. 
 

  Level of Service D: 
Turbulence levels in the influence area become intrusive and virtually all vehicles 
slow to accommodate merging/diverging/weaving.  Some ramp queues may form 
at heavily used on‐ramps, but freeway operations remain stable.  Level of Service 
D represents a density of passenger cars per mile per  lane of greater than 28 to 
35.  The California Department of Transportation has defined Level of Service D as 
the maximum acceptable Level of Service. 
   

Level of Service E: 
Conditions  approaching  capacity.    Speeds  reduce  significantly  and  turbulence  is 
felt by  virtually  all drivers.    Flow  levels  approach  capacity  and  small  changes  in 
demand or disruptions within the traffic stream can cause both ramp and freeway 
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queues to form.  Level of Service E represents a density of passenger cars per mile 
per  lane of greater 35.   The California Department of Transportation has defined 
Level of Service E as an unacceptable Level of Service. 
 

  Level of Service F: 
Demand  exceeds  the  capacity  of  the  on‐ramp  or  off‐ramp.    The  California 
department of  transportation has defined Level of Service E as an unacceptable 
Level of Service. 

 
3.  Study Area 
 

This merge/diverge/weaving analysis analyzes the  I‐215 Freeway  interchange at Alessandro 
Boulevard  in  the  City  of  Riverside.    A merge  analysis  has  been  conducted  for  the  I‐215 
Freeway SB on‐ramp (westbound Alessandro Boulevard) and the I‐215 Freeway NB on‐ramp 
at Alessandro Boulevard.   A diverge analysis has been conducted  for  the  I‐215 Freeway SB 
off‐ramp  at  Alessandro  Boulevard.   A weaving  analysis  has  been  conducted  for  the  I‐215 
Freeway SB on‐ramp (eastbound Alessandro Boulevard) and the I‐215 Freeway NB off‐ramp 
at Alessandro Boulevard. 
 

4.  Traffic Volume Data 
 

Traffic volume data  is from the Alessandro Business Center Traffic Impact Analysis (Revised) 
prepared  by  Kunzman  Associates,  Inc.  (November  14,  2007),  2008  Traffic  Volumes  on 
California State Highways by  the California Department of Transportation, and 2008 Ramp 
Volumes  on  the  California  State  Freeway  System  by  the  California  Department  of 
Transportation (see Appendix C). 
 

5.  Analysis 
 
Table 1  summarizes  results of  the merge/diverge/weaving analyses conducted at  the  I‐215 
Freeway/Alessandro  Boulevard  interchange.   Merge/diverge/weaving  analysis  worksheets 
are provided in Appendix D. 
 

A. For existing traffic conditions, the study area merge/diverge/weaving areas currently 
operate at Level of Service D or better during the peak hours except for the following 
diverge area that currently operates at Level of Service E to F during the peak hours: 
 

I‐215 Freeway SB Ramps (NS) at: 
  Alessandro Boulevard (EW) 
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B. For  Opening  Year  (2010)  Without  Project  traffic  conditions,  the  study  area 
merge/diverge/weaving areas are projected to operate at Level of Service D or better 
during  the peak hours except  for  the  following diverge and weaving areas  that are 
projected operate at Level of Service E to F during the peak hours: 
 

I‐215 Freeway SB Ramps (NS) at: 
  Alessandro Boulevard (EW) 

 
C. For  Opening  Year  (2010)  With  Project  traffic  conditions,  the  study  area 

merge/diverge/weaving areas are projected to operate at Level of Service D or better 
during  the peak hours except  for  the  following diverge and weaving areas  that are 
projected to operate at Level of Service E to F during the peak hours: 
 

I‐215 Freeway SB Ramps (NS) at: 
  Alessandro Boulevard (EW) 

 
As shown  in Table 1, the study area merge/diverge/weaving areas are projected to 
operate at Level of Service D or better during the peak hours for Opening Year (2010) 
With Project traffic conditions, with improvements. 
 

CONCLUSION 
 

For existing traffic conditions, the study area merge/diverge/weaving areas currently operate at Level of 
Service D or better during the peak hours except for the following diverge area that currently operates 
at Level of Service E to F during the peak hours: 
 

I‐215 Freeway SB Ramps (NS) at: 
Alessandro Boulevard (EW) 

 
For Opening Year (2010) Without Project traffic conditions, the study area merge/diverge/weaving areas 
are projected to operate at Level of Service D or better during the peak hours except for the following 
diverge and weaving areas that are projected operate at Level of Service E to F during the peak hours: 

 
I‐215 Freeway SB Ramps (NS) at: 

Alessandro Boulevard (EW) 
 

For Opening Year  (2010) With Project  traffic conditions,  the  study area merge/diverge/weaving areas 
are projected to operate at Level of Service D or better during the peak hours except for the following 
diverge and weaving areas that are projected to operate at Level of Service E to F during the peak hours: 

 
I‐215 Freeway SB Ramps (NS) at: 

Alessandro Boulevard (EW) 
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As shown  in Table 1, the study area merge/diverge/weaving areas are projected to operate at Level of 
Service D or better during the peak hours for Opening Year (2010) With Project traffic conditions, with 
improvements. 
 
It has been 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) 973‐8383. 
 
Sincerely, 
   
KUNZMAN ASSOCIATES, INC.                       KUNZMAN ASSOCIATES, INC. 
 
 
 
 
Carl Ballard                   William Kunzman, P.E. 
Principal Associate                 Principal 
                     Professional Registration 
                     Expiration Date 3‐31‐2010 
#3453i 
 
 
 
   



Morning Evening Morning Evening Morning Evening Morning Evening Morning Evening Morning Evening

I‐215 Freeway SB Ramps (NS) at:
Alessandro Boulevard (EW)2

Merge 34.0‐D 27.2‐C 34.9‐D 27.4‐C 34.9‐D 27.4‐C ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐
Diverge 53.8‐F3 47.6‐F3 57.5‐F3 50.3‐E3 57.6‐F3 50.4‐E3 ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ 34.6‐D 28.9‐D
Weaving 33.8‐D 28.3‐D 36.1‐E 31.2‐D 36.2‐E 32.5‐D ‐ ‐ 27.1‐C 24.4‐C ‐ ‐

I‐215 Freeway NB Ramps (NS) at:
Alessandro Boulevard (EW)2

Merge 25.8‐C 29.0‐D 27.2‐C 31.4‐D 27.3‐C 32.0‐D ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐
Weaving 27.3‐C 26.5‐C 30.8‐D 28.7‐D 31.3‐D 28.9‐D ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐

Opening Year (2010) 

1The freeway ramp merge/diverge/weaving analysis was conducted using the Transportation Research Board,  2000 Highway Capacity Manual , 2000 methodology merge and diverge density using the HCS+ software, Version 5.4 (2008). 

2In locations where an upstream ramp and a downstream ramp are present, both have been analyzed and the most degraded Level of Service has been reported.

3Fails capacity check for flow entering the diverge influence area.

Peak Hour ‐ Extend Lane Peak hour ‐ Add Lane
Add Mainline Lane and Extend Lane

Table 1

Merge/Diverge/Weaving Analysis1

Peak Hour

Opening Year (2010) With Project ‐ Improvements 
With Project

Peak Hour
Existing

Peak Hour

Without Project

Peak Hour
Ramp

Opening Year (2010) 
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Appendix G 
Timeline of the Completion of the Acquisition 

Requirements under the SKR HCP            
Prepared by the Riverside County Habitat 

Conservation Agency 
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