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Section 1 — Introduction

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

1.1 Information Added Following Distribution of the DEIR

As a result of the comments received on the DEIR, minor changes, corrections, and clarifications were
made to the text of the DEIR which are reflected in this FEIR. Upon certification of the FEIR by the lead
agency, the DEIR will be revised to reflect these corrections, minor changes and clarifications. In
addition, this FEIR contains corrections, errata, and additions to the information contained in the DEIR.
As provided in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(d), responses to comments may take the form of a
revision to a DEIR or may be a separate section in the FEIR. This section complies with the latter and
provides changes to the DEIR in revision-mode text, i.e., deletions are shown with strikethrough text
(exampletext) and additions are shown with underline text (example 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 DEIR as required by State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15132.

As discussed in Section 1.2, below, none of the corrections and additions constitute significant new
information or substantial Project changes requiring recirculation, as defined by State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5. Taken together, these changes do not constitute “significant new information”
pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 because they do not change the Project impacts
and/or mitigation measures such that new or more severe environmental impacts result from the
Project. Such items are sometimes added as a result of comments received from responsible agencies or
other commenters, changes in the existing conditions at the site, revised public policies since the DEIR
was written, and/or minor corrections or clarifications.

The following summary will present the location and types of additions and changes or corrections made
within each section of the FEIR since the DEIR was published.

Section 1 — Executive Summary

Portions of Table 1-B — DEIR Impact Summary Matrix/Mitigation Monitoring Program on pages 1-19, 1-
20, 1-25, and 1-28 of the DEIR, will be modified as follows:
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Table 1-B — Draft EIR Impact Summary Matrix/Mitigation Monitoring Program®

Impact
Category

Impact After
Mitigation

Responsible
Party

Implementation
Timing

Mitigation Measure

Air Quality Violate any air MM Air 5: To reduce fugitive During Developer / Significant and
quality dust emissions, the contractor Construction Contractor Unavoidable. A
standard or shall provide the City with Statement of
contribute sufficient proof of compliance Overriding
substantially to | with Rule 403 and other dust Considerations
an existing or control measures including, but is required
projected air not limited to: prior to Project
quality e watering active sites approval.
violation; three times daily2,
resultin a e requiring the replacement of

cumulatively
considerable
net increase of
any criteria
pollutant for
which the
project region is
non-attainment
under an
applicable
federal or state
ambient air
quality
standard
(including
releasing
emissions
which exceed
guantitative
thresholds for
ozone
precursors); or;
create
objectionable
odors affecting
a substantial
number of
people.

ground cover3 or the
application of non-toxic soil
stabilizers according to
manufacturers’ specifications

to unpaved roads? and all
inactive construction areas
(previously graded areas
inactive for 10 days or more,
assuming no rain),

e requiring trucks entering or

leaving the site hauling dirt,
sand, or soil, or other loose
materials on public roads to
be covered,

e suspending all excavating and

grading operations when wind
gusts (as instantaneous gust)
exceed 25 miles per hour,

e post contact information

outside the property for the
public to call if specific air
quality issues arise; the
individual charged with
receipt of these calls shall
respond to the caller within 24
hours and resolution of the air
quality issue(s), if valid, or
implementation of corrective
action(s) will occur within 48
to 72 hours of the time that
the issue first aroseas-seen-as

pessible,

e sweeping of streets using

SCAQMD Rule 1186 and

The table shown here is abridged from the version contained in the DEIR, and only shows the affected rows.
Achieves a 61 percent reduction in PM-10 and PM-2.5, per CalEEMod default.
Achieves a five percent reduction in PM-10 and PM-2.5, per SCAQMD, at

2
3

http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM _fugitive.html

Achieves an 84 percent reduction in PM-10 and PM-2.5, per SCAQMD, at
http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM _fugitive.html
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Impact
Category

Mitigation Measure

Implementation

Timing

Responsible
Party

Introduction

Impact After
Mitigation

1186.1 certified street
sweepers or roadway washing
trucks (utilizing recycled water
if it becomes available) at the
end of the day if visible soil
material is carried over to
adjacent streets,

e posting and enforcement of
traffic speed limits of 15 miles
per hour or less on all
unpaved roads,

o installation of wheel washers
or gravel pads at construction
entrances where vehicles
enter and exit unpaved roads
onto paved roads, or wash off
trucks and any equipment
leaving the site each trip to
prevent track out,

. I .

- .
pessibl-eS—,and

e paving of all roadways,
driveways, sidewalks, etc.,
shall be completed as soon as
possible. Building pads shall be
laid as soon as possible after
grading unless soil stabilizers
are used.

MM Air 7: Signage will be posted
prohibiting all on-site truck idling
in excess of three five minutes.

During
Construction

Developer /
Contractor

Significant and
Unavoidable. A
Statement of
Overriding
Considerations
is required
prior to Project
approval.

Less than
significant
impacts with
respect to
objectionable
odors.

Cultural

Alter or destroy
an
archaeological
site/Cause a
substantial
adverse change
in the

MM Cult 3: If human remains
are encountered both the
Riverside County Coroner and
the Soboba Band of Luiseno
Indians (Soboba) shall be
notified. No further disturbance
shall occur until the County

Prior to issuance

of grading permits

Developer /
Qualified
Archaeologist/
City of
Eastvale

Less than
significant
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Impact
Category

Mitigation Measure

Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale FEIR

Implementation
Timing

Responsible
Party

Impact After
Mitigation

significance of
an
archaeological
resource as

Coroner has made the necessary
findings as to origin per State
Health and Safety Code Section
7050.5. Further, pursuant to

defined in Public Resource Code Section
Section 5097.98(b), remains shall be left
15064.5. in place and free from
disturbance until a final decision
as to the treatment and
disposition has been made. If the
Riverside County Coroner
determines the remains to be
Native American, the Native
American Heritage Commission
shall be contacted within the
period specified by law. Soboba,
identified as the Most Likely
Descendant, shall make
recommendations and engage in
consultation with the City and
the property owner concerning
the treatment of the remains as
provided in Public Resources
Code Section 5097.98 and
California Government Code
Section 6254.10.
Greenhouse Gas Generate MM GHG 1: For all warehouse Prior to building Developer / Significant and
Emissions greenhouse gas | ses of the proposed Project, the permits/Prior to Contractor Unavoidable. A
emissions, loading docks shall be designed grading permits Statement of
either directly to accommodate SmartWay Overriding
or indirectly, 6 . Considerations
that may have a trucks. Proof of c.ompl‘lar?ce is required
L shall be provided in building . .
significant | ! hei ¢ prior to Project
impact on the p a.ns' prior to t e |ssuanc.e o] approval.
environment: building permits and subject to
and/or; conflict on-site verification prior to
with an occupancy. The Master
applicable plan, Developer shall also provide the
policy, or Building Safety & Inspection
regulation Department with SmartWay
adopted for the information/regulations prior to
purpose of the first grading permit. The
reducing the Building Department shall
emissions of distribute the information to
greenhouse each end-user prior to
gases. occupancy (final inspection).
MM GHG 2: During Project During Developer / Significant and
construction, the applicant will Construction Contractor Unavoidable. A

be required to comply with the

Statement of

® For example, the SmartWay aerodynamic equipment for trailers may include use of “Boat Tails” that attach to the end of the
trailer and may potentially be incompatible with loading bays designed with certain dock shelters, unless those loading bays
are designed to accommodate SmartWay trucks. (http://www.epa.gov/smartway/technology/designated-tractors-

trailers.htm)
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Impact Implementation

Timing

Responsible
Party

Impact After
Mitigation

Category

Mitigation Measure

following Best Available Control Overriding
Technology (BACT) from Considerations
Appendix G of the SCAG is required
RTP/SCS, including: prior to Project
= Solicit bids that include use of approval.
energy and fuel efficient
fleets;
= Solicit preference
construction bids that use
BACT, particularly those
seeking to deploy zero-
and/or near zero emission
technologies;
= Use the-minimum-feasible
armouht-of GHG-emitting
construction materials
consistent with the California
Green Building Code
standards; and
Use of cement blended with the
maximum feasible amount of
flash or other materials that
reduce GHG emissions from
cement production to the extent
feasible.

Noise The project has MM Noise 7: To reduce noise During Developer/ Less Than
the potential to impacts from project-related Construction Contractor/ Significant
resultin a traffic along Hamner Avenue City of
substantial between Cantu-Galleano Ranch Bastvale
permanent
increase in Road and Bellegrave Avenue,
ambient noise rubberized asphalt concrete
levels; a shall be used for all applicant-
substantial constructed or financed
temporary or improvements to Hamner
periodic . Avenue travel or turning lanes
|ncre.ase n . between Cantu-Galleano Ranch
ambient noise
levels in the Road and Bellegrave Avenue.
project vicinity
above levels

existing without
the project; and
expose persons
to or generate
noise levels in
excess of
standards
established in
the local
general plan or
noise
ordinance, or
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Impact Implementation | Responsible | Impact After

Category | Impact ‘ Mitigation Measure ‘ Timing Party Mitigation

applicable
standards of
other agencies

Transportation/Traffic | Conflict with an MM Trans 1: Sight distance at Prior to Developer/ Less Than
applicable plan, | the Project driveways shall be construction Contractor/ Significant
ord.inance or reviewed and approved with City of
policy respect to the City’s sight Eastvale

establishing
measures of
effectiveness,
an applicable
congestion
management
program for
designated
roads or
highways, or
adopted
policies
regarding public
transit, or have
an effect upon
circulation
during
construction.

distance standards at the time of
preparation of final grading,
landscape, and street
improvement plans.

Section 2 — Introduction

There are no revisions to this section of the DEIR.

Section 3 — Project Description

There are no revisions to this section of the DEIR.

Section 4 — Environmental Effects Found Not to be Significant
Pages 4.0-24 and 4.0-25 of the DEIR will be modified as follows:

As discussed in Section 5.15 Utilities and Service Systems, the proposed Project is served
by JCSD and existing water pipelines ranging in size from 8-inches in diameter to 16-
inches in diameter_and would be required to annex into CFD No.1 wastewater system.

There is an existing 30-inch water line in Bellegrave Avenue (870 PZ). However, it will
not be available to the Project site. Thus, the Project will construct a 16-inch water line
in Bellegrave Avenue from I-15 to Hamner Avenue to connect to existing facilities.
Development of the proposed Project would require extension of new pipelines through
the Project site to connect to existing JCSD pipelines. Groundwater is treated by the
Chino Desalter Authority (CDA) and the Roger D. Teagarden lon Exchange Plan. Both
have capacity to treat the water demand of the proposed Project. The proposed Project
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would the replace the approved SP335 for which JCSD had sufficient water supplies. The
proposed Project would result in less water demand than SP335. Hence, sufficient water
supplies exist to serve the proposed Project. Because the limiting fire flow for the
identified pipe sizes is 6,000 gpm, implementing Project developers may require larger
pipe sizes to meet required fire flow. To ensure correct fire flow requirements are met,
implementing developers would be required to provide JCSD with fire flow
requirements from the Riverside County Fire Department in order to determine the
adequacy of the water system. Implementation of mitigation measure MM Util 1 would
ensure impacts resulting from fire flow would be less than significant. Therefore, with
implementation of mitigation measure MM Util 1, impacts are less than significant.

Page 4.0-25 of the DEIR will be modified as follows:

The proposed Project would result in the construction of on-site sewer lines and is
projected to generate approximately 410,600 gpd of wastewater. However, the sewer
flow generated by the project would be treated and disposed of through Western
Riverside County Regional Wastewater Authority (WRCRWA) Regional Wastewater
Reclamation Plan which has capacity to serve the site. Further, the Project may be
required to contribute to off-site improvements including the installation of an 18-inch
diameter trunk sewer line (Area B sewer line) along Bellegrave Avenue and additional
sewer lines in Bellegrave Avenue from the western Project boundary on Bellegrave
Avenue running southwest as Bellegrave Avenue becomes Remington Avenue,
intersecting with Archibald Avenue and to those located in Archibald Avenue between
Remington Avenue and Chandler Avenue. The extent for which the Project would be
responsible for would depend upon the degree of development of the area at the time
the Project is implemented and how much of the local sewer infrastructure is required.
However, these off-site facilities were previously analyzed in JCSD’s Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Eastvale Master Water and Sewer Plan
(State Clearinghouse No. 2003121055) which found potentially impacts to be less than
significant with implementation of mitigation. These mitigation measures have already
been identified in this DEIR. On January 24, 2011, JCSD adopted an Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for JCSD Master Sewer Plan Project No. 3066 —
State Clearinghouse Number 2010101017 (JCSD ISMND(b)). This document analyzed
JCSD’s Master Sewer Plan, 2007 Master Sewer Plan Addendum, 2010 Master Sewer Plan
Addendum No.2, the Eastvale Master Sewer Plan Update, and Eastvale Master Sewer
Plan Update Addendum No. 1, further addressing the off-site sewer trunk line
improvements. Additionally, the Project will be conditioned by the City to adhere to the

requirements outlined in the Water and Sewer Availability Letter prepared by JCSD dated

November 26, 2012. Therefore, impacts related from waste water treatment facilities are

less than significant.

Section 5 — Environmental Impact Analysis
There are no revisions to this section of the DEIR.
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Section 5.1 — Aesthetics
There are no revisions to this section of the DEIR.

Section 5.2 — Agriculture and Forestry
There are no revisions to this section of the DEIR.

Section 5.3 — Air Quality

Page 5.3-20 of the DEIR will be modified as follows to clarify that no soil hauling is required for the
Project:

o No soil hauling relating to the import or export of soil is required for the Project because
portions of the site were previously graded as part of the Resort Specific Plan project and
included removal of organic material/manure. The Project site is designed to balance by
mixing and blending clean soil. Thus, no soil hauling trips were evaluated.

Mitigation measure MM Air 5 will be modified as follows:
MM Air 5: To reduce fugitive dust emissions, the contractor shall provide the City with sufficient
proof of compliance with Rule 403 and other dust control measures including, but not limited to:

e watering active sites three times daily?,

e requiring the replacement of ground cover3 or the application of non-toxic soil stabilizers
according to manufacturers’ specifications to unpaved roads® and all inactive construction
areas (previously graded areas inactive for 10 days or more, assuming no rain),

e requiring trucks entering or leaving the site hauling dirt, sand, or soil, or other loose
materials on public roads to be covered,

e suspending all excavating and grading operations when wind gusts (as instantaneous gust)
exceed 25 miles per hour,

e post contact information outside the property for the public to call if specific air quality
issues arise; the individual charged with receipt of these calls shall respond to the caller
within 24 hours and resolution of the air quality issue(s), if valid, or implementation of
corrective action(s) will occur within 48 to 72 hours of the time that the issue first aroseas

seon-aspossible,

e sweeping of streets using SCAQMD Rule 1186 and 1186.1 certified street sweepers or
roadway washing trucks (utilizing recycled water if it becomes available) at the end of the
day if visible soil material is carried over to adjacent streets,

e posting and enforcement of traffic speed limits of 15 miles per hour or less on all unpaved
roads,

e installation of wheel washers or gravel pads at construction entrances where vehicles enter
and exit unpaved roads onto paved roads, or wash off trucks and any equipment leaving the
site each trip to prevent track out,

Achieves a 61 percent reduction in PM-10 and PM-2.5, per CalEEMod default.
Achieves a five percent reduction in PM-10 and PM-2.5, per SCAQMD, at
http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM _fugitive.html
Achieves an 84 percent reduction in PM-10 and PM-2.5, per SCAQMD, at
http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM _fugitive.html

1-8


http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM_fugitive.html
http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM_fugitive.html

City of Eastvale Section 1
Goodman Commerce Center FEIR Introduction

. I i disturbed ekl iblel®_and

e paving of all roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc., shall be completed as soon as possible.
Building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading unless soil stabilizers are used.

Mitigation measure MM Air 7 will be modified as follows:

MM Air 7: Signage will be posted prohibiting all on-site truck idling in excess of three five
minutes.

Section 5.4 — Biological Resources
There are no revisions to this section of the DEIR.

Section 5.5 — Cultural Resources

Mitigation Measure MM Cult 3 will be revised as follows:
MM Cult 3: If human remains are encountered both the Riverside County Coroner and
the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians (Soboba) shall be notified. No further disturbance
shall occur until the County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin per
State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5. Further, pursuant to Public Resource Code
Section 5097.98(b), remains shall be left in place and free from disturbance until a final
decision as to the treatment and disposition has been made. If the Riverside County
Coroner determines the remains to be Native American, the Native American Heritage
Commission shall be contacted within the period specified by law. Soboba, identified as
the Most Likely Descendant, shall make recommendations and engage in consultation
with the City and the property owner concerning the treatment of the remains as
provided in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 and California Government Code
Section 6254.10.

Section 5.6 — Geology and Soils
There are no revisions to this section of the DEIR.

Section 5.7 — Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Mitigation Measure MM GHG 1 will be modified as follows:

MM GHG 1: For all warehouse uses of the proposed Project, the loading docks shall be designed

to accommodate SmartWay trucks.11 Proof of compliance shall be provided in building plans
prior to the issuance of building permits and subject to on-site verification prior to occupancy.
The Master Developer shall also provide the Building Safety & Inspection Department with
SmartWay information/regulations prior to the first grading permit. The Building Department
shall distribute the information to each end-user prior to occupancy (final inspection).

" Eor example, the SmartWay aerodynamic equipment for trailers may include use of “Boat Tails” that attach to the end of the
trailer and may potentially be incompatible with loading bays designed with certain dock shelters, unless those loading bays
are designed to accommodate SmartWay trucks. (http://www.epa.gov/smartway/technology/designated-tractors-
trailers.htm)
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Mitigation Measure MM GHG 2 will be modified as follows:

MM GHG 2: During Project construction, the applicant will be required to comply with the
following Best Available Control Technology (BACT) from Appendix G of the SCAG RTP/SCS,
including:

= Solicit bids that include use of energy and fuel efficient fleets;

= Solicit preference construction bids that use BACT, particularly those seeking to deploy zero-
and/or near zero emission technologies;

= Use the-minimum-feasible-ameountef GHG-emitting construction materials_consistent with
the California Green Building Standards Code standards; and

= Use of cement blended with the maximum amount of flash or other materials that reduce
GHG emissions from cement production.

Section 5.8 — Hazards and Hazardous Materials
There are no revisions to this section of the DEIR.

Section 5.9 — Hydrology and Water Quality
There are no revisions to this section of the DEIR.

Section 5.10 — Land Use and Planning
There are no revisions to this section of the DEIR.

Section 5.11 — Noise

The second paragraph on page 5.11-1 of the DEIR will be revised to clarify that the Preliminary
Acoustical Impact Analysis for the Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale area is in Appendix H of the
EIR not Appendix G as follows:

The following section is based on the Preliminary Acoustical Impact Analysis for the
Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale prepared by Albert A. Webb Associates, dated
August 2012 (WEBB(d)). This report is included as Appendix G H of this document.

The following text will be added before the first paragraph on page 5.11-17 of the DEIR. The additional
text relates to the Project-specific noise level changes on area roadways that are anticipated to be in
excess of thresholds for neighboring residential receiver R5, as described in DEIR Section 5.11.6 and
shown in Tables 5.11-G, Table 5.11-H, and Table 5.11-l. The analysis in the DEIR indicates that a 5 dBA
increase in ambient noise along Hamner Avenue is expected with the addition of operational project
traffic to existing traffic volumes (DEIR, Table 5.11-G, p. 5.11-17 and 5.11-20), and that a 6 dBA increase
is expected from operational project-related traffic combined with traffic from ambient growth, and
traffic from cumulative projects (DEIR, Table 5.11-I, p. 5.11-18).

Rubberized asphalt has been shown to reduce noise resulting from the sound of tires on
pavement when compared to conventional asphalt (CARLSON ET AL and CLEMSON). The
amount of noise reduction is a function of the type and speed of vehicles, and ranges
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from 2.5 dB to 10 dB (SAC DERA, p. 6 and CLEMSON). Sacramento County conducted a
six-year study of noise on Alta Arden Expressway that concluded that the use of

rubberized asphalt on that roadway resulted in a net decrease in traffic noise levels of
approximately 4 dB (SAC DERA, p. 20).

Conservatively assuming the most modest reduction of 2.5 dB (SAC DERA, P. 6), if

rubberized asphalt is used on Hamner Avenue between Bellegrave Avenue and Cantu-

Galleano Ranch Road, the increase in ambient noise from project traffic would be

reduced from 5 dB to approximately 2.5 dB, which is not a substantial noise increase.

Therefore, with implementation of mitigation measure MM Noise 7, which requires the

use of rubberized asphalt in Hamner Avenue from Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road to

Bellegrave Avenue, impacts from Project-related traffic noise will be reduced to less
than significant.

The paragraph following Table 5.11-H on page 5.11-18 of the DEIR will be revised as follows:

As reflected in Table 5.11-H, only one of the off-site modeled receivers (R5) in this
scenario is anticipated to experience an increase of 5 dBA/CNEL over existing modeled

traffic noise levels. Fhus-impactsare-potentially-significant-withoutimplementationof

ritigation- However, with implementation of mitigation measure MM Noise 7, impacts

at receiver location R5 will be reduced to less than significant.

The paragraph following Table 5.11-H on page 5.11-19 of the DEIR will be revised as follows:

As reflected in Table 5.11-H, receiver location R5 is expected to experience an increase
in noise greater than 5 dBA. However, with implementation of mitigation measure MM

Noise 7, Project-related traffic noise increases along Hamner Avenue between Cantu-

Galleano Ranch Road and Bellegrave Avenue, will be reduced by a minimum of 2.5 dB

and impacts will be reduced from 6 dB to approximately 3.5 dB. Thus, cumulative

impacts are petentiaty-significant-without-implementation-of-mitigation-less than

significant with mitigation.

The last paragraph on page 5.11-19 (continuing on page 5.11-20) of the DEIR will be revised as follows:

With respect to noise from new Project-related trips on area roadways, as shown in
Table 5.11-G, Table 5.11-H and Table 5.11-l, Project-specific noise level changes on area
roadways are anticipated to be less than 5 dBA, which is considered less than significant,
in all but one modeled location. Modeled receiver R5 would experience an increase of 5
to 6 dBA under the analyzed scenarios, which is considered potentially significant
without implementation of mitigation. Fhis-eff-site-neise-increase-wouldresultfrom-the

on-ofProie o-e navolumes on-HamnerAvenue Th on e
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of rubberized asphalt as required by mitigation measure MM Noise 7, noise levels
would be reduced by a minimum of 2.5 dB and the noise increase at receiver R5 would
be 2.5 to 3.5 dBA, which is less than significant.

The last paragraph on page 5.11-21 (continuing on page 5.11-22) of the DEIR will be revised as follows:

The construction techniques identified in RHSP EIR mitigation measure N-3 have been
shown to reduce interior and exterior noise levels by 5 dBA or greater (RHSP EIR NOISE,

The last paragraph on page 5.11-29 (continuing on page 5.11-30) of the DEIR will be revised as follows:

With respect to noise from new Project-related trips on area roadways, as shown in
Tables 5.11-G, Table 5.11-H, and Table 5.11-l, Project-specific noise level changes on
area roadways are anticipated to be in excess of thresholds for neighboring residential
land use identified as receiver R5. However, as this off-site noise would be resultant of
vehicular traffic on Milliken Hamner Avenue generated by the Project’s operation, there
are-no-feasible implementation of mitigation measures MM Noise 7, which requires the
use of rubberized asphalt along Hamner Avenue between Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road

and Bellegrave Avenue, will te reduce this impact to a less than significant level. Seme

increase in noise levels at off-site roadways and sensitive receptors are significant-and

unaveidableless than significant.

Mitigation measure MM Noise 7 will be added to page 5.11-34 of the DEIR following mitigation measure
MM Noise 6 as follows:
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MM Noise 7: To reduce noise impacts from project-related traffic along Hamner Avenue

Introduction

between Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road and Bellegrave Avenue, rubberized asphalt

concrete shall be used for all applicant-constructed or financed improvements to

Hamner Avenue travel or turning lanes between Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road and

Bellegrave Avenue.

The last two paragraphs in Section 5.11.8 on page 5.11-34 of the DEIR will be revised as follows:

Mitigation measure MM Noise 6 relates to operation-sourced noise and requires a Final
Acoustical Impact Analysis to confirm the preliminary analysis findings for exterior noise
and to ensure exterior and interior noise levels are consistent with City standards.
Mitigation Measure MM Noise 7 requires the use of rubberized asphalt on Hamner

Avenue between Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road and Bellegrave Avenue to reduce noise

from project-related traffic to less than 5 dBA, which is considered less than significant.

the-Prejectvicinity- Therefore, Project impacts related to operational noise are

considered signi i d-unaveid

Section 5.12 — Population and Housing

i less than significant

with mitigation.

Page 5.12-5 of the DEIR will be modified as follows to correct an acreage reference:

Land Use

‘ Acreage Range

Table 5.12-C, Resort Specific Plan No. 335 Land Uses

Dwelling Units

Designation (du)/Square Feet (sf)
RESIDENTIAL
High Density Residential 58.39 646
Very High Density Residential® 72.72 1,104
Residential Subtotal 131.11 1, 750"
NON-RESIDENTIAL
Commercial 11.31 172,432 sf
Park 13.00
Recreation Center 3.926.32
Elementary School ! 8.08
Major Roads 25.95
Non-Residential Subtotal 64.66
Total 195.77

Source: Environmental Impact Report No. 465 for The Resort Specific Plan No. 335, (SCH No. 2003121166), October 2005, p. II-

11, Table II-1, (Available at City of Eastvale.)

Notes:
1

School that would generate approximately 1,746 new students for a total of 1,910 DU.

This modification does not result in new environmental issues

An additional 160 Very High Density Residential dwelling units may develop in place of a 65,000 square foot Elementary
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Section 5.13 — Public Services
There are no revisions to this section of the DEIR.

Section 5.14 — Transportation and Traffic
Mitigation Measure MM Trans 1 will be modified as follows:

MM Trans 1: Sight distance at the Project driveways shall be reviewed and approved with
respect to the City’s sight distance standards at the time of preparation of final grading,
landscape, and street improvement plans.

Section 5.15 — Utilities and Service Systems
Page 5.15-14 of the DEIR will be modified as follows:

Development of the Project site would require extension of new waterlines through the
Project site ranging from 12 inches in diameter to 16 inches in diameter to connect to
current facilities into JCSD’s CDF No. 1, 1,110’ Pressure Zone (PDF 5.15.4) and be
required to annex into CFD No.1 wastewater system. A Water and Sewer Availability
Letter was prepared by JCSD on November 26, 2012 for Parcel Map No. 36487 (JCSD
WS) which determined water service is available from an existing 16-inch diameter
water line (1110 PZ) in Hamner Avenue and Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road. The Project will
be conditioned by the City to adhere to the requirements contained within this letter.
The existing 30-inch water line in Bellegrave Avenue (870 PZ) will not be available to the
Project site. Thus, the Project will construct a 16-inch water line in Bellegrave Avenue

from I-15 to Hamner Avenue to connect to existing facilities. The limiting fire flow for
these pipe sizes is 6,000 gpm. Implementing Project developers may require larger pipe
sizes to meet required fire flow. To ensure correct fire flow requirements are met,
implementing developers would be required to provide JCSD with fire flow
requirements from the Riverside County Fire Department in order to determine the
adequacy of the water system. Implementation of mitigation measure MM Util 1 would
ensure impacts resulting from fire flow would be less than significant.

Page 5.15-18 of the DEIR will be modified as follows:

Therefore, the expansion of existing facilities has been previously analyzed by JCSD and the
potential impacts from the off-site improvements resulting from the Project would be less than
significant. Furthermore, the Project will be conditioned by the City to adhere to the
requirements outlined in the Water and Sewer Availability letter prepared by JCSD dated
November 26, 2016. This condition of approval will ensure all required improvements to sewer
are made. As described above, the proposed Project would not require or result in the

construction of new wastewater treatment facilities. Therefore, potential impacts are less than
significant.

Section 6 — Other CEQA Topics
There are no revisions to this section of the DEIR.
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Section 7 — Alternatives to the Proposed Project

There are no revisions to this section of the DEIR.

Section 8 — References
There are no revisions to this section of the DEIR.

1.2 Recirculation Not Required Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, excerpted below, identifies the criteria whereby an EIR is
required to be recirculated.

(a) Alead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added to
the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public review under
Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this section, the term “information” can
include changes in the project or environmental setting as well as additional data or other
information. New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is 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 (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents
have declined to implement. “Significant new information” requiring recirculation include,
for example, a disclosure showing that:

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result
unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of
insignificance.

(3) Afeasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from
others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the
project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it.

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in
nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. (Mountain Lion
Coalition v. Fish and Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043.)

(b) Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or
amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. ...

(e) A decision not to recirculate an EIR must be supported by substantial evidence in the
administrative record.
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After review of all information added to the DEIR since it was circulated to the public on November 8,
2013, the City finds that none of the information constitute “significant new information” as defined by
Section 15088.5 requiring recirculation of the EIR. In the case of the DEIR, the project description has
not changed since it was circulated to the public and the errata identified in Section 1.3 of this FEIR do
not change the project description or impact analysis, but rather substantiate and clarify the DEIR’s
conclusions. The public comments to the DEIR did not disclose any new impacts resulting from the
Project or a substantial increase in any previously-identified impacts, or identify new feasible
alternatives or new feasible mitigation measures. The information is added as a result of comments
received from responsible agencies, changes in the existing conditions at the site, revised public policies
since the DEIR was written, and/or minor corrections or clarifications. The responses to the submitted
information set forth in Section 2 clarify and provide additional information in support of the analysis
previously provided in the DEIR, and together with the DEIR, provide the substantial evidence for the
determination that recirculation of the DEIR was not required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

1.3 Public Review Summary

The complete, EIR process typically consists of three parts: the Initial Study/Notice of Preparation
(IS/NOP), DEIR, and FEIR. The City distributed the IS/NOP from November 4, 2011 through December 5,
2011, to responsible and trustee agencies, local governments, and the general public. Pursuant to State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, recipients of the IS/NOP were requested to provide responses within 30
days upon receipt. Copies of both the IS/NOP and comments received are included in Appendix A to the
DEIR. In addition, a scoping meeting, pursuant to the requirements of Section 15082(c)(1) of the State
CEQA Guidelines, was held on November 29, 2011, to which all NOP recipients were invited.

Due to minor revisions to the project, the NOP was revised and re-circulated from August 10, 2012
through September 8, 2012, to responsible and trustee agencies, local governments, local library and
the general public. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, recipients of the revised NOP were
requested to provide responses within 30 days upon receipt. Copies of the revised NOP and comments
received are included in Appendix A to the DEIR. In addition, DEIR Table 2-A, Summary of Comments
Received in Response to the NOP, summarizes the agencies that commented on the Initial Study/NOP, a
brief summary of the issues raised, and reference to where the issues are discussed in the DEIR.

A notice advising of the availability of the re-circulated NOP was posted by the Riverside County Clerk on
August 10, 2012. A second scoping meeting, pursuant to the requirements of Section 15082(c)(1) of the
State CEQA Guidelines, was held on August 21, 2012 to which all re-circulated NOP recipients were
invited.

The City circulated a DEIR for the Project for 45 days from November 8, 2013 through December 23,
2013. Notices of Completion and Availability of the DEIR were circulated to the State Clearinghouse,
responsible agencies, trustee agencies, local library, and other interested parties on November 8, 2013.

The availability of the DEIR was given to the general public by the publication of a Notice of Availability
of the DEIR in The Press-Enterprise daily circulation newspaper on November 8, 2013. As required by
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Public Resources Code Section 21092.3, a copy of the public notice was posted with the Riverside
County Clerk between November 8, 2013 and December 23, 2013.

As provided in the public notice and in accordance with CEQA Section 21091(d), the City accepted
written comments through December 23, 2013. During the public review period for the Project, the City
received four comment letters from agencies and one from an organization. Subsequent to the close of
the public review period, two comment letters were received from agencies. All timely comments are
listed in Table 1-A below; followed by all late comments based on the date of receipt at the City in Table
1-B.

The Response to Comments, along with the comment letters, are included in Section 2 of this FEIR. In
accordance with the provisions of CEQA Section 21092.5, the City has provided a written response to
each commenting public agency no less than 10 days prior to the proposed certification date.

1.4 List of Persons, Organizations, and Agencies that Commented on the DEIR

Table 1-A, Comments Received During Public Comment Period

Comment Letter Agency/Name Date

A City of Ontario / Scott Murphy December 10, 2013

Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District /
B ] November 21, 2013
Dan Rodriguez and Brenda Reynolds

C Jurupa Community Services District / Shaun Stone December 4, 2013
D Johnson & Sedlack Attorneys at Law / Raymond Johnson December 23, 2013
E Native American Heritage Commission / Dave Singleton November 21, 2013

Table 1-B, Comments Received After Close of Public Comment Period

Comment Letter Agency/Name Date Received
F State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit / Scott Morgan, January 8, 2014
G California Department of Transportation / Daniel Kopulsky January 8, 2014
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Section 2 — Response to Comments

2.1 Overview

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, the responses to comments presented in this section
address specific, relevant comments on environmental issues raised in the submitted comment letters.

All of the comment letters, including all attachments, are included in this section. Each comment letter is
followed by the responses to each of its comments. Each comment letter is identified by the alphabetic
letter designated in Tables 1-A and 1-B of this FEIR, and identifying information for each commenter is
provided at the beginning of the corresponding responses. Specific comments are delineated and
numbered as well. Corrections and additions resulting from comments on the DEIR are summarized in
Section 1.1 of this FEIR.

A number of commenters made specific suggestions regarding desired mitigation measures. The
following responses to comments should be read keeping in mind that “CEQA does not require an
analysis of every imaginable alternative or mitigation measure; its concern is with feasible means of
reducing environmental effects.” (Long Beach Sav. & Loan Ass'n v. Long Beach Redevelopment Agency
(1986) 188 Cal.App. 3d 249, 263.) “Feasible” means capable of being accomplished in a successful
manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social,
and technological factors. (CEQA Guidelines § 15364.) While a lead agency is required to respond to
comments proposing concrete, facially feasible mitigation measures, it is not required to accept said
measures. (A Local & Reg’l Monitor v. City of Los Angeles (1993) 12 Cal.App. 4th 1773, 1809.) Further,
while the lead agency’s response should evince good faith and include a reasoned analysis, it need not
be exhaustive. (Los Angeles Unified Sch. Dist. v. City of Los Angeles (1997) 58 Cal.App. 4th 1019, 1029.)
Finally, no response is required where a suggested mitigation measures is facially infeasible or is
described in only general terms (i.e., not specific to the Project). (/d.; Santa Clarita Org. for Planning the
Env’t v. City of Santa Clarita (2011) 197 Cal.App. 4th 1042, 1055.) The responses to specific mitigation
measure suggestions set forth below are consistent with this guidance.
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2.2 Comment Letter A — City of Ontario
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LETTERA

ONTARITIO

CALIFORNIA 91764-4105 (909) 395-2000
FAX (909) 395-2070

CITY OF

303 EAST “B” STREET, CIVIC CENTER ONTARIO

PAUL S. LEON CHRIS HUGHES
MAYOR CITY MANAGER

JIM W. BOWMAN MARY E. WIRTES, MMC

MAYOR PRO TEM CITY CLERK
December 10, 2013
ALAN D. WAPNER JAMES R. MILHISER
DEBRA DORST-PORADA TREASURER
PAUL VINCENT AVILA
COUNCIL MEMBERS
City of Eastvale

Mr. Mark Teague, Principal Planner
12363 Limonite Avenue, Suite 910
Eastvale, California 91752

RE: NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF A DRAFT EIR FOR THE GOODMAN
COMMERCE CENTER AT EASTVALE SPECIFIC PLAN IN THE CITY OF
EASTVALE

Mr. Teague,

Thank you for allowing the City of Ontario an opportunity to review and comment on the above
referenced project.

Staff from the cities of Ontario and Eastvale have recently met (November 13, 2013) to discuss A-1
the required through lanes on Hamner Avenue between Bellgrave Avenue and Cantu Galleano
Ranch Road between Hamner Avenue and the I-15 Freeway. In addition, the required number of
right, left and through lanes and alignment symmetry at Hamner Avenue and Cantu Galleano
Ranch Road/Edison intersection have aiso been discussed.

The traffic study prepared by Webb Associates for the subject project concludes that the number
of lanes required for the aforementioned streets is less than what the City of Ontario is planning |A-2
for based on our 2010 general plan update and prior New Model Colony (NMC) general plan
traffic analysis.

The discrepancy appears to stem from the respective traffic models used by Ontario and
Eastvale. In our most recent discussions with Eastvale and Webb staff, we discussed the
possibility that the Riverside County model used by Webb may not accurately reflect existing
and future year traffic conditions because it is “the edge” of the county. Both Eastvale and A-3
Ontario agree it is in our best interest to have roadways that are designed and constructed to meet
the projected traffic volumes and we will continue discussions toward that goal.

www.ci.ontario.ca.us

@ Printed on recycled paper.
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Mr. Teague
December 10, 2013
Page 2

The traffic study prepared for Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale Specific Plan EIR should
take into account all of the discussions in an effort to clearly identify and mitigate traffic
impacts. In the interim it is recommended that the project be conditioned, at least, to dedicate the
necessary rights of way to accommodate the agreed upon street section.

We appreciate being involved in the environmental review of the project and look forward to
continued communications regarding this project. If you have any questions regarding our
comments, please contact me at (909) 395-2419, or Richard Ayala, Senior Planner, at (909) 395-

2421.

Sincerely,

ONTARIO PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Scott Murph
Planning Director,

SM/RA

cc:

Louis Abi-Younes
Tom Danna
Raymond Lee
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Response to Comment Letter A — City of Ontario

Scott Murphy, Planning Director
City of Ontario

303 East “B” Street

Ontario, California 91764-4105

Response to Comments A-1 through A-4:

As the comment letter indicates, the cities of Ontario and Eastvale have met to discuss the required
through lanes on Hamner Avenue between Bellegrave Avenue and Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road and
Cantu Galleano Ranch Road between Hamner Avenue and Interstate 15. Meetings with the City of
Ontario took place on May 29, 2013 and November 13, 2013.

With respect to improvements on Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road, it is understood that the City of Ontario
has planned for four through lanes in each direction. While the City of Eastvale has not planned for four
lanes on this roadway, it has studied the alignment and right-of-way needed to accommodate four lanes
in each direction. It has been determined and agreed to by both cities during the November 13, 2013
meeting that the City of Eastvale can accommodate four lanes in each direction without the need to
acquire additional right-of-way. This will be accomplished through reduced lane width and parkway
widths on Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road in the City of Eastvale. The reduction of landscaping due to a
reduced parkway width will be made up in the setback.

With respect to improvements on Hamner Avenue, the City of Ontario and City of Eastvale agreed to
have 3 lanes in each direction on Hamner Avenue between Bellegrave and Edison/Cantu-Galleano Ranch
Road and 4 lanes in each direction between Edison/Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road and State Route-60.

The Hamner Avenue and Cantu Galleano Ranch Road lane widths agreed to by the City of Ontario and
City of Eastvale will be sufficient to accommodate the Project’s traffic generation. The Project will be
conditioned for these improvements. No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment
and no modification of the DEIR is required.
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2.3 Comment Letter B —Johnson & Sedlack Attorneys at Law

2-6



Johnson Sedlack

ATTORNEY SaL AW

LETTER B

Raymond W. Johnson, Esq. AICP 26785 Camino Seco, Temecula, CA 92590
Abigail A. Broedling, Esq.

Kimberly Foy, Esq.

Kendall Holbrook, Esq.

Carl T. Sedlack, Esq. Retired

VIA U.S. MAIL AND EMAIL
December 23, 2013

City of Eastvale

Attn: Mark Teague, Principal Planner
12363 Limonite Ave., Suite 910
Eastvale, CA 91752
MTeague@eastvaleca.gov

E-mail EsqAICP@WildBlue.net
Abby.JSLaw@gmail.com
Kim.JSLaw@gmail.com
Kendall.JSLaw@gmail.com
Telephone: 951-506-9925
Facsimile: 951-506-9725

RE: Goodman Commence Center at Eastvale Specific Plan # 11-0271 (Sch. No. 2011111012)

Greetings:

On behalf of the concerned area residents, we hereby submit these comments on the Draft EIR A-1

for the Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale Project, Case No. 11-0271, SCH. No.

2011111012 (the “Project™).

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was adopted as a disclosure and transparency
document. The theory is that by providing a document that adequately describes the

environmental consequences of a project to decision makers and the public, the decision makers A-2

will make a rational decision based upon the true environmental consequences of the project and
if they do not, the electorate can hold them accountable for their decisions. The core of this
statutory structure is the adequacy of the document as an informational document.

The EIR for this Project fails as an informational document. The EIR fails to adequately
evaluate project impacts to/from agriculture, aesthetics, air quality, health risks, biology, noise,
and cumulative impacts. The EIR therefore fails as an informational document by failing to
analyze all potentially significant environmental effects of the project. (Public Res. C. 8

21002.1(a), (e); State CEQA Guidelines § 15128, 15126, 15123)

The EIR also fails as an informational document by misleading decisionmakers and the public as

A-3

to the extent and severity of the Project’s environmental effects. The EIR is sometimes A-4

conclusory, as in the biological impact evaluation. The findings are not supported by substantial

evidence in the record.

CEQA also requires that where feasible mitigation exists which can substantially lessen the
environmental impacts of a project, all feasible mitigation must be adopted. In this way CEQA

goes beyond its informational role to require that projects substantively lessen their negative LETTER A

effects on the environment. It is critical to proper drafting of an EIR that all feasible mitigation
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December 23, 2013
Page 2

measures be required of a project. This has not been done with this Project. Particularly where
the Project is located in an area with some of the worst air quality and health risk impacts in the
nation, additional mitigation for air quality and traffic must be adopted. Moreover, all mitigation
measures required in the EIR must be fully enforceable and certain to occur. This Project fails to
ensure that all feasible mitigation will occur with this Project and instead provides vague,
uncertain, and deferred mitigation measures. This is unacceptable.

The EIR also fails to evaluate an adequate range of reasonable alternatives. Additional
alternatives should be considered.

Project Summary:

The Project would develop approximately 205 acres in the City of Eastvale, comprising 25.3
acres of commercial-retail, 145.4 acres of light industrial, and 34.6 acres of business park under
the proposed Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale Specific Plan. The Project site is bounded
by Hamneer Ave. to the west, Bellegrave Ave. to the south, I-15 to the east, and Cantu-Galleano
Ranch Road to the north. Surrounding existing land uses consist of vacant land; agriculture;
dairy; and residential.

The Project would require:

e Certification of Final EIR for the Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale Specific Plan
(Project No. 11-0271)

e Adoption of General Plan Amendment (Case No. 11-0271) to amend the Project site’s
land use designation from Light Industrial and High Density Residential to Light
Industrial, Business Park, and Commercial-Retail.

e Adoption of the Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale Specific Plan (Case No. 11-
0271)

e Adoption of Change of Zone from SP (Resort Specific Plan No. 335), General
Residential (R-3) and Industrial Park (I-P) to SP (Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale
Specific Plan) (Case No. 11-0271)

e Adoption of Tentative Parcel Map (No. 36487) to subdivide 205 acres into 6 parcels for
mixed use development.

e Adoption of Major Development Review for the construction of 3.1 million square feet of
industrial use facilities consisting of four buildings ranging from 339, 220 sq. ft. to
1,219,330 sq. ft.; 340,500 sq. ft. of commercial retail uses including a hotel allowing 130-
rooms; and 610,000 sq. ft. of business park uses.

e Adoption of Conditional Use Permit for construction of industrial, commercial-retail and
business park land uses requiring a CUP in the Specific Plan.

e Adoption of Development Agreement to establish provisions for development of the
Project including phasing, installation and financing of infrastructure, vesting of
development rights, and timing of public improvements.

The proposed specific plan replaces the 2005 Resort Specific Plan No. 335, which would have
developed 58.39 acres of high density residential with 646 dwelling units, 72.72 acres of very
high residential with 1,104 dwelling units, an 8.08 acre elementary school, and a 13 acre
community park.

E-6

E-7

LETTER

B-7b

B-7c
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Aesthetics

The EIR finds that Project impacts to aesthetics will be no impact or less than significant,
including from light or glare or views. The EIR does not evince that landscaping or other design
features will reduce light and glare from the Project to less than significant levels at adjacent
sensitive receptors. The EIR does not evaluate potential lighting impacts to dairies or biology
within adjacent agricultural lands.

Moreover, development on this currently agricultural and vacant land, in a area bounded by

agricultural, vacant, and residential land, will be as high as 150 feet. Aesthetic impacts from

obstructing views and/or substantially degrade the existing visual character of the site and its
surroundings should be considered significant.

Adgricultural Resources

The EIR finds that impacts to agriculture will be less than significant, so that no mitigation is
required. This finding is unsupported by substantial evidence, analysis, or reasoning in the EIR.
The Project would convert Farmland of Local Importance where 50-75 acres of the site is
currently being dry farmed for sorghum. Also, the Project would increase pressure on adjacent
agricultural land and dairies, potentially resulting in the indirect conversion of these sites. The
EIR’s conclusion that the Project will not impact the conversion of Farmland is not supported.
As the Project will increase pressure to develop this area and directly convert Farmland of Local

Importance that is currently being farmed, agricultural impacts should be deemed significant.

Mitigation is essential to reduce the significant adverse impacts of this project to agriculture. The

Project should be required to adopt the following Mitigation measures for loss of agricultural
land identified by the CDC.:
e The purchase of an agricultural conservation easement at a 2:1 ratio for the amount of
farmland effected by project development.;
e the payment of in-lieu fees sufficient to a purchase and maintain farmland conservation
easements;
e and planning tools such as clustering development, use of density bonuses, and limiting
“leapfrog” development.

The project site’s Land Evaluation and Site Assessment score further demonstrates a significant
impact from the conversion of quality land and agricultural resources.

Air Quality

G-10

G-11

G-12

LETTER G

The project will result in significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality during construction
and operation.

B-13

CONSTRUCTION
The Project will require the removal of manure from the site, over-excavation of the site, and that
soil be mixed and blended with clean soil. This substantial soils work was not considered in the

B-14
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EIR’s air quality analysis, including disclosure of the number of cubic yards of soil and/or

manure to be imported/exported and VMT on-road for hauling to/from the destination of soil B-14 Cont.

exports and source of soil imports. These truck trips for soils import/export may substantially
increase construction impacts.

The Construction air quality evaluation assumes that no overlap of construction phasing will

occur. The Project must be conditioned to prevent such overlap or, alternatively, some overlap | B-15

must be considered and emissions be disclosed as potentially significantly greater.

The Project will violate air quality standards and contribute to pollutant violations of VOC,

NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 during construction, yet not all feasible mitigation had been B-16

incorporated to reduce such effects. _

MM Air 5 is unenforceable and vague where it provides that air quality issues shall be resolved
and ground cover replaced as soon as possible. The resolution of air quality complaints should be
required in, at most, 48 to 72 hours. Ground cover in disturbed areas shall be replaced as soon as
such areas are no longer impacted by construction.

MM Air 6 is uncertain and unenforceable as it requires low VOC coatings and materials “to the
extent feasible.” This language must be omitted and low or zero VOC paint and materials
exclusively used.

The following additional mitigation is feasible and should be adopted to further reduce the
Project’s construction air quality impacts:

1. Extend grading period sufficiently to reduce air quality impacts below a level of
significance.

2. The simultaneous disturbance of the site shall be limited to five acres per day.

3. Irrigation systems shall be installed for ground cover to minimize wind erosion of the
soil.

4. Develop a trip reduction plan to achieve a 1.5 AVR for construction employees

5. Restrict truck operation to “clean" trucks, such as a 2007 or newer model year or 2010

compliant vehicles.*

Restrict engine size of construction equipment to the minimum practical size.*

7. Require use of alternatively fueled construction equipment, using, e.g., compressed

natural gas, liquefied natural gas, propane, or biodiesel.*

Install catalytic converters on gasoline-powered equipment.*

9. Require the use of Alternative Diesel Fuels on diesel equipment used. Alternative diesel
fuels exist that achieve PM10 and NOx reductions. PuriNOX is an alternative diesel
formulation that was verified by CARB on January 31, 2001 as achieving a 14%
reduction in NOx and a 63% reduction in PM10 compared to CARB diesel. It can be
used in any direct-injection, heavy-duty compression ignition engine and is compatible
with existing engines and existing storage, distribution, and vehicle fueling facilities.
Operational experience indicates little or no difference in performance and startup time,
no discernable operational differences, no increased engine noise, and significantly
reduced visible smoke.

10. Reroute construction trucks away from congested streets and sensitive receptor areas.*

S

©

B-17
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11.  Configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference.*

12. Prior to the issuance of a grading and building permit, the applicant shall submit
verification that a ridesharing program for the construction crew has been encouraged and
will be supported by the contractor via incentives or other inducements.*

13. Minimize construction worker trips by requiring carpooling and providing for lunch
onsite. *

14. Provide shuttle service to food service establishments/commercial areas for the
construction crew.*

15. Provide shuttle service to transit stations/multimodal centers for the construction crew.*

16. Require the use of Zero-VOC paints, coatings, and solvents.

* Would also reduce GHG emissions

OPERATION

The Project will violate air quality standards and contribute to pollutant violations of VOC,
NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 during construction, yet not all feasible mitigation had been
incorporated to reduce such effects. These exceedances will be well in excess of daily standards.
For example, the Estimate Daily Project Operation Emissions (Summer) would exceed
SCAQMD daily thresholds as follows: VOC 465.271b/day, 8 times the 55 Ib/day threshold; NOx
2,538.6 Ib/day, 46 times the 55 Ib/day threshold; CO 2,484.28 Ib/day, 4.5times the 550 Ib/day
threshold; PM10 1,000.65 Ib/day, 6.7 times the 150 Ib/day threshold; and PM2.5 132.71 Ib/day,
almost 2 Y% times the 55 Ib/day threshold. Additional and amended mitigation must be adopted
for these impacts.

MM Air 7 is uncertain to reduce emissions. Not only should signage be posted prohibiting idling
in excess of three minutes, but idling in excess of three minutes must also be prohibited. Not all
feasible mitigation to reduce idling has been incorporated.

MM Air 9 is vague as to what equipment constitutes “service equipment.” All yard trucks,
hostlers, yard goats, etc should be required to be electric or CNG.

The following additional mitigation is feasible to reduce Project operational air quality
emissions. Numbers one through seven list several alternatives to reduce operational mobile
source emissions on- and off- site:

1. The operator/user of any industrial uses shall become SmartWay Partner.*

2. The operator/user of any industrial uses shall meet SmartWay 1.25 ratings.*

3. The operator/user of any industrial uses shall use only freight companies that meet
SmartWay 1.25 ratings.*

4. The operator/user of any industrial uses shall incorporate requirements or incentives

sufficient to achieve at least 20% per year (as a percentage of previous percentage, not
total trips) increase in percentage of long haul trips carried by SmartWay carriers until it
reaches a minimum of 90% of all long haul trips carried by SmartWay 1.0 or greater
carriers. Results, including backup data shall be reported to the Planning Department
semi-annually.*

5. The operator/user of any industrial uses shall incorporate requirements or incentives
sufficient to achieve a 15% per year (as a percentage of previous percentage, not total

B-19 Cont.
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trips) increase in percentage of consolidator trips carried by SmartWay carriers until it
reaches a minimum of 85% of all consolidator trips carried by SmartWay 1.0 or greater
carriers. Results, including backup data shall be reported to the Planning Department
semi-annually.*

All fleet vehicles for any industrial uses shall conform to 2010 air quality standards or
better. Results, including backup data shall be reported to the Planning Department semi-
annually.*

10% of the truck fleets for any industrial uses shall be 2010 model compliant upon
Project opening, and increase that percentage at least 20% per year until 100% of trucks
operating onsite are 2010 compliant.

Install catalytic converters on gasoline-powered equipment.*

Where diesel powered vehicles are necessary, require the use of alternative diesel fuels.
Alternative diesel fuels exist that achieve PM10 and NOx reductions. PuriNOX is an
alternative diesel formulation that was verified by CARB on January 31, 2001 as
achieving a 14% reduction in NOx and a 63% reduction in PM10 compared to CARB
diesel. It can be used in any direct-injection, heavy-duty compression ignition engine and
is compatible with existing engines and existing storage, distribution, and vehicle fueling
facilities. Operational experience indicates little or no difference in performance and
startup time, no discernable operational differences, no increased engine noise, and
significantly reduced visible smoke.

Electrical powered equipment should be utilized in-lieu of gasoline-powered engines
where technically feasible.*

Utilize electrical equipment for landscape maintenance. Prohibit gas powered equipment
for landscape maintenance.*

Utilize electric yard trucks.*

Prohibit idling of trucks for periods exceeding three minutes.*

All operators on the Project site shall provide electrical vehicle (“EV”) and compressed
natural gas (“CNG”) vehicles in vehicle fleets.*

Implement parking fee for single-occupancy vehicle commuters.*

Charge reduced or no parking fee for EVs and CNG vehicles.*

Install EV charging facilities for a minimum of 10% of all parking spaces.*

Install a CNG fueling facility.*

Provide preferential parking locations for EVs and CNG vehicles.*

Plant shade trees in parking lots to provide minimum 50% cover to reduce evaporative
emissions from parked vehicles.*

Plant at least 50 percent low-ozone forming potential (Low-OFP) trees and shrubs,
preferably native, drought-resistant species, to meet city/county landscaping
requirements.*

Plant Low-OFP, native, drought-resistant, tree and shrub species, 20% in excess of that
already required by city or county ordinance. Consider roadside, sidewalk, and driveway
shading.*

Orient 75 percent or more of buildings to face either north or south (within 30 degrees of
N/S) and plant trees and shrubs that shed their leaves in winter nearer to these structures
to maximize shade to the building during the summer and allow sunlight to strike the
building during the winter months.*

Provide grass paving, tree shading, or reflective surface for unshaded parking lot areas,

B-23 Cont.
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driveways, or fire lanes that reduce standard black asphalt paving by 10% or more.*

25.  Require operators/users to implement a parking cash-out program for non-driving
employees.*

26.  Require each user to establish a carpool/vanpool program.*

217. Provide subsidies or incentives to employees who use public transit or carpooling,
including preferential parking.*

28. Provide secure, weather-protected bicycle parking for employees.*

29. Provide direct, safe, attractive pedestrian access from project to transit stops and adjacent
development.*

30. Provide direct safe, direct bicycle access to adjacent bicycle routes.*

31. Provide showers and lockers for employees bicycling or walking to work.*

32. Short-term bicycle parking for retail customers and other non-commute trips.*

33.  Connect bicycle lanes/paths to city-wide network.*

34, Design and locate buildings to facilitate transit access, e.g., locate building entrances near
transit stops, eliminate building setbacks, etc.* B-23 Cont

35.  Construct transit facilities such as bus turnouts/bus bulbs, benches, shelters, etc.* )

36. Provide a display case or kiosk displaying transportation information in a prominent area
accessible to employees or residents.

ar. Provide shuttle service to food service establishments/commercial areas.*

38. Provide shuttle service to transit stations/multimodal centers.*

39. Provide on-site child care or contribute to off-site child care within walking distance.*

40. Implement a compressed workweek schedule.*

41. Implement home-based telecommunicating program, alternate work schedules, and
satellite work centers.*

42.  All buildings shall be constructed to LEED Platinum standards.*

43. Design buildings for passive heating and cooling and natural light, including building
orientation, proper orientation and placement of windows, overhangs, skylights, etc.*

44, Construct photovoltaic solar or alternative renewable energy sources sufficient to provide
100% of all electrical usage for the entire Project.*

45, Install an ozone destruction catalyst on all air conditioning systems.*

46.  Construct renewable energy sources sufficient to offset the equivalent of 100% of all
greenhouse gas emissions from mobile sources (internal combustion engines) for the
entire Project. *

47. Purchase only green/ renewable power from the electric company.*

48. Install solar water heating systems to generate all hot water requirements.*

Health Risks
The EIR discloses the Project are is in the top 15% of CalEnviroScreen Scores, meaning the area
is expected to experience greater pollution-related impacts (because of pollution burden B-24
combined with vulnerability), as compared to areas with low scores. The Project would

potentially contribute to not only significant health risks in the area but also a environmental
justice impacts. —_—

The EIR concludes no impacts would occur from the construction of sensitive receptors because

the proposed Project would not involve the construction of a sensitive receptor. This finding is
B-25
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not supported by evidence and undermined by the fact that the Project would permit B-25 Cont.
development of a hotel. A 130-room hotel is contemplated as a potential use in the EIR.

The EIR presumes 3.1 million square feet of light industrial uses will be developed, including
warehouse/distribution uses, but fails to evaluate health risk impacts from trucks passing by
residences on Bellegrave Ave. to access I-15 and travelling on 1-15. The EIR also fails to B-26
consider potential health risks to future residences along Hamner Ave. Health risk impacts from
truck travel on area roadways must be evaluated in the EIR. The attachments hereto detail some
health risk and land use siting issues that arise with industrial uses near to residential uses.

The HRA also fails to address potential impacts from industrial uses adjacent to a 130-room
hotel, as potentially developed with the Project. B-27

Biological Resources

MM BIO 1 is vague and unenforceable. MM BIO 1 should be amended as follows to reduce
impacts to Burrowing Owls:

e MM BIO 1: Consistent with MSHCP Species Specific Conservation Objectives for
burrowing owl, Objective 6 (page E-12), a pre-construction presence/absence survey for
burrowing owls shall be conducted by a qualified biologist approved by the City within
30 days prior to commencement of any grading or construction activities on- or off-site
within a 500 foot buffer adjacent to where grading or construction will be occurring.

o Inthe event that the pre-construction surveys identifies no burrowing owls, a
grading or construction permit may be issued.

o0 In the event active nests are identified onsite, the grading/ construction permits B-28
shall not issue and no grading/construction shall occur. Grading or construction
may continue once a qualified biologist determines that the owls have fledged and
has submitted a report to the City stating the basis for this determination.

o If the pre-construction survey identifies any owls onsite, no grading/ construction
shall commence, or recommence after a non-construction period of more than two
weeks, during the breeding season: between February 1 and September 15.

o Inthe event that the pre-construction survey identifies the presence of three or
more mating pairs of burrowing owl onsite, no grading permit shall be issued and
the requirements of MSHCP for the burrowing owl shall be followed.

o Inthe event that the pre-construction survey identifies the presence of burrowing
owls between September 15 and February 1, grading/construction may commence
only after the Project biologist has passively relocated the owls following CDFW

protocol.
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In the alternative and in light of a recent CDFW study, “Staff Report on Burrowing Owl
Mitigation” which found that 1) passive relocation may be ineffective and 2) construction must
occur further from nesting sites to mitigate for impacts to the owls, guidance from that staff
report may be relied on to incorporate successful mitigation for the Burrowing Owl. (“Staff
Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation,” State of California Natural Resources Agency,
Department of Fish and Game March 7, 2012,
<http://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/nongame/docs/BUOWStaffReport.pdf>)

B-29

Such mitigation would include:

1. Where habitat will be temporarily disturbed, restore the disturbed area to pre-project
condition including decompacting soil and revegetating. Permanent habitat protection
may be warranted if there is the potential that the temporary impacts may render a nesting
site (nesting burrow and satellite burrows) unsustainable or unavailable depending on the
time frame, resulting in reduced survival or abandonment.

B-30

2. Mitigate for permanent impacts to nesting, occupied and satellite burrows and/or

burrowing owl habitat such that the habitat acreage, number of burrows and burrowing
owls impacted are replaced based on site-specific analysis and accounting for natal area, B-31
home range, foraging area, and other factors influencing burrowing owls and burrowing
owl population persistence in the project area.

3. Mitigate for permanent impacts to nesting, occupied and satellite burrows and
burrowing owl habitat with (a) permanent conservation of similar vegetation
communities (grassland, scrublands, desert, urban, and agriculture) to provide for
burrowing owl nesting, foraging, wintering, and dispersal (i.e., during breeding and non- B-32
breeding seasons) comparable to or better than that of the impact area, and (b)

sufficiently large acreage, and presence of fossorial mammals. _

4. Alternatively, where a burrowing owl population appears to be highly adapted to
heavily altered habitats such as golf courses, airports, athletic fields, and business
complexes, permanently protecting the land, augmenting the site with artificial burrows,
and enhancing and maintaining those areas may enhance sustainability of the burrowing B-33
owl population onsite. Maintenance includes keeping lands grazed or mowed with
weedeaters or push mowers, free from trees and shrubs, and preventing excessive human
and human-related disturbance (e.g., walking, jogging, off-road activity, dog-walking)
and loose and feral pets (chasing and, presumably, preying upon owls) that make the
environment uninhabitable for burrowing owls

5. Permanently protect mitigation land through a conservation easement deeded to a
nonprofit conservation organization or public agency with a conservation mission, for the
purpose of conserving burrowing owl habitat and prohibiting activities incompatible with
burrowing owl use. If the project is located within the service area of a Department B-34
approved burrowing owl conservation bank, the project proponent may purchase
available burrowing owl conservation bank credits.
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6. Fund the maintenance and management of mitigation land through the establishment of
a long-term funding mechanism such as an endowment.

The Project is located in MSHCP Criteria Area Cell 168 of Sub-Unit 3: Dehli Sands Fly Area.
No HANS was prepared for this Project or incorporated into the EIR for review by the public
and decisionmakers. The EIR instead relied on the HANS for SP335 (the Resort Specific Plan),
not included in the EIR, in which RCA found the Project site to be in compliance with Section
6.1.2 of the MSHCP and Urban/Wildland Interface Guidelines. The fact that the prior specific
plan would have adequately complied with the MSHCP does not mean this Project will comply,
particularly when SP 335 was approved over eight years ago in 2005. There is no evidence that
the site currently does not support habitat for covered species to demonstrate compliance with

the MSHCP and Sections 6.1.2, 6.1.3, and 6.3.2 therein. —

The issues raised and evaluated in the JPR and HANS Process must be included in the
environmental review for the proposed development project and include a discussion of the
extent to which the recommendations contained within the JPR and HANS Process will meet the
objectives of the MSHCP. In cases where conservation is not required, as here, there must be an
evidence-based discussion to allow public assessment of how the objectives of the MSHCP will
be met without full conservation. Additionally, a discussion of the HANS Process consistency
determination including how the objectives of the MSHCP will be met and any known potential
problems that may arise in achieving those objectives if hoped for acquisitions are not made,
must be discussed. The determination that impacts to biological resources are less than
significant is unsupported by evidence or analysis in the EIR absent incorporation of a HANS
evaluation and/or dissemination of information and reasoning for finding the Project consistent
with the MSHCP absent conservation.

Most biological surveys and evaluations of the Project site were completed in 2011. Updated
surveys should be completed prior to Project construction to ensure compliance with federal,
state, and local requirements due to the substantial delay between such surveys, the draft EIR,

and future project consideration and approval.

Cultural Resources

The Project site is located in an area with High Paleontological Sensitivity and, in fact,
significant fossil deposits were collected on the Project site from 2006-2008, ~150 fossils from
approximately 14,000 years ago, yet the EIR determines Project impacts to paleontological
resources will be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. MM Paleo 2 impermissibly
defers the creation of mitigation, the Paleontological Resources Monitoring and Treatment Plan,
as there is no reason the PRMTP cannot be concurrently prepared, disseminated to the public and
decisionmakers, and adopted as part of the mitigation monitoring program and EIR for the
Project.

B-35

B-36
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GHGs

The EIR finds that the project will result in significant and unavoidable GHG impacts, yet not all
feasible mitigation has been adopted to reduce these effects. These effects will be substantial.
The Project will emit an estimated 168,126 MT COZ2e/ yr., well in excess of SCAQMD’s highest
interim threshold of 10,000 MT CO2e/yr for Industrial uses, or CARB’s 7,000 MTCO2e/yr for
the same.

Mitigation listed in the air quality section of the letter and denoted with an asterisk * must be
adopted to further reduce GHG impacts.

MM GHG 2, bullet point number 3 is vague and unenforceable. The mitigation measure must list
alternative low GHG emitting construction materials that may be used; require that the applicant
detail the manner in which GHG will be reduced to the minimum feasible amount; require
reduction of GHG- emitting construction materials by a certain percent from the baseline; or
otherwise provide some measureable, enforceable manner to ensure the minimum feasible
amount is used. e

MM GHG 3 does not require all feasible mitigation. Waste reduction of at least 50%, versus 3%,

is feasible. |

MM GHG 4 does not require all feasible mitigation. It is feasible to require that all Project

buildings construct and install solar arrays sufficient to provide 100% of the Project’s energy | B-44

needs.

Land Use

The EIR determines impacts to/from Land Use and Planning will be less than significant. This
conclusion is not supported by substantial evidence with respect to whether the Project would

B-40

B-41

B-42

B-43

result in substantial alteration of the present land use of the area where the area is generally B-45

undeveloped/vacant land or agricultural and dairy uses. This impact should be considered
significant and unmitigated. Mitigation such as conserving 25% of the site in agricultural uses,
requiring agricultural theme landscape pallet and/or garden, etc. should be incorporated into the
Project.

Noise

The EIR determines that Project construction noise impacts will be less than significant with B-46

mitigation incorporated.

The EIR determines that Project operational noise will be significant and unavoidable as it will

significantly increase ambient noise over existing conditions by up to 6 bDA at a residence; B-47

though will be reduced below noise standard levels through the incorporation of MM Noise 6.
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Increases in ambient noise at the property line are not considered from on-site operations are not
evaluated in the EIR, so that the EIR does not disclose this potentially significant noise impact.

As it is uncertain that mitigation will reduce project impacts below a level of significance, the
following additional mitigation must be required of the project:

1. Where technically feasible, utilize only electrical construction equipment. (MM Noise 5
permits the use of alternative fuels, as well; electricity should be preferred.)

2. Provide a “windows closed” condition requiring a means of mechanical ventilation (e.g.
air conditioning) for all buildings.

3. Provide upgraded windows with a minimum Sound Transmission Class (STC) rating of
at least 34 for all commercial buildings, and/or require the installation of double-paned
windows.

4. Prohibit heavy trucks from utilizing Bellegrave Ave. to the south to access I-15. Require

signs be posted at Project exits directing trucks to truck routes to avoid passing sensitive

receptors to the south.

Require the use of rubberized asphalt for construction of all roadways and parking areas.

6. Maintain quality pavement conditions that are free of bumps, pot holes, pavement cracks,

differential settlement in bridge approaches or individual pavement slabs, etc.

Require resurfacing of roads on- and off-site as needed.

8. Use alternate construction methods and tools to reduce construction vibrations. Examples
are predrilling of pile holes, avoiding cracking and seating methods for resurfacing
concrete pavements near vibration sensitive areas, using rubber tired as opposed to
tracked vehicles, placing haul roads away from vibration sensitive areas.

o

~

Transportation

The EIR determines impacts to/from Transportation and Traffic from construction will be less
than significant with mitigation incorporated.

B-48

B-49

B-50

MM Trans 1 provides no actual mitigation, only requires “review.” The following language must
be added: Project driveways must comply with the City’s sight distance standards.

The Executive Summary in the EIR states operational impacts to/from Transportation and Traffic
from operation will be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. This determination is
unsupported by substantial evidence with respect to impacts to I-15 and other segments and
intersections outside the City’s jurisdiction (Ontario), as mitigation will not guarantee needed
improvements will be timely or occur. No mitigation is adopted for these improvements, and

traffic impacts must be disclosed as significant and unavoidable. S

All feasible mitigation has not been adopted for traffic impacts. If feasible, some form of fair
share payment to Caltrans and the City of Ontario must be required of the Project to mitigate
these impacts. N

I

B-51
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Cumulative Impacts

The cumulative impact analyses fail to provide needed information and essential evaluation. For
example, the Air Quality assessment fails to disclose expected cumulative air quality emission
levels so that the public and decisionmakers are made aware of the actual impacts of this Project
and other projects in the area. The cumulative health risk assessment fails for the same reason, by
failing to disclose cumulative cancer risk from the Project and adjacent project, particularly
along 1-15.

Alternatives

Where there is an environmentally superior alternative that significantly decreases the significant
impacts of the Project then that alternative must be approved rather than the Project if that
alternative is feasible, even if the alternative would impede to some degree the attainment of the
project objectives, or would be more costly. [(PRC8 21002; Uphold Our Heritage v. Town of
Woodside (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 587, 597, State CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(b)]

In this case, the EIR considered just three alternatives to the Project: (1) a No Project/ No
Development Alternative; (2) Existing Eastvale General Plan Land Use Alternative (a second
“no project” alternative); and (3) Expanded Commercial Alternative. The EIR fails to consider a
reasonable range of alternatives as the EIR finds the Expanded Commercial Alternative would
have the same impacts as the Project, and the remaining two alternatives are two versions of the
mandatory no project alternative required by CEQA. By failing to consider alternatives that
would reduce Project impacts while meeting most Project objectives, the EIR fails to comply
with the requirement of CEQA.

The EIR should consider an alternative site for this Project, as impacts to air quality, agriculture,
noise, etc. would be potentially reduced on another site. A mixed-use residential and commercial
alternative should also be considered, in order to reduce air quality impacts and noise impacts,
among others.

B-54

B-55

B-56

B-57

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,

7/4‘# -

Raymond W. Johnson
JOHNSON & SEDLACK
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RAYMOND W. JOHNSON, Esq. AICP
26785 Camino Seco
Temecula, CA 92590

(951) 506-9925
(951) 506-9725 Fax
(951) 775-1912 Cellular

Johnson & Sedlack, an Environmental Law firm representing plaintiff environmental
groups in environmental law litigation, primarily CEQA.

City Planning:
Current Planning

Two years principal planner, Lenexa, Kansas (consulting)
Two and one half years principal planner, Lee's Summit, Missouri

°
°

o One year North Desert Regional Team, San Bernardino County

e Twenty-five years subdivision design: residential, commercial and industrial
°

Twenty-five years as applicants representative in various jurisdictions in: Missouri,
Texas, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Wisconsin, Kansas and California

e Twelve years as applicants representative in the telecommunications field

General Plan

o Developed a policy oriented Comprehensive Plan for the City of Lenexa,
Kansas.

o Updated Comprehensive Plan for the City of Lee's Summit, Missouri.

o Created innovative zoning ordinance for Lenexa, Kansas.

® Developed Draft Hillside Development Standards, San Bernardino County, CA.

® Developed Draft Grading Standards, San Bernardino County.

® Developed Draft Fiscal Impact Analysis, San Bernardino County

Environmental Analysis

Two years, Environmental Team, San Bernardino County
Review and supervision of preparation of EIR's and joint EIR/EIS's
Preparation of Negative Declarations
Environmental review of proposed projects

® OO0OOC e

Eighteen years as an environmental consultant reviewing environmental
documentation for plaintiffs in CEQA and NEPA litigation

Representation:

e Represented various clients in litigation primarily in the fields of Environmental and
Election law. Clients include:
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Sierra Club

San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society

Sea & Sage Audubon Society

San Bernardino County Audubon Society

Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice
Endangered Habitats League

Rural Canyons Conservation Fund

California Native Plant Society

California Oak Foundation

Citizens for Responsible Growth in San Marcos

Union for a River Greenbelt Environment

Citizens to Enforce CEQA

Friends of Riverside’s Hills

De Luz 2000

Save Walker Basin

Elsinore Murrieta Anza Resource Conservation District

OO0 000000000 O0O0OO0OO0ODOo

Education:

e B. A. Economics and Political Science, Kansas State University 1970

e Masters of Community and Regional Planning, Kansas State University, 1974

e Additional graduate studies in Economics at the University of Missouri at Kansas
City

e J.D. University of La Verne. 1997 Member, Law Review, Deans List, Class
Valedictorian, Member Law Review, Published, Journal of Juvenile Law

Professional Associations:

0 Member, American Planning Association
0 Member, American Institute of Certified Planners
0 Member, Association of Environmental Professionals

Johnson & Sedlack, Attorneys at Law

26785 Camino Seco 12/97- Present
Temecula, CA 92590

(951) 506-9925

Principal in the environmental law firm of Johnson & Sedlack. Primary areas of practice
are environmental and election law. Have provided representation to the Sierra Club,
Audubon Society, AT&T Wireless, Endangered Habitats League, Center for Community
Action and Environmental Justice, California Native Plant Society and numerous local
environmental groups. Primary practice is writ of mandate under the California
Environmental Quality Act.

Planning-Environmental Solutions

26785 Camino Seco 8/94- Present
Temecula, CA 92590

(909) 506-9825
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Served as applicant's representative for planning issues to the telecommunications
industry. Secured government entitlements for cell sites. Provided applicant's
representative services to private developers of residential projects. Provided design
services for private residential development projects. Provided project management of all
technical consultants on private developments including traffic, geotechnical, survey,
engineering, environmental, hydrogeological, hydrologic, landscape architectural, golf
course design and fire consultants.

San Bernardino County Planning Department

Environmental Team 6/91-8/94
385 N. Arrowhead

San Bernardino, CA 92415

(909) 387-4099

Responsible for coordination of production of EIR's and joint EIR/EIS's for numerous
projects in the county. Prepared environmental documents for numerous projects within
the county. Prepared environmental determinations and environmental review for
projects within the county.

San Bernardino County Planning Department

General Plan Team 6/91-6/92
385 N. Arrowhead

San Bernardino, CA 92415

(909) 387-4099

Created draft grading ordinance, hillside development standards, water -efficient
landscaping ordinance, multi-family development standards, revised planned
development section and fiscal impact analysis. Completed land use plans and general
plan amendment for approximately 250 square miles. Prepared proposal for specific
plan for the Oak Hills community.

San Bernardino County Planning Department

North Desert Regional Planning Team

15505 Civic 6/90-6/91
Victorville, CA

(619) 243-8245

Worked on regional team. Reviewed general plan amendments, tentative tracts, parcel
maps and conditional use permits. Prepared CEQA documents for projects.

Broadmoor Associates/Johnson Consulting

229 NW Blue Parkway

Lee's Summit, MO 64063

(816) 525-6640 2/86-6/90

Sold and leased commercial and industrial properties. Designed and developed an
executive office park and an industrial park in Lee's Summit, Mo. Designed two
additional industrial parks and residential subdivisions. Prepared study to determine
target industries for the industrial parks. Prepared applications for tax increment
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financing district and grants under Economic Development Action Grant program.
Prepared input/output analysis of proposed race track Provided conceptual design of
800 acre mixed use development.

Shepherd Realty Co.
Lee's Summit, MO 6/84-2-86

Sold and leased commercial and industrial properties. Performed investment analysis on
properties. Provided planning consulting in subdivision design and rezoning.

Contemporary Concepts Inc.
Lee's Summit, MO 9/78-5/84
Owner

Designed and developed residential subdivision in Lee's Summit, Mo. Supervised all
construction trades involved in the development process and the building of homes.

Environmental Design Association
Lee's Summit, Mo.
Project Coordinator 6/77-9/78

Was responsible for site design and preliminary building design for retirement villages in
Missouri, Texas and Florida. Was responsible for preparing feasibility studies of possible
conversion projects. Was in charge of working with local governments on zoning issues
and any problems that might arise with projects. Coordinated work of local architects on
projects. Worked with marketing staff regarding design changes needed or
contemplated.

City of Lee's Summit, MO

220 SW Main

Lee's Summit, MO 64063

Community Development Director 4/75-6/77

Supervised Community Development Dept. staff. = Responsible for preparation of
departmental budget and C.D.B.G. budget. Administered Community Development
Block Grant program. Developed initial Downtown redevelopment plan with funding
from block grant funds. Served as a member of the Lee's Summit Economic
Development Committee and provided staff support to them. Prepared study of available
industrial sites within the City of Lee's Summit. In charge of all planning and zoning
matters for the city including comprehensive plan.

Howard Needles Tammen & Bergendoff

9200 Ward Parkway

Kansas City, MO 64114

(816) 333-4800 5/73-4/75
Economist/Planner

Responsible for conducting economic and planning studies for Public and private sector
clients. Consulting City Planner for Lenexa, KS.
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Conducted environmental impact study on maintaining varying channel depth of the
Columbia River including an input/output analysis. Environmental impact studies of
dredging the Mississippi River. Worked on the Johnson County Industrial Airport
industrial park master plan including a study on the demand for industrial land and the
development of target industries based upon location analysis. Worked on various
airport master plans. Developed policy oriented comprehensive plan for the City of
Lenexa, KS. Developed innovative zoning ordinance heavily dependent upon
performance standards for the City of Lenexa, KS.
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Response to Comment Letter B —Johnson & Sedlack Attorneys at Law

Raymond Johnson, Esq. AICP
Johnson & Sedlack Attorneys at Law
26785 Camino Seco

Temecula, California 92590

Response to Comment B-1:
The commenter does not identify the persons on whose behalf the comments are submitted.

Response to Comment B-2
The comment regarding CEQA’s purpose is noted. This comment does not raise an environmental issue
concerning the analysis in the DEIR.

Response to Comments B-3 and B-4
Comments B-3 and B-4 consist of general allegations regarding the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR.
Subsequent comments provide additional detail regarding each allegation, and are responded to below.

Response to Comment B-5

The comment that “CEQA also requires that where feasible mitigation exists which can substantially
lessen the environmental impacts of a project, that all feasible mitigation must be adopted” is not
entirely accurate. The CEQA statute is contained in Sections 21000 et seq of the California Public
Resources Code (PRC). According to PRC Section 21002, “public agencies should not approve projects as
proposed if there are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures available, which would substantially
lessen the significant environmental effect of such projects.” That is, the City, as lead agency could
approve a project without requiring all feasible mitigation measures be adopted. The comment also
fails to recognize that PRC Section 21002 allows for approval of projects involving significant
environmental impacts provided that “specific economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible
such project alternatives or such mitigation measures.”

Specific allegations regarding the adequacy of the DEIR’s analysis and mitigation, including whether the
recommended mitigation measures are vague, fully enforceable or improperly deferred, are responded
to below. As a general matter, however, the DEIR includes a thorough, complete, and careful analysis of
all potentially significant impacts resulting from the Project. As set forth in the responses below, the
City has imposed all feasible mitigation measures that would reduce the proposed Project’s potentially
significant impacts. The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) presently includes
mitigation measures, each of which is fully enforceable as required by CEQA (FEIR Section 3.0, MMRP).
Where specific claims are made in the subsequent comments, these are addressed in the responses
below.

It is also important to note, in addition to the mitigation measures, there are numerous project design
features and regulatory requirements that are incorporated into the project or are required to be
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implemented by the project that serve to reduce potential significant project impacts to less than
significant. The comment letter makes no reference to any of these features. Responses to the
commenter’s remaining comments are provided below and describe in more detail as to how the EIR
complies with CEQA.

Response to Comment B-6:
See Response to Comments B-55 through B-57, which address the DEIR’s alternatives analysis.
Response to Comment B-7a:

The comment provides a synopsis of the project summary which is consistent with what is described in
Section 3 — Project Description. No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment.

Response to Comment B-7b:

This comment attempts to summarize the project description, and provides an edited list of the
discretionary actions and approvals which the lead agency (and other agencies) may rely upon the DEIR
and ultimately, FEIR. The comment letter states the Project would require certification of FEIR and
adoption of a General Plan Amendment, the Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale Specific Plan,
Change of Zone, Tentative Parcel Map (No. 36487), Major Development Review, Conditional Use Permit,
and Development Agreement. These are the discretionary actions and approvals to be considered by
City Council. The City Council will consider the General Plan Amendment, Specific Plan adoption,
Change of Zone and Tentative Parcel Map. Subsequent discretionary actions that will be submitted to
the City as part of the development of proposed future industrial and commercial uses pursuant to the
Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale Specific Plan, if adopted, include the Major Development
Review and Conditional Use Permits.

While a Development Agreement was identified in the list of discretionary actions and approvals, at this
time the City and the applicant do not intend to enter into a development agreement. This does not
preclude the City and the applicant from doing so in the future, however. No environmental issues have
been raised by this comment.

Response to Comment B-7c:

The commenter’s description of the 2005 Resort Specific Plan No. 335 is not consistent with Section 5.12
— Population and Housing as it does not accurately describe all of the approved land uses, specifically
omitting approved commercial uses. These are described on page 5.12-5 of the DEIR in Table 5.12-C,
Resort Specific Plan No. 335 Land Uses. One acreage modification has been made as follows but does
not provide any new environmental impact:
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Table 5.12-C, Resort Specific Plan No. 335 Land Uses

Land Use Dwelling Units

Designation Acreage Range | (du)/Square Feet (Sf)
RESIDENTIAL
High Density Residential 58.39 646
Very High Density Residential’ 72.72 1,104
Residential Subtotal 131.11 1, 750"
NON-RESIDENTIAL
Commercial 11.31 172,432 sf
Park 13.00
Recreation Center 3-926.32
Elementary School ! 8.08
Major Roads 25.95
Non-Residential Subtotal 64.66
Total 195.77

Source: Environmental Impact Report No. 465 for The Resort Specific Plan No. 335, (SCH No. 2003121166), October 2005, p. II-

11, Table 1I-1, (Available at City of Eastvale.)

Notes:

! An additional 160 Very High Density Residential dwelling units may develop in place of a 65,000 square foot Elementary
School that would generate approximately 1,746 new students for a total of 1,910 DU.

No environmental issues have been raised by this comment.
Response to Comment B-8:

The comment states that the DEIR lacks analysis and does not show how landscape and other design
features will reduce light and glare from the Project to less than significant at levels at adjacent sensitive
receptors. The Project was found to have a less than significant impact from light and glare during the
Initial Study/Notice of Preparation (IS/NOP) process. No comments pertaining to light and glare were
received during the IS/NOP process to change the lead agency’s determination in the Initial Study that
the Project would not result in significant light and glare impacts.

Section 4 — Environmental Effects Found Not to be Significant, summarizes the findings of the Initial
Study and explains how the Project was found to have a less than significant impact from light and glare.
Subsections 4.1.1.2 and 4.1.1.3 (DEIR at pp. 4.0-1 and 4.0-2), discuss light/glare and exposure of
residential properties to unacceptable light levels. This discussion indicates the existing and proposed
future residential uses located within the vicinity of the proposed Project site would not be subject to
additional nighttime light levels from the Project due to the standard conditions of approval, plan check
and permit procedures that will be required by the City in connection with the Project. Furthermore,
the City of Eastvale Zoning Code Section 5.5 (Outdoor Lighting) requires shielding of light so that all
outdoor lighting is constructed with full shielding and/or recessed to reduce light trespass to adjoining
properties. Each fixture must be directed downward and away from adjoining properties and public
rights-of-way so that no light fixture directly illuminates an area outside of the site. It further limits the
height of outdoor lighting fixtures to 18 feet when abutting or within 25 feet of residential zoning.
During plan check, the City will require a final lighting plan prior to issuance of a building permit. These
measures ensure surrounding uses will not be exposed to unacceptable levels of light from the Project.

2-29



Section 2 City of Eastvale

Response to Comments Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale FEIR

Subsection 4.1.1.2 on page 4.0-1 of the DEIR, characterizes glare as being associated with buildings with
exterior facades largely or entirely comprised of highly reflective glass or windshields of parked cars.
Section 5.1 — Aesthetics, on page 5.1-2 through 5.1-4 of the DEIR, discusses the proposed Project’s
consistency with the following City of Eastvale General Plan Policies, LU-26, DE-5, DE-35, DE-40, DE-42,
DE-44, and DE-45, which are intended to reduce visual impacts (including light and glare) to sensitive
receptors.) Consistency with these policies is met through implementation of the proposed Goodman
Commerce Center at Eastvale Specific Plan which includes design guidelines, standards, and measures to
buffer and screen the proposed Project from adjacent existing and proposed future uses through a
combination of siting, setbacks, and screening that includes the use of landscaping, walls, and fences.

Specifically, the Specific Plan provides Design Guidelines to ensure exterior lighting provides security and
illumination to highlight unique features in a manner that does not impact light sensitive uses, such as
residences, as follows:

= Parking areas shall have lighting that provides adequate illumination for safety and security as
approved by the City of Eastvale Building Department. At a minimum, parking lot lighting
fixtures shall maintain 1 foot-candle of illumination at ground level at any location within the
parking facility, excepting at convenience markets, where the standard is a minimum of 1.5 foot-
candles.

= The maximum level of exterior light at any property line is 1 foot-candle and 0.5 foot-candle at
any residential property line.

= Exterior lighting fixtures shall utilize energy-efficient fixtures.

= Exterior light fixtures, including those in parking and loading areas, shall not exceed 25 feet in
height above finish grade and shall be consistent with the architectural theme of the facility
served.

= All exterior lighting, including security lighting, shall be directed away from adjoining properties
and the public right-of-way.

= All lighting fixtures, other than pedestrian walkway lighting of approximately 3 feet in height,
shall be shielded (equipped with glare reflector shields designed to redirect spill lighting down
and away from surrounding areas) such that no light is emitted above the horizontal plane of
the bottom of the light fixture.

= Office, hotel, and commercial structures shall incorporate shielded exterior lighting to illuminate
significant exterior architectural features, signage, and unique landscape features.

» Where security may be an issue, motion-sensitive lights or other alternatives acceptable to the
City shall be used to provide security lighting for loading docks, outdoor storage areas, and other
areas used intermittently at night.

= Lighting shall be designed to enhance safety and security and shielded or down-facing to
minimize glare, spillover, and light pollution onto adjacent properties.

The Specific Plan Design Guidelines further provides design criteria for walls and fences to ensure
sensitive uses are shielded from glare, as follows:
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= The height of walls and fences shall be measured from the top of the highest adjacent grade.
Unless otherwise noted or if adjacent to an exterior public street, the measurement shall be
taken from the side of the exterior public street.

= Landscaping shall be used to screen walls or fences that are visible from an exterior public street
and that exceed 50 feet in uninterrupted length.

= Unless otherwise noted, solid masonry walls shall be a minimum of 6 feet in height and a
maximum of 9 feet in height as seen from public view.

=  When a retaining wall is necessary, combined retaining walls and walls shall be permitted as
long as they do not exceed a combined total height of 15 feet as measured from the lowest
adjoining grade if the walls are not visible from a public street.

= [f the walls are visible from a public street the maximum combined total height is 9 feet.

= All fences and walls shall be designed to be compatible with the overall architectural style, of a
durable quality, and of a color and material complementary to the overall physical design.

= Concrete masonry, brick, tile and tilt-up concrete wall are acceptable materials

= Barbed wire, wood, wire, corrugated metal, electrically charged fences, plain or exposed plastic
concrete, and chain link with or without grape stake fencing or similar materials (except for
utilization on a temporary basis during construction), are fence materials that are not permitted

= The appearance of walls greater than 50 feet and directly facing primary perimeter streets shall
be reduced through incorporation of any of the following features:

o The use of bold material changes, wall decorations, plants, breaks, recesses, pilasters,
and offsets, especially at entries and important intersections.

o Modulate the setback of the wall to break up the massing.

o The use of landscaping, including planted beds, trellised climbing vines, shrubs, trees,
and potted plants.

= Wall faces that are adjacent to and directly visible from the public right-of-way (such as along
Hamner Avenue) shall be screened with landscaping and/or constructed of attractive materials,
such as split-face block, stone, or materials with similar visual qualities, and view fences. And
when walls are utilized, they shall incorporate visually attractive materials such as tubular steel,
should complement the adjacent architecture and to the extent practical, be resistant to graffiti
or be coated with anti-graffiti solution.

Additionally, the Specific Plan requires perimeter landscaping through a combination tree and shrub
plantings. For instance, Bellegrave Avenue will be required to utilize a combination of vertical
background trees, canopy trees and understory trees. Areas adjacent to I-15 will require double row
tree plantings. All privately controlled setback areas fronting a public street will be required to be
landscaped and permanently maintained so that plants are healthy and planting areas are routinely
manicured. Landscaping, planted berms, or walls up to three feet in height may be provided in parking
areas that face public streets to provide screening from headlights.
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The proposed Specific Plan Design Guidelines further provide for certain types of materials to be utilized
for buildings that consist of non-reflective materials, and limits the amount of glass, metal or other
reflective materials to decorative accents only. The Design Guidelines further limit the potential for
glare from building facades by not allowing prefabricated metal or exposed precision concrete masonry.
Metal siding is allowable only as an architectural element or when serving a practical purpose, such as
for a refrigeration unit, but is limited to 15 percent of an elevation.

These screening methods from walls, fences and landscaping ensure impacts from nighttime lighting and
daytime glare from buildings and car windshields do not impact adjacent existing and future sensitive
uses. The Specific Plan also provides Development Standards for increased landscaped setbacks for
parking and buildings to ensure an increased buffer between sensitive uses and potentially impactful
uses.

Reduction of light and glare is further accomplished through implementation of Project Design Features
(PDF) as discussed in Section 5.1 — Aesthetics, pages 5.1-4 and 5.1-5 of the DEIR. PDF 5.1-1 designs the
Project site to place the most intense land uses furthest from existing and proposed future residential
uses. Implementation of PDFs 5.1-3 and 5.1-7 address screening of the Project site from adjacent uses
and require implementation of the Design Standards identified within the Goodman Commerce Center
at Eastvale Specific Plan. PDFs 5.1-6 and 5.1-7 provide for landscape buffers from adjacent uses land
uses. Thus, consistency with the City of Eastvale General Plan policies identified above are met through
implementation of PDFs and Design Standards and Guidelines to screen sensitive uses from nighttime
lighting and daytime glare from building facades and car windshields.

The comment further states that the EIR does not evaluate potential lighting impacts to dairies or
biology within adjacent agricultural lands. There are no operating dairies adjacent to the Project site.
The one nearby dairy located to the west of the Project site is almost 800 feet from the western
boundary of the Project site and is separated from the Project site by Hamner Avenue and a piece of
land that is currently utilized for crop farming but has been approved by the City of Ontario for
development of the Esperanza Specific Plan, as identified in Section 1 — Executive Summary, on page 1-
4, second bullet point. Any potential for impacts related to biology are discussed in the Section 5.4 —
Biological Resources of the DEIR.

Thus, the existing and proposed future adjacent land uses will not be exposed to unacceptable amounts
of light and glare. No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment.

Response to Comment B-9:

The comment states that the Project site consists of “currently agricultural and vacant land” and is
bounded by “agricultural, vacant, and residential land.” As identified in Section 5.2 — Agricultural and
Forestry Resources, on pages 5.2-6 and 5.2-7 of the DEIR, the current agricultural use that takes place on
the Project site is temporary. The dry farming that is taking place on the vacant site is for maintenance
purposes for weed abatement and fire prevention. Moreover, as discussed in Response to Comment B-
45, the Project site is already planned for development, and not continued agricultural uses. Finally, the
comment is not completely accurate with respect to surrounding land uses as it omits the existing
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industrial land uses to the north of the site as identified in Section 1 — Executive Summary, sub-section
1.3.1, on pages 5.1-4 and 5.1-5 of the DEIR.

The comment further states that development will be as high as 150 feet and that aesthetic impacts
from obstructing views and/or substantial degradation of the existing visual character of the site and its
surroundings should be considered significant. As identified in sub-section 5.1.6 — Environmental
Impacts before Mitigation, on page 5.1-5 of the DEIR under the heading Scenic Resources, the prominent
scenic vistas in the area are the San Gabriel Mountains to the north the Cleveland National Forest to the
distant south. Scenic vistas are considered broad and expansive views of a significant landscape feature,
such as a mountain range, lake, coastline, or panoramic views of a significant historical or architectural
feature. Only one scenic vista could potentially be affected by the proposed project as identified on page
5.1-5 of the DEIR, which is that of the San Gabriel Mountains. While views of the San Gabriel Mountains
are visible from various areas of the City, views from the existing residential neighborhood to the south
are background views as a result of distance and intervening existing development and landscaping. The
ridgeline of the San Gabriel Mountains is not seen as a continuous panoramic view due to the flat
topography of the surrounding area and presence of intervening development and landscaping. These
views do not comprise a scenic vista as they do not include a broad and expansive view of a significant
landscape feature.

As identified on Page 5.1-14, the height of the Project’s buildings may be permitted up to 150 feet.
However, as also identified in this same paragraph, such a height is permitted only subject to Section 5.1
of the City’s municipal code. The municipal code requires additional setbacks for each foot of building
height beyond the underlying height maximum. As discussed above, since the views of the San Gabriel
Mountains do not comprise a scenic vista, even a 150 tall structure would not substantially obstruct or
degrade any scenic vista.

The comment states that aesthetic impacts associated with obstructing views or degrading the visual
character of the site should be considered significant. As identified on page 5.1-14, although the visual
character of the site would be changed as a result of the Project, implementation of the Goodman
Commerce Center at Eastvale Specific Plan provides detailed design standards, guidelines and
regulations specific to the proposed future land uses of the area that may not ordinarily be achieved
through City of Eastvale standard zoning districts. Thus, the proposed Project would enhance the visual
character and quality of the site and surrounding area by providing for a systematic form of
development, guiding where buildings are placed and oriented on the site, providing for a methodical
use of architectural elements and materials, and incorporating landscape screening through
implementation of the proposed specific plan. As such, the proposed Project will complement the
existing and proposed future surrounding land uses and will not degrade the existing visual character
and quality of the site and the surrounding area. No new environmental issues have been raised by this
comment.

Response to Comment B-10:

The EIR concludes that no impacts are anticipated with respect to the conversion of Prime Farmland,
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance because, very simply, the Project will not
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convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to a non-agricultural
use. Perhaps attempting to make the issue more complicated than it is, the Commenter alleges that the
EIR’s conclusion is not supported because the Project Site is identified as Farmland of Local Importance.
Conversion of Farmland of Local Importance, however, is not the threshold against which impacts are
measured. Instead, the threshold considers only Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and/or Farmland of
Statewide Importance. Because the proposed Project will not convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to a non-agricultural use, the EIR properly concludes
that no impacts are anticipated.

It should be noted that Final Environmental Impact Report No. 465 (FEIR 465, dated December 20,
2005), which was prepared in connection with Resort Specific Plan No. 335 (SCH 2003121166), analyzed
the Project Site and determined that “the Resort Specific Plan will convert approximately 132.7 acres of
Prime Farmland and approximately 58.8 acres of Farmland of Local Importance into nonagricultural land
uses” (FEIR 465, p. V-35). Additionally, FEIR 465 concluded that “development of the project site will
result in significant impacts from the conversion of designated farmland into non-agricultural uses” (FEIR
465, p. V-36). Based upon the most recent data from the California Resources Agency’s Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program, however, the Project site does not contain any Prime Farmland,
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. As a result, the DEIR properly concludes that
no impacts are anticipated with respect to the conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance.

The Commenter also suggests that the Project would increase development pressure on adjacent
agricultural land and dairies, potentially resulting in the indirect conversion of these sites. (Presumably,
the reference to “indirect conversion” is intended to mean “indirect conversion to non-agricultural
uses.”) Given that all of the adjacent lands are designated as “Urban Built-Up Land” by the California
Resources Agency’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program and that such lands are already either
used for, or entitled for, non-agricultural uses, however, Commenter’s assertion is inaccurate.
Specifically, to the west of the Project Site is the City of Ontario’s proposed Esperanza Specific Plan,
which was adopted in February 2007 and allows for the development of up to 1,410 single-family
detached and attached residential dwelling units. To the south of the Project site is an existing
residential apartment community and single family residences. Interstate 15 comprises the Project
site’s eastern boundary, beyond which lies existing industrial uses and a proposed business
park/industrial/shopping center development in the City of Jurupa Valley (SP00376). Finally, an existing
industrial business park and vacant land designated for light industrial uses in the City’s General Plan sits
to the north of the Project Site. In other words, since all of the land adjacent to the Project Site is
already either used for, or entitled for, non-agricultural uses, the Project has no potential to cause a
conversion to non-agricultural uses, as the Commenter suggests. No new environmental issues have
been raised by this comment.

Response to Comment B-11:

The comment assumes that the Project will result in significant adverse impacts that warrant mitigation.
As discussed in the DEIR and these responses, less than significant environmental impacts to agricultural
resources are anticipated from the implementation of the Project. CEQA only requires the incorporation
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of mitigation measures for significant environmental impacts. (See Public Resources Code §21100(b)(3),
CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(3).). As such, the three mitigation measures suggested by the Commenter
are not warranted.

Although the First District Court of Appeal recently determined in Masonite Corporation v. County of
Mendocino (2013) 218 Cal.App.4th 230 that offsite conservation easements are feasible mitigation for
the permanent loss of Prime Farmland, that decision is inapplicable here. In Masonite, the conversion of
Prime Farmland to non-agricultural uses was found to be a significant and unavoidable project impact.
As discussed in Response to Comment B-10, the project will not result in the loss of Prime Farmland,
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance and will not have a significant impact on the
conversion of designated farmland. Since less than significant environmental impacts to agricultural
resources are anticipated from the implementation of the Project, CEQA does not require the imposition
of any mitigation measures, including offsite conservation easements. No new environmental issues
have been raised by this comment.

Response to Comment B-12:

As set forth in the DEIR, the City’s thresholds of significance by which the Project’s potential impacts
related to agricultural and forestry resources are to be measured include, for instance, whether the
Project would convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-
agricultural use. As the lead agency, the City is authorized to determine the standards by which a
project is deemed to have a significant effect on the environment. (CEQA Guidelines §15064(b).) The
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment score mentioned by the Commenter is not among the thresholds
of significance selected by the City and applied in the DEIR, and therefore cannot be used to determine
whether the Project would result in a significant environmental impact. No new environmental issues
have been raised by this comment.

Response to Comment B-13:

The comment correctly states the Project will result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts
during construction and operation. No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment.

Response to Comment B-14:

As stated in Section 5.6 of the DEIR, Geology and Soils, organic material/manure was previously
removed on portions of the site during grading activities associated with the Resort Specific Plan project
(DEIR, p. 5.6-3.) While some organic material may still be present, such material is of a very limited
guantity and will not warrant the import or export of soil. The Project’s grading activities will balance on
site. Page 5.3-20 of the DEIR will therefore be modified as follows to clarify that no soil hauling is
required for the Project:

o No soil hauling relating to the import or export of soil is required for the Project because

portions of the site were previously graded as part of the Resort Specific Plan project and

included removal of organic material/manure. The Project site is designed to balance by

mixing and blending clean soil. Thus, no soil hauling trips were evaluated.

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment.
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Response to Comment B-15:

The comment incorrectly asserts that the DEIR’s construction air quality emissions assume no overlap of
construction activities. In fact, DEIR Table 5.3-E and Table 5.3-F contemplate the possibility that
multiple construction activities will overlap, and Table 5.3-G illustrates the maximum daily emissions
from these overlapping construction schedules.

Response to Comment B-16:

The comment incorrectly states that emissions during Project construction will violate PM-10 and PM-
2.5 emission standards. As shown in Table 5.3-G, Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Impacts,
construction-related emissions of PM-10 and PM-2.5 do not exceed SCAQMD daily regional thresholds.
Additionally, as stated on pages 5.3-42 and 5.3-43 of the DEIR, construction-related emissions of NOy,
CO, PM-10, and PM-2.5 will not exceed the localized significance thresholds (LST) at sensitive receptors
after implementation of mitigation measures.

The comment also claims that not all feasible mitigation measures have been incorporated to reduce
the Project’s construction air quality impacts. As illustrated in Response to Comment B-19, below, not
only have all feasible mitigation measures been implemented in order to reduce the Project’s
construction-related impacts, but the additional mitigation measures suggested by the commenter are
either infeasible or inapplicable. No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment.

Response to Comment B-17:

MM Air 5 includes standard best management practices (BMPs) contained in Rule 403; similar BMPs
have been consistently recommended by SCAQMD as mitigation and additional recommendations for
dust control. The commenter does not include any evidence that MM Air 5 as proposed in the DEIR is
“unenforceable.” Nonetheless, MM Air 5 will be modified as follows to clarify the intent of the
measures:
MM Air 5: To reduce fugitive dust emissions, the contractor shall provide the City with sufficient
proof of compliance with Rule 403 and other dust control measures including, but not limited to:

e watering active sites three times daily12,

e requiring the replacement of ground cover!3 or the application of non-toxic soil stabilizers
according to manufacturers’ specifications to unpaved roads!4 and all inactive construction
areas (previously graded areas inactive for 10 days or more, assuming no rain),

e requiring trucks entering or leaving the site hauling dirt, sand, or soil, or other loose
materials on public roads to be covered,

e suspending all excavating and grading operations when wind gusts (as instantaneous gust)
exceed 25 miles per hour,

12
Achieves a 61 percent reduction in PM-10 and PM-2.5, per CalEEMod default.

Achieves a five percent reduction in PM-10 and PM-2.5, per SCAQMD, at
http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM _fugitive.html
Achieves an 84 percent reduction in PM-10 and PM-2.5, per SCAQMD, at
http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM _fugitive.html

13

14
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e post contact information outside the property for the public to call if specific air quality
issues arise; the individual charged with receipt of these calls shall respond to the caller
within 24 hours and resolution of the air quality issue(s), if valid, or implementation of
corrective action will occur within 48 to 72 hours as-seen-aspessibleof the time that the
issue first arose,

e sweeping of streets using SCAQMD Rule 1186 and 1186.1 certified street sweepers or
roadway washing trucks (utilizing recycled water if it becomes available) at the end of the
day if visible soil material is carried over to adjacent streets,

e posting and enforcement of traffic speed limits of 15 miles per hour or less on all unpaved
roads,

e installation of wheel washers or gravel pads at construction entrances where vehicles enter
and exit unpaved roads onto paved roads, or wash off trucks and any equipment leaving the
site each trip to prevent track out,

o replacegroundcoverindisturbedareasasquickhyraspessiblels and

e paving of all roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc., shall be completed as soon as possible.
Building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading unless soil stabilizers are used.

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment.

Response to Comment B-18:

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, MM Air 6 is neither uncertain nor unenforceable because the
use of Low VOC coatings and materials is not always feasible. Low VOC is generally defined as a VOC
content less than or equal to 50 grams per liter (g/L). It is infeasible to exclusively require low or zero
VOC coatings because there are numerous types of coatings used in non-residential buildings (e.g.,
concrete-curing compounds, primers, and sealers) that are not available with VOC content lower than
the requirements of SCAQMD Rule 1113 and that would not qualify as Low VOC or zero VOC. Thus, MM
Air 6 incorporated options for the application of coatings such as the use of pre-coated materials and
materials that do not require coating in addition to requiring the use of coating and solvents with a VOC
content lower than that required by SCAQMD Rule 1113. Note that SCAQMD Rule 1113 was amended in
September 2013 to include new, lower VOC requirements beginning January 1, 2014 for several types of
coatings. For example, the VOC limit for concrete surface retarder was reduced from 250 g/L to 50 g/L
and fire-proofing coatings was reduced from 350 g/l to 150 g/L. No new environmental issues have been
raised by this comment.

Response to Comment B-19:

The following table lists each of the measures identified by the commenter and how the Project
implements these measures as part of the Project design or mitigation, or, if the Project does not
implement the measure, why the measure is not applicable or infeasible.

2-37


http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM_fugitive.html

Section 2 City of Eastvale

Response to Comments Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale FEIR

Table 2.3-A, Feasibility of Suggested Mitigation Measures (Comment B-19)

Johnson & Sedlack Recommended Construction- Disposition of Construction Measure
Related Mitigation Measure

1. Extend grading period sufficiently to reduce air | As shown in Tables 5.3-J and K, the Project-related

quality impacts below a level of significance. grading emissions do not exceed SCAQMD regional
significance thresholds (DEIR, pp. 5.3-39-40), therefore
extending the grading period is unnecessary. (See Public
Resources Code §21100(b)(3), CEQA Guidelines
§15126.4(a)(3).) As shown in Table 5.3-L, grading
activities do not overlap with other activities. Thus, the
short-term exceedance of NOy and VOC is not related to
the duration of grading activities or the overlap of those
activities with other construction activities. Extending
the grading activities would actually result in an increase
in the Project’s impacts by increasing exposure at nearby
sensitive receptors. It could cause an overlap with other
activities that would otherwise not occur. Further, the
results of the short-term LST analysis indicate that
construction does not exceed the LST for NOX, CO, PM-
10, or PM-2.5 after implementation of mitigation
measures MM Air 4 and MM Air 5. Thus, the
recommended measure is not required to reduce the
Project’s impacts.

2. The simultaneous disturbance of the site shall Because there were no significant impacts related to

be limited to five acres per day. grading and fugitive dust, CEQA does not require the
incorporation of mitigation measures to address those
activities. (See Public Resources Code §21100(b)(3),
CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(3).)

3. lrrigation systems shall be installed for good To the extent ground cover is installed during the
ground cover to minimize wind erosion of the construction period (e.g., pursuant to MM Air 5), it will
soil. be watered appropriately (i.e., by a water truck) to

prevent the vegetation from dying. Further, permanent
irrigation systems will be installed prior to re-vegetation.

4. Develop a trip reduction plan to achieve a 1.5 This measure is infeasible because the source of the

AVR for construction employees. construction pool is unknown, and it would be
speculative to make assumptions regarding their ability
to ride share. Labor is likely to come from numerous
locations across the area, and different trades will
conduct their work at different times. Therefore, it is
unknown if it is possible to achieve an AVR of 1.5.
However, MM GHG 6 requires the construction
contractor to implement a Low-impact Construction
Commuting Plan that will address commute trips related
to the site and increase the amount of
carpooling/ridesharing.

5. Restrict truck operation to “clean” trucks such This measure restricts truck operation to “clean” trucks
as a 2007 or newer model year or 2010 (i.e., trucks that are either new or have been retrofitted
compliant vehicles. * with “clean” technology) and is infeasible for the

following reasons. First, the Project does not require
haul truck trips for the import/export of soil, as outlined
above in Response to Comment B-14. During
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Related Mitigation Measure

subsequent phases of construction, deliveries of
materials may be limited to vendors available in the area
which may not have new or retrofitted “clean” truck
fleets. Thus, imposing a restriction that only new or
retrofitted trucks be used would likely result in increased
emissions, as new trucks would have to be brought in
from distant locations to serve the Project’s construction
or operational needs, resulting in overall greater vehicle
miles traveled and greater pollution emissions and a
concurrent loss of local jobs. Although this measure is
recommended for the construction of the Project and is
infeasible for the reasons outlined below, it should be
noted that the Project is already implementing what is
feasible for operations. MM Air 10 requires that all
tenants apply for funding to retrofit their trucks if they
are older than 2007.

Additionally a phone survey of local businesses that
potentially involve heavy-duty trucks was conducted in
2011 to ascertain current local availability of new on-
road trucks. A total of 103 businesses were contacted
using information from business license listings
maintained by local jurisdictions for the following areas
in Riverside and San Bernardino County: Mira Loma (77),
Ontario (21), Rubidoux (1), Glen Avon (1), Riverside (1),
Fontana (1), and Rialto (1). Approximately 15 percent of
all businesses contacted participated in the survey.
Approximately 16 percent of the 103 businesses
contacted contract with carriers for their trucking needs
rather than own and operate their own fleet. Only four
of the responding businesses owned more than 20
trucks. All of the businesses that completed the survey
indicated that it would be infeasible to operate only new
trucks within the next four years, mainly because new or
retrofitted trucks are substantial capital expenditures
and are therefore phased in slowly in order to allow the
business to absorb the expense. Specifically, according
to an article posted by the Gerson Lehrman Group in
August 2009, the price increases for 2010 compliant
diesel trucks would be between $8,000 and $9,600 per
truck. Similarly, the cost to retrofit an existing truck with
PM filters is estimated by CARB to cost between $10,000
and $20,000 plus $250 per year for cleaning and a two
percent loss in fuel economy per truck.” This does not
include the price of a new engine or a new diesel truck
(tractor) which can cost SlOO,OOO.18

16 http://www.glgroup.com/NewsWatchPrefs/Print.aspx?pid=42461
v http://www.dmasocal.org/assets/documents/summation%200f%202011%20regulations.pdf
1 http://www.glgroup.com/NewsWatchPrefs/Print.aspx?pid=42461
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Through the phone survey and other sources '’ the
following is a description of how trucking, delivery and
construction company fleets are acquired and upgraded.
According to an article posted by Heart Transportation
in July 2009 the average age of a fleet truck is 10 years.
This means that some trucks may be new (which would
all be 2010 compliant) and some vehicles may be 25 or
30 years old (the “life-span” of a diesel truck™ and the
majority of a fleet will be in between. Construction
vehicle and delivery fleets are replaced over time as
money allows and/or the business grows. The smaller
the business operator, the less is the likelihood that they
will have many, if any, new or retrofitted trucks. When
supplies are needed for construction, an order is placed
and deliveries are then scheduled based on every other
order and the availability of trucks and personnel. If a
delivery/supply company does not happen to have a
new or retrofitted truck available when the order needs
to be delivered or hauled, then they cannot provide the
service. This can lead to the Project contractor having to
go further afield to find a delivery/hauling company
which would increase vehicle miles traveled, or cause
unnecessary delays in project construction which could
cause construction nuisances to disrupt the area for
longer than necessary.

Lastly, existing regulations require the phase-in of 2010-
compliant trucks beginning in 2015 through 2023
depending on the age of the engine under the CARB
Truck and Bus Regulation22 (amended December 17,
2010). By 2023, CARB estimates the amended Truck and
Bus Regulation will reduce PM emissions 50% from
baseline PM emissions in 2014 and ensure that
practically all trucks operating in California are equipped
with a diesel PM filter.

6. Restrict engine size of construction equipment The construction equipment that will be utilized in

to the minimum practical size. * connection with the Project is dependent upon the
resources of the contractor. Typically the smallest
engine size for the job is selected as there are lower
costs associated with its operation. If and when it is
impractical to select the smallest possible engine for the
job, the smallest available task-capable engine will be

!9 personal communication between Webb Associates staff and Riverside Construction staff, Mr. Matt Pim and Mr. George
Olivo, August 30, 2011.

% http://www.trustheart.com/news-bulletins/Itl-and-tl-bulletins/91-heavy-duty-truck-fleet-ages-as-carriers-seek-cost-savings
2 http://www.epa.gov/recovery/plans/dera.pdf

2 http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/truckbus10/truckbusappd.pdf

2 http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/truckbus10/truckbusiQisor.pdf
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used instead.

7.

Require use of alternatively fueled construction
equipment, using, e.g., compressed natural gas,
liquefied natural gas, propane, or biodiesel. *

MM Air 4 requires that any diesel-powered off-road
equipment meet a number of specific criteria (e.g.,
complies with Tier 3 off-road emissions standards and
ARB’s In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation). Tier 3
engines reduce particulate matter between 28 and 63
percent compared to Tier 1 engines, depending upon
engine size.”* Similarly, Tier 3 emissions of NOy are
reduced between 52 and 59 percent compared to Tier 1
engines, depending upon engine size.

The commenter’s suggested measure is functionally
equivalent to the commenter’s proposed measure. For
instance, once the Tier 4 standards are implemented
(i.e., between 2008 and 2015) any advantage in
emissions between the use of biodiesel and petroleum
diesel will disappear because Tier 4 standards reduce
emissions to near zero. > Finally, the benefits of the
proposed mitigation measure are speculative. The study
of alternative fuel in off-road construction applications is
at the beginning stages and is not currently available.
Therefore, alternatively fueled construction equipment
is not shown to result in a demonstrable reduction in
emissions, making the benefit of any such fuel
speculative.

8.

Install catalytic converters on gasoline-powered
equipment.

Any gasoline-powered equipment is already required to
have catalytic converters installed pursuant to CARB’s
Large Spark-Ignition Engine Fleet Requirements
Regulation.26 Thus, this suggestion is already being
achieved.

2 http://www.agmd.gov/cega/handbook/mitigation/offroad/MM offroad.html
> http://www.undergroundconstructionmagazine.com/alternative-fuel-choices-limited-construction-equipment
26 http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/offroadlsi10/offroadlsil0.htm
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Disposition of Construction Measure

9. Require the use of Alternative Diesel Fuels on
diesel equipment. Alternative diesel fuels exist
that achieve PM10 and NOx reductions.
PuriNox is an alternative diesel formulation that
was verified by CARB on January 31, 2001 as
achieving a 14% reduction in NOx and a 63%
reduction in PM10 compared to CARB diesel. It
can be used in any direct-injection, heavy- duty
compression ignition engine and is compatible
with existing engines and existing storage,
distribution, and vehicle fueling facilities.
Operational experience indicates little or no
difference in performance and startup time, no
discernible operational differences, no
increased engine noise, and significantly
reduced visible smoke.

MM Air 4 is superior to the proposed measure in
reducing particulate matter and NOy by requiring
construction equipment equivalent to Tier 3 or better.
According to the comment, PuriNox can achieve a 14%
reduction in NOy and a 63% reduction in PM10
compared to CARB diesel. By contrast, Tier 3 engines
reduce particulate matter between 28 and 63 percent
compared to Tier 1 engines, depending upon engine
size.”’ Similarly, Tier 3 emissions of NOy are reduced
between 52 and 59 percent compared to Tier 1 engines,
depending upon engine size. Therefore, the proposed
measure is as effective as a Tier 3 engine with respect to
PM10 emission reduction, but substantially less effective
with respect to NOy. Since the proposed mitigation
measure would not represent an improvement over MM
Air 4, no further analysis is required.

10. Reroute construction trucks away from

congested streets and sensitive receptor areas.
*

The Project already complies with this suggested
mitigation measure. MM Air 3 requires the submittal of
a traffic control plan that includes the rerouting of
construction trucks away from congested streets or
sensitive receptors. Additionally, MM Trans 3 requires
the submittal of a Construction Traffic Control Plan to
the City of Eastvale Public Works Department for
approval prior to the issuance of building permits for the
Project. The purpose of this Plan is to safely guide
motorists, cyclists, and pedestrians, minimize traffic
impacts and ensure the safe and even flow of traffic
consistent with City level of service standards and safety
requirements.

11. Configure construction parking to minimize
traffic interference.*

The Project already complies with this suggested
mitigation measure. MM Air 3 already implements a
construction traffic control plan that is intended to
reduce construction vehicle (truck) idling while waiting
to enter/exit the site. Additionally, MM Trans 3 requires
the submittal of a Construction Traffic Control Plan to
the City of Eastvale Public Works Department for
approval prior to the issuance of building permits for the
Project. The purpose of this Plan is to safely guide
motorists, cyclists, and pedestrians, minimize traffic
impacts and ensure the safe and even flow of traffic
consistent with City level of service standards and safety
requirements. Finally, the site is large enough to allow
for construction parking within the site.

12. Prior to the issuance of a grading and building
permit, the applicant shall submit verification
that a ridesharing program for the construction
crew has been encouraged and will be
supported by the contractor via incentives or

The Project already complies with this suggested
mitigation measure. MM GHG 6 requires the
development of a Low-impact Construction Commuting
Plan that is consistent with the intent of the proposed
measure. Additionally, MM GHG 7 requires that the

%7 http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/offroad/MM offroad.html
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other inducements.* applicant encourage the use of alternative

transportation methods among its tenants, including
bus transit, vanpools, carpools, and car- and ridesharing

programs.

13. Minimize construction worker trips by requiring | See Disposition of Construction Measure 12, above.
carpooling and providing for lunch onsite. * Additionally, food vendors will be allowed access to the

site.

14. Provide shuttle service to food service Food vendors will be allowed access to the site which
establishments/commercial areas for the will have a similar trip-reducing result as providing a
construction crew.* shuttle to food service establishments for the

construction crew.

15. Provide shuttle service to transit The Project already complies with this suggested
stations/multimodal center for construction mitigation measure. MM GHG 6 requires the
crew. * development of a Low-impact Construction Commuting

Plan that is consistent with the intent of the proposed
measure. Additionally, MM GHG 7 requires that the
applicant encourage the use of alternative
transportation methods among its tenants, including
bus transit, vanpools, carpools, and car- and ridesharing
programs.

16. Require the use of Zero-VOC paints, coatings, See Response to Comment B-18, above.
and solvents.

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment.
Response to Comment B-20:

The comment incorrectly states that the construction emissions CO, PM-10, and PM-2.5 are above
SCAQMD thresholds. See Table 5.3-G of the DEIR as well as the discussion regarding the LST impacts
after construction in section 5.3.8 of the DEIR. In addition, the comment correctly states the unmitigated
operational emissions during summer that are listed in Table 5.3-H of the DEIR. See the discussion of
construction-related mitigation in Responses to Comments B-16 through B-19, above, as well as the
discussion of construction-related mitigation measures in Responses to Comments B-21 through B-23,
below. No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment.

Response to Comment B-21:

MM Air 7 will be modified as follows to incorporate the reduced idling limit recommended.

MM Air 7: Signage will be posted prohibiting all on-site truck idling in excess of three five
minutes.

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment.
Response to Comment B-22:

MM Air 9 is not vague. It states “Service Equipment (i.e., forklifts).” The abbreviation “i.e.” is commonly
understood to mean “in other words.” Therefore MM Air 9 is intended to specifically reference forklifts.
No other gasoline or diesel-fueled service equipment is anticipated to be used in the warehouse setting.
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Yard trucks (also known as hostlers or yard goats, amongst other names®® are used to move trailers

short distances around freight terminals, port facilities, warehouses and other facilities, but are not

anticipated to be used on the Project site due to the size of the buildings and configuration of the

loading areas. No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment.

Response to Comment B-23:

The following table lists each of the measures identified by above and how the Project implements

these measures as part of the Project design or mitigation, or, if the Project does not implement the

measure, why the measure is not applicable or infeasible.

Table 2.3-B, Feasibility of Suggested Mitigation Measures (Comment B-23)

Johnson & Sedlack Recommended Operation-
Related Mitigation Measure

Disposition of Operation Measure

1. The operator/user of any industrial uses

shall become SmartWay Partner.*

The SmartWay Transport Partnership is a public/private
initiative between the U.S. EPA and the goods
movement industry to improve fuel efficiency and the
environmental performance of the goods movement
supply chain.” SmartWay is a voluntary program at the
federal level; however, SmartWay certification is a
requirement under the approved CARB Heavy-Duty
(Tractor Trailer) GHG Regulation which is applicable to
heavy-duty tractors that pull 53-foot or longer box-type
trailers. The Project has been designed to accommodate
such heavy-duty tractors, and the Project’s emissions
estimates include SmartWay-associated emissions
reductions. The tractors and trailers subject to this
regulation must use U.S. EPA SmartWay certified
tractors and trailers or retrofit their existing fleet with
SmartWay verified technologies. The recent
amendments to this rule, adopted by CARB on
December 17, 2010 require 20% of trailers to comply by
2012 with 100% compliance with the rule by 2016.*

In response to the comment, MM GHG 1, which already
requires all loading areas to be designed to
accommodate SmartWay trucks, will be modified as
follows: MM GHG 1: For all warehouse uses of the
proposed Project, the loading docks shall be designed to

31
accommodate SmartWay trucks. Proof of compliance
shall be provided in building plans prior to the issuance
of building permits and subject to on-site verification

28 http://arb.ca.gov/msprog/ordiesel/fag/faqyardtrucks.pdf
2 http://www.epa.gov/smartway/about/index.htm

* http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/truckstop/trailers/ttghg regorder.pdf

* For example, the SmartWay aerodynamic equipment for trailers may include use of “Boat Tails” that attach to the end of the
trailer and may potentially be incompatible with loading bays designed with certain dock shelters, unless those loading bays
are designed to accommodate SmartWay trucks. (http://www.epa.gov/smartway/technology/designated-tractors-

trailers.htm)
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prior to occupancy. The Master Developer shall also
provide the Building Safety & Inspection Department
with SmartWay information/regulations prior to the first
grading permit. The Building Department shall distribute
the information to each end-user prior to occupancy
(final inspection).

2. The operator/user of any industrial uses
shall meet SmartWay 1.25 ratings.*

See response to Disposition of Operation Measure 1,
above. The Project will be SmartWay certified.
Certification is required by the approved CARB Heavy-
Duty (Tractor Trailer) GHG Regulation for heavy-duty
tractors that pull 53-foot or longer box-type trailers.”
To qualify as a SmartWay Transport Partner, the Project
must achieve a composite SmartWay score of 1.0 or
higher.33 This score is based upon data submitted to the
EPA, which rates the Project based on the implemented
technologies. Therefore, the Project’s emissions
estimates included a 5% NOx and CO, emission
reduction for unrefrigerated trucks and 4% reduction for
refrigerated trucks. These reductions are associated
with a rating of 1.0. Although the reductions associated
with a rating of 1.25 (the highest rating) are unknown,
they are not anticipated to be substantial in comparison
to a rating of 1.0 and the results would not eliminate the
Project’s significant operational air quality impacts.

Even conservatively assuming that the reductions
associated with a 1.25 rating were double those of a 1.0
rating (i.e., 10% NOx and CO, emission reduction for
unrefrigerated trucks and 8% reduction for refrigerated
trucks), the NOx emissions would still be 2,615 lb/day far
exceeding the daily threshold of 55 Ib/day. Similarly,
assuming SmartWay 1.25 doubled the CO, emissions
reductions estimated in the DEIR, the resulting GHG
emissions in 2020 would be 165,609 MTCO2 and result
in a 23..5% reduction from BAU, which would not meet
the threshold of 28.5% set by AB 32.Therefore, because
the measure would not reduce Project impacts to less
than significant levels, CEQA does not require the
incorporation of mitigation measures to address those
activities. (See Public Resources Code §21100(b)(3),
CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(3).) Nevertheless, the
Project is promoting the use of SmartWay technologies
in MM GHG 1.

3. The operator/user of any industrial uses
shall use only freight companies that meet
SmartWay 1.25 ratings.*

The commenter is referred to response to Disposition of
Operation Measures 1 and 2, above, as well as MM GHG
1 which requires the Project to promote the use of
SmartWay technologies. Implementation of this
mitigation measure would not eliminate the Project’s

*? http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/truckstop/trailers/ttghg_regorder.pdf
3 http://nepis.epa.gov/EPA/html/DLwait.htm?url=/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi?Dockey=P10010NO.PDF
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significant operational air quality impacts, therefore
CEQA does not require its incorporation. (See Public
Resources Code §21100(b)(3), CEQA Guidelines
§15126.4(a)(3).)

The operator/user of any industrial uses
shall incorporate requirements or
incentives sufficient to achieve at least 20%
per year (as a percentage of previous
percentage, not total trips) increase in
percentage of long haul trips carried by
SmartWay carriers until it reaches a
minimum of 90% of all long haul trips
carried by SmartWay 1.0 or greater
carriers. Results, including backup data
shall be reported to the Planning
Department semi-annually.*

The commenter is referred to response to Disposition of
Operation Measures 1 and 2, above, as well as MM GHG
1 which requires the Project to promote the use of
SmartWay technologies. Implementation of this
mitigation measure would not eliminate the Project’s
significant operational air quality impacts, therefore
CEQA does not require its incorporation. (See Public
Resources Code §21100(b)(3), CEQA Guidelines
§15126.4(a)(3).)

The operator/user of any industrial uses
shall incorporate requirements or
incentives sufficient to achieve a 15% per
year (as a percentage of previous
percentage, not total trips) increase in
percentage of consolidator trips carried by
SmartWay carriers until it reaches a
minimum of 85% of all consolidator trips
carried by SmartWay 1.0 or greater
carriers. Results, including backup data
shall be reported to the Planning
Department semi-annually.*

The commenter is referred to response to Disposition of
Operation Measures 1 and 2, above, as well as MM GHG
1 which requires the Project to promote the use of
SmartWay technologies. Implementation of this
mitigation measure would not eliminate the Project’s
significant operational air quality impacts, therefore
CEQA does not require its incorporation. (See Public
Resources Code §21100(b)(3), CEQA Guidelines
§15126.4(a)(3).)

All industrial fleet vehicles for any
industrial uses shall conform to 2010 air
quality standards or better. Results,
including backup data shall be reported to
the Planning Department semi-annually.*

See analysis in Disposition of Construction Measure 5,
above. In response to the comment, the Project is
requiring that all tenants apply for funding to retrofit
their trucks if they will be older than 2007, as stated in
MM Air 10.

10% of the truck fleets for any industrial
uses shall be 2010 model compliant upon
Project opening, and increase that
percentage at least 20% per year until 100
%of trucks operating onsite are 2010
complant.*

This measure would not mitigate the Project’s
operational air quality impacts. 2010 engine standards
regulate PM and NOy emissions. As shown on Tables
5.3-H and 5.3-l, the Project’s operational PM-10
emissions would be 1,000.65 pounds (Ib) per day
(summer) and 1,000.92 Ib/day (winter), which far
exceed the threshold of 150 Ib/day. Similarly,
operational NOy pollutant emissions would be 2,538.60
Ib/day (summer) and 2,697.85 Ib/day (winter), which
also exceeds the threshold of 55 lb/day.
Implementation of 2010 engine standards is expected to
result in PM decreases of approximately 62% and NOy
decreases of 63% for running emissions, and would not
eliminate the Project’s significant operational air quality
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impact.34 Therefore, because the measure would not
reduce Project impacts to less than significant levels,
CEQA does not require the incorporation of mitigation
measures to address those activities. (See Public
Resources Code §21100(b)(3), CEQA Guidelines
§15126.4(a)(3).)

8. Install catalytic converters on gasoline- See Disposition of Construction Measure 8, above.
powered equipment*
9. Where diesel powered vehicles are See Disposition of Construction Measure 9, above.
necessary, require the use of alternative
diesel fuels. Alternative diesel fuels exist
that achieve PM10 and NOx reductions.
PuriNOx is an alternative diesel formulation
that was verified by CARB on January 31,
2001 as achieving a 14% reduction in NOx
and a 63% reduction in PM10 compared to
CARB diesel. It can be used in any direct-
injection, heavy-duty compression ignition
engine and is compatible with existing
engines and existing storage, distribution,
and vehicle fueling facilities. Operational
experience indicates little or no difference
in performance and startup time, no
discernible operational differences, no
increased engine noise, and significantly
reduced visible smoke.
10. Electrical powered equipment should be MM Air 9 and MM Noise 5 already meet this
utilized in-lieu of gasoline-powered engines | requirement. It states, in full: “Service equipment (i.e.,
where technically feasible.* forklifts) used within the site shall be electric or
compressed natural gas-powered.” Similarly, MM Noise
5 provides that “To minimize or eliminate motor-derived
noise from construction equipment, contractors shall
utilize construction equipment that either uses
alternative fuels (such as natural gas or propane), or
electricity, where practical and feasible.”
11. Utilize electrical equipment for landscape The Project already complies with this suggested

maintenance. Prohibit gas powered
equipment for landscape maintenance.*

mitigation measure. The Project promotes the use of
electrical landscape equipment by installing electrical
outlets on exterior walls of Project structures (PDF 5.7-
10). Moreover, the use of electrical landscaping
equipment would not appreciably reduce the
operational air quality emissions of the Project, and

** The estimated reduction from 2010 engines was estimated by comparing the annual emission factors of the heavy duty
diesel trucks for PM-10 and NOy from CalEEMod (version 2013.2.2) for the year 2023 (when full implementation of the CARB
Truck and Bus Rule occurs) to the emission factors contained in the Project’s CalEEMod runs in 2017. The emission factors in
2017 are 0.26 grams/vehicle mile traveled (g/VMT) and 5.92 g/VMT for PM-10 and NOy, respectively. The emission factors in
2023 are 0.10 g/VMT and 2.18 g/VMT for PM-10 and NOy, respectively.
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therefore is not required by CEQA. (See Public Resources
Code § 21100(b)(3), CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(3).)
As stated in the DEIR, landscaping emissions were
negligible and reported at zero (DEIR, p. 5.3-25).

12. Utilize electric yard trucks.* See Response to Comment B-22, above. Yard trucks are
used in moving trailers and containers short distances
around freight terminals, port facilities, warehouses, and
other facilities. Given the loading area configuration at
the Project’s warehouse buildings, there is no
demonstrable need for yard trucks. Thus, the measure is
not applicable.

13. Prohibit idling of trucks for periods MM Air 7 will be modified to prohibit idling in excess of
exceeding three minutes.* three minutes, as shown below:

MM Air 7: Signage will be posted prohibiting all on-site

truck idling in excess of three five minutes.

14. All operators of the Project shall provide The Project will support the use of electrical vehicle
electrical vehicle (“EV”) and compressed (“EV"), compressed natural gas (“CNG”) vehicles, as well
natural gas (“CNG”) vehicles in vehicle as other low-emitting gasoline or alternative-fuel
fleets.* vehicles. SCAQMD Rules 1191 and 1197 require public

fleet operators within the Basin to acquire low-emitting
gasoline or alternative-fuel vehicles to reduce emissions.
Additionally, the Specific Plan allows for the
development of alternative fuel infrastructure to
accommodate market demands. Additionally, PDF 5.7-8
requires the provision of electric charging stations on
Project site in order to accommodate alternative fueling
needs. Finally, Alternative 3, as evaluated in DEIR
section 8 (Alternatives to the Proposed Project), includes
individual CNG and/or LNG fueling stations for
equipment used at one or more of the industrial
buildings. This Alternative 3 also contemplates the
inclusion of a single CNG and LNG fueling station within
the industrial area.

15. Implement parking fee for single- The City does not charge parking fees for single-

occupancy vehicle commuters. * occupancy vehicles on private property or elsewhere
and the City doesn't have the available resources to
collect parking fees on streets and private parking lots;
therefore, this measure is legally and technically
infeasible. Additionally, within Riverside County
employees of private development do not typically pay
to park as they would in other counties or cities like Los
Angeles so to institute such a program would make the
Project non-competitive. Moreover, during this time of
economic crisis and widespread unemployment within
Riverside County, penalizing local workers by fining them
for driving to work makes this measure infeasible from
both a legal and social perspective.

16. Charge reduced or no parking fee for EVs The Project already complies with this suggested
and CNG vehicles.* mitigation measure. No parking fee would be charged
for EVs and CNG vehicles.
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17. Install EV charging facilities for a minimum
of 10% of all parking spaces.*

The Project already complies with this suggested
mitigation measure. PDF 5.7-8 requires the installation
of EV charging stations within the Project. The number
of charging stations built will be dictated by the needs of
site users which are currently unknown, however.

18. Install a CNG fueling facility.*

The Project already complies with this suggested
mitigation measure. The Specific Plan allows for the
development of alternative fuel infrastructure to
accommodate market demands. Additionally,
Alternative 3, as evaluated in DEIR section 8
(Alternatives to the Proposed Project), includes
individual CNG and/or LNG fueling stations for
equipment used at one or more of the industrial
buildings. This Alternative 3 also contemplates the
inclusion of a single CNG and LNG fueling station within
the industrial area.

19. Provide preferential parking locations for
EVs and CNG vehicles.*

The Project already complies with this suggested
mitigation measure. PDF 5.7-9 requires the Project to
provide preferential parking for EV, CNG,
carpool/vanpool, and rideshare vehicles. The Project will
also comply with the requirements set forth in the
CalGreen code.

20. Plant shade trees in parking lots to provide
minimum 50% cover to reduce evaporative
emissions from parked vehicles.*

In accordance with City of Eastvale Zoning Code Section
5.4(A), all parking lots with more than 50 parking stalls
(including the Project) shall provide, at a minimum, 50%
shade.

21. Plant at least 50 percent low-ozone
forming potential (Low-OFP) trees and
shrubs, preferably native, drought-resistant
species, to meet city/county landscaping
requirements.*

Contrary to the commenter’s claim, the provision of at
least 50 percent of low-ozone forming potential trees
and shrubs is not a part of City requirements. The City
and the State’s CalGreen code do require the use of
native and drought-tolerant vegetation, however, which
the Project will comply with. In addition, the following
PDF will be added to the FEIR in response to this
comment:

PDF 5.7-16 Approximately 50 percent or more of
the trees and screening shrubs used in the landscaping
for the Project will have Low Ozone-Forming Potential
(Low-OFP) or Moderate OFP. Other trees and shrubs
listed on the Specific Plan plant palette may be used for
the remaining 50 percent.

Further, as stated above in Disposition of Operation
Measure 20, all parking lots with more than 50 stalls will
be required to provide a minimum of 50% shade. In
urban areas, increased tree cover can lower overall VOC
emissions and consequently ozone levels because VOC
emissions are temperature dependent and trees
generally lower air temperatures.35 Further, increasing

* http://www.fs.fed.us/ccrc/topics/urban-forests/docs/Nowak Trees%20for%20air%20quality.pdf
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parking lot tree shade from 8% to 50% could only reduce
passenger car VOC evaporative emissions by 2% and NOy
emissions by less than 1% in Sacramento County, a
similar, hot inland urban area.’® Such a reduction would
not eliminate any of the Project’s significant air quality
impacts.

22. Plant Low-OFP, native, drought-resistant, Appendix A, Plant Palette, of the Specific Plan already
tree and shrub species, 20% in excess of includes plantings around internal roadways, sidewalks,
that already required by city or county and entrances. See response to Disposition of Operation
ordinance. Consider roadside, sidewalk, Measure 21, above.
and driveway shading.*

23. Orient 75 percent or more of buildings to The Project already complies with this suggested
face either north or south (within 30 mitigation measure. As stated on page 5.7-23 of the
degrees of N/S) and plant trees and shrubs | DEIR, PDF 5.7.12 requires the use of passive solar design
that shed their leaves in winter nearer to (e.g., by orienting buildings and incorporating
these structures to maximize shade to the landscaping in order to maximize passive solar heating
building during the summer and allow during cool seasons, minimize solar heat gain during hot
sunlight to strike the building during the seasons, and enhance natural ventilation). Project
winter months.* buildings must also be designed to take advantage of

sunlight, per PDF 5.7.12.

24. Provide grass paving, tree shading, or The Project already complies with this suggested
reflective surface for unshaded parking lot mitigation measure. It will comply with the City of
areas, driveways, or fire lanes that reduce Eastvale Zoning Code Section 5.4.E, which requires:
standard black asphalt paving by 10% or
more.* No. of Parking % of Parking Area To

Spaces Be Shaded

05 - 24 spaces 30% minimum

25 - 49 spaces 40% minimum

50+ spaces 50% minimum
Additionally, all loading areas for the warehouse uses
will be concrete, thereby reducing the use of black
asphalt. Grass paving is impractical for large commercial
and industrial uses such as this, and would significantly
increase water consumption.

25. Implement parking cash-out program for See response to Disposition of Operation Measure 15
non-driving employees.* above. This measure is inapplicable to the Project

because parking cash-out programs apply to employers
that provide subsidized parking to employees. The
Project will not include subsidized parking.
26. Require each user to establish a carpool/ The Project already complies with this suggested
vanpool program* mitigation measure. PDF 5.7-9 requires preferential
parking spaces for carpool/vanpool vehicles.
Additionally, MM GHG 7 requires the applicants to
encourage the use of alternative transportation
methods, which include bus transit, carpool, vanpool,
and car- and ride-sharing.
* 1bid.
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27.

Provide subsidies or incentives to
employees who use public transit or
carpooling, including preferential parking.*

The Project already complies with this suggested
mitigation measure. PDF 5.7-9 requires the provision of
preferential parking as an incentive for
carpools/vanpools as indicated in the proposed
measure.

28.

Provide secure, weather protected bicycle
parking for employees.*

The Project already complies with this suggested
mitigation measure. Secure bicycle parking is provided
in accordance with PDF 5.7-11 and requirements of the
CalGreen code and the Eastvale Zoning Code.
Additionally, the Project will be LEED certified (PDF 5.7-
3), which includes options for secure bicycle storage
and/or storage.

29.

Provide direct, safe, attractive pedestrian
access from project to transit stops and
adjacent development.*

The Project already complies with this suggested
mitigation measure. Development of the Project site
already includes extensive sidewalks and street
improvements, thereby encouraging a non-motorized
mode of transportation. Toward that end, PDF 5.7.11
requires the installation of pedestrian and bicycle
facilities within the Project and the
maintenance/enhancement of existing non-motorized
routes. The right-of-way, landscape design and building
setbacks along Hamner Avenue are intended to allow
for future bus turn-out lanes. Further, the design of
Bellegrave Avenue also allows for bus turn-outs and
shelters. If RTA bus service is extended to the Project
site, bus stops and route(s) could be utilized by
employees and customers to the Project site.

30.

Provide direct safe, direct bicycle access to
adjacent bicycle routes.*

The suggested mitigation measure is inapplicable as
there are no existing or designated bicycle routes
adjacent to the Project site. However, Specific Plan
Figure 2-3, Conceptual Non-Motorized Mobility Plan,
provides internal bicycle paths and facilities along
Bellegrave Avenue to provide safe and direct access to
the site.

31.

Provide showers and lockers for employees
bicycling or walking to work.*

The provision of showers and lockers for employees
bicycling or walking to work would not address any of
the Project’s significant environmental impacts and
therefore is not required to be incorporated into the
Project. (See Public Resources Code §21100(b)(3), CEQA
Guidelines §15126.4(a)(3).) However, as stated in PDF
5.7-3, the Project will be LEED certified. Providing bicycle
storage and changing rooms is an option on the LEED
point system. Therefore, if it is determined to be
practical, this measure will be implemented during the
LEED certification process.

32.

Short-term bicycle parking for retail
customers and other non-commute trips.*

The Project already complies with this suggested
mitigation measure. Secure bicycle parking is provided
in accordance with PDF 5.7-11 and requirements of the
CalGreen code and the Eastvale Zoning Code.
Additionally, the Project will be LEED certified (PDF 5.7-
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3), which includes options for secure bicycle storage
and/or storage.

33.

Connect bicycle lanes/paths to city-wide
network.*

See response to Disposition of Operation Measure 30,
above.

34.

Design and locate buildings to facilitate
transit access, e.g., locate building
entrances near transit stops, eliminate
building setbacks, etc.*

The Project location and proposed circulation facilitates
transit access through PDF 5.7-11 which provides
pedestrian and bicycle facilities The nearest bus stop is
approximately 0.5 miles south of the site on Hamner
Avenue, which is easily accessible by bicycle. Although
the design and location of the building within the non-
industrial area is unknown, it will adhere to the same
PDF and the Non-Motorized Mobility Plan contained in
the Specific Plan.

35.

Construct transit facilities such as bus
turnouts/bus bulbs, benches, shelters,
etc.*

See response to Disposition of Operation Measure 29,
above. No transit stop is currently planned for the
Project site. However, as further development occurs,
the RTA could provide service directly to the Project site
which could be utilized by employees and by customers
to the commercial-retail development in order to
reduce their reliance upon the automobile. The right of
way, landscape design and building setbacks along
Hamner Road are intended to allow for future bus turn-
out lanes. Further, the design of Bellegrave Avenue also
allows for bus turn-outs and shelters.

36.

Provide a display case or kiosk displaying
transportation information in a prominent
area accessible to employees or residents.

See response to Disposition of Operation Measure 26,
above. MM GHG 7 requires the applicants to encourage
the use of alternative transportation methods, which
include bus transit, carpool, vanpool, and car- and ride-
sharing. The manner in which applicants are to
encourage alternative transportation methods may
include a display case, kiosk, electronic communication,
or other equivalent means of communication.

37.

Provide shuttle service to food service
establishments/commercial areas.*

The proposed Project already includes features that are
equivalent to the suggested mitigation measure. The
proposed Project includes commercial and retail uses
which can include food services thereby reducing the
need for employees to leave the site. Also, existing
restaurants and food service is available in the Project
area within approximately one mile of the site (south of
Bellegrave Avenue).

38.

Provide shuttle service to transit stations /
multimodal centers*

Providing local shuttles to transit stations is estimated to
reduce GHG and criteria pollutant emissions between
0.02 and 2.5% when paired with other measures for
increasing transit service frequency/speed and providing
bike parking near transit (CAPCOA 2010, Quantifying
Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures). Thus, this
measure would not reduce Project impacts to less than
significant levels and CEQA does not require the
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incorporation of mitigation measures to address those
activities. (See Public Resources Code § 21100(b)(3);
CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(3).)

39.

Provide on-site child care or contribute off-
site child care within walking distance. *

This measure would place sensitive receptors within the
Project and would result in additional impacts that were
not evaluated in the DEIR. In addition, it would not
address any of the Project’s significant environmental
impacts and therefore is not required to be incorporated
into the Project. (See Public Resources Code
§21100(b)(3), CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(3).)

40.

Implement a compressed workweek
schedule. *

The suggested mitigation measure is facially infeasible.
The Project is a mixed-use development comprised of
industrial, commercial-retail, and business park uses.
Implementation of telecommuting, or compressed work
schedules is not appropriate because these types of jobs
require a regular physical presence or the maintenance
of business hours. Furthermore, the Project’s tenants
are unknown at this time as are their hours of operation.

41.

Implement home-based telecommuting
program, alternate work schedules, and
satellite work centers. *

The suggested mitigation measure is facially infeasible.
See response to Disposition of Operation Measure 40,
above.

42.

All buildings shall be constructed to LEED
Platinum standards.*

As identified in PDF 5.7-3, the Project will be designed to
achieve the standards for LEED certified buildings. LEED
Platinum standards are the highest rating in the LEED
certification and are granted by the U.S. Green Building
Council. To require LEED Platinum standards for this
Project would be arbitrary, as meeting those standards
would not appreciably mitigate the Project’s air quality
impacts and therefore are not required to be
incorporated into the Project. (See Public Resources
Code §21100(b)(3), CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(3).).

43.

Design buildings for passive heating and
cooling and natural light, including building
orientation, proper orientation and
placement of windows, overhangs,
skylights, etc.*

The Project already incorporates this mitigation
measure. PDF 5.7-12 requires the Project to use passive
solar design (e.g., through building orientation, the
incorporation of landscaping to maximize passive solar
heating during cool seasons and to minimize solar heat
gain during hot seasons, and through enhanced natural
ventilation.) PDF 5.7-12 also requires that buildings be
designed to take advantage of sunlight.

44,

Construct photovoltaic solar or alternative
renewable energy sources sufficient to
provide 100% of all electrical usage for the
entire Project.*

See Response to Comment B-44.

45.

Install an ozone destruction catalyst on all
air conditioning systems.*

The proposed mitigation measure is partially
inapplicable, and partially infeasible. Ozone destruction
systems have three applications, two of which relate to
air conditioning systems and the third application is for
indoor applications such as laboratory or testing
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situations.

Ozone destruction systems for indoor applications such
as laboratory or testing situations are speculative to
consider because tenants and end users of the Specific
Plan are unknown.” Further, the use of indoor ozone
destruction catalysts would not reduce ambient outdoor
ozone concentrations because they are used to reduce
indoor ozone concentrations.

In addition, neither of the two air conditioning
applications is applicable or feasible for the Project to
implement. The first relates to automotive
applications.38 As stated in Disposition of Operation
Measure 6, above, the Specific Plan does not have any
known tenants. Future tenants are unknown, as are the
vendors of future tenants, and it is also unknown if
these future tenants would have any control over the
fleet of trucks servicing the business. Similarly, no future
tenants will have control over the vehicles driven by
employees or customers. It is therefore infeasible to
require the future tenants (and their employees) to
install this technology on their personal vehicles.

The second air conditioning application is for stationary
air conditioning systems and is an outdated technology.
In 1999, the SCAQMD adopted the 1999 Amendment to
the 1997 AQMP** (also referred to as the 1997 Ozone
SIP Revision). This 1999 Amendment included a control
measure that described an ozone destruction catalyst-
surface coating for stationary air conditioning units;
however, there was no data provided as to the efficiency
and/or cost effectiveness of the technology. This
measure also did not include an implementation
timeline. This measure was never implemented and was
omitted from the 2007 AQMP, the plan that preceded
the current 2012 AQMP. Thus, It was also not included
in the 2012 AQMP. Further, after contacting the
suggested manufacturer, PremAir,40 it was found that
the technology was never fully implemented for
stationary sources and the project was abandoned
within the company. Therefore, the proposed mitigation

* The third application of ozone destruction catalysts are in an indoor setting such as a laboratory chamber where ozone will
negatively affect a test or process or where excess ozone is a by-product of an ozone process and needs to be removed to
maintain human health (http://www.ozonesolutions.com/Ozone Destruct Information FAQ.html).

%8 http://www.basf.com/group/corporate/en/brand/PREMAIR_AUTOMOTIVE CATALYSTS

% http://www.agmd.gov/agmp/Final Amendment.pdf

* Email communication with BASF staff, Mike Durilla, Product & Applications Development Manager, Stationary Source on
February 22, 2012.
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measure is not commercially available and thus is
infeasible to implement.

46. Construct renewable energy sources See Response to Comment B-44. .
sufficient to offset the equivalent of 100%
of all greenhouse gas emissions from
mobile sources (internal combustion
engines) for the entire Project. *

47. Purchase only green/renewable power The suggested mitigation measure is technically and

from the electric company.* practically infeasible. Given that the Project’s electricity
provider (Southern California Edison) generates
electricity off-site from a variety of sources.

48. Install solar water heating systems to The suggested mitigation measure would not mitigate

generate all hot water requirements.* Project impacts. As it pertains to air quality, pollutant
emissions related to natural gas consumption used for
space and water heating make up a fraction of a percent
of the total operational emissions shown in Tables 5.3-H
and 5.3-1. Regarding GHG emissions, the total Project’s
energy usage is only 3.7% of total Project emissions in
2020 (Table 5.7-R). Thus, even a 100% reduction in all
energy-related emissions from the Project would not
result in the Project meeting the AB 32 reduction target.
Because the measure would not reduce Project impacts
to less than significant levels, CEQA does not require the
incorporation of mitigation measures to address those
activities. (See Public Resources Code §21100(b)(3),
CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(3).)

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment
Response to Comment B-24:

In September 2013, the CalEnviroScreen tool was updated. *'This update included both a report and a
mapping tool that provides more precise calculations within each zip code. The Project site is within zip
code 91752. The results of the mapping application indicate the site has a CalEnviroScreen 1.1 score of
33.24 out of 100 and is in the 81 to 90 percentile range, which is slightly less than that previously
reported in the DEIR.

However, these results are not directly applicable to a CEQA analysis, as acknowledged in the report
(CalEnviroScreen, p. iii):

Additionally, the CalEnviroScreen scoring results are not directly applicable to the cumulative
impacts analysis required under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The statutory
definition of "cumulative impacts" contained in CEQA is substantially different than the working
definition of "cumulative impacts" used to guide the development of this tool. Therefore, the
information provided by this tool cannot be used as a substitute for an analysis of the cumulative
impacts of any specific project for which an environmental review is required by CEQA.

4 http://www.oehha.ca.gov/ej/pdf/CalEnviroscreenVerllreport.pdf
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Moreover, CalEnviroScreen assesses environmental factors and effects on a regional or
community-wide basis and cannot be used in lieu of performing an analysis of the potentially
significant impacts of any specific project. Accordingly, a lead agency must determine
independently whether a proposed project's impacts may be significant under CEQA based on the
evidence before it, using its own discretion and judgment. The tool's results are not a substitute
for this required analysis. Also, this tool considers some social, health, and economic factors that
may not be relevant when doing an analysis under CEQA. Finally, as mentioned above, the tool’s
output should not be used as a focused risk assessment of a given community or site. It cannot
predict or quantify specific health risks or effects associated with cumulative exposures identified
for a given community or individual.

As stated on page 5.3-9 of the DEIR, Cal EPA definition of cumulative impacts is:

Cumulative impacts means exposures, public health or environmental effects from the
combined emissions and discharges, in a geographic area, including environmental pollution
from all sources, whether single or multi-media, routinely, accidentally, or otherwise released.
Impacts will take into account sensitive populations and socioeconomic factors, where
applicable and to the extent data are available.

Under CEQA, an analysis of environmental justice is not required. Pursuant to several prior Presidential
Executive Orders issued under the authority of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, an analysis of
environmental justice is a required element of environmental review under the National Environmental
Policy Act (“NEPA”). NEPA requires that federal agencies consider environmental justice as well as other
social impacts in their NEPA documents. (See United States Code, tit. 42, §§ 4331(a), 4342, 4344.) Here,
however, NEPA is inapplicable. Instead, this Project is subject to environmental analysis pursuant to the

requirements of CEQA.

In contrast to NEPA, CEQA review requires that lead agencies focus on a project’s potentially significant
adverse impacts to the physical environment. “Evidence of economic and social impacts that do not
contribute to or are not caused by physical changes in the environment is not substantial evidence that
the project may have a significant effect on the environment.” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14 [“State CEQA
Guidelines”], § 15064(f)(6).) Indeed, the California Supreme Court has explained that, “[a]n EIR is to
disclose and analyze the direct and the reasonably foreseeable indirect environmental impacts of a
proposed project if they are significant.... Economic and social impacts of proposed projects, therefore,
are outside CEQA's purview.” (Anderson First Coalition v. City of Anderson (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1173,
1182 [citing State CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.2, 15064(d)(3)] [emphasis in original].) Accordingly, it is
only “[w]hen there is evidence ... that economic and social effects caused by a project ... could result in a
reasonably foreseeable indirect environmental impact, such as urban decay or deterioration, then the
CEQA lead agency is obligated to assess this indirect environmental impact.” (/bid.)

Here, there is no evidence that the Project will result in environmental justice impacts or social effects
that will give rise to physical impacts on the environment. Although the DEIR acknowledges and
discloses potentially significant air quality impacts, and prepared a health risk analysis, those are
physical impacts on the environment and there is no evidence of social injustice or economic impacts
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giving rise to further physical environmental effects. No new environmental issues have been raised by
this comment.

Response to Comment B-25:

Although a 130-room hotel is a potential use that would be allowed under the Goodman Commerce
Center at Eastvale Specific Plan , the SCAQMD does not define hotels as sensitive receptor. SCAQMD
defines sensitive receptors as residences, schools, playgrounds, child-care centers, convalescent centers,
retirement homes, and athletic fields (SCAQMD 1993, p. 1-2). Further, hotels typically have limited
access to open windows and rely heavily on ventilation systems (HVAC) that reduce particulate matter
concentrations through the filtration process. The DEIR conducted a thorough analysis of the impacts
of the Project’s air emissions on sensitive receptors, including a health risk assessment. See DEIR at pp.
5.3-32 to 5.3-34. No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment requiring new studies
or recirculation of the DEIR.

Response to Comment B-26:

As shown in Table 1 and Table 3 of the Project-specific Health Risk Assessment (HRA), Bellegrave Avenue
south of the Project site was evaluated; however, the Project-specific Traffic Impact Analysis did not
allocate any truck trips this roadway segment because Bellegrave Avenue does not have freeway access
nor is there a connection to the internal Project roads from Bellegrave Avenue. This Project design
feature (PDF) is evidenced in PDF-5.3-3, listed on page 5.3-18 of the DEIR. Further, as noted in the HRA,
freeways DPM emissions are not included in the receptor grid for Project-specific HRA’s because DPM
emissions from the adjacent freeway would far outweigh any emissions created by Project-generated
truck traffic (HRA, p. 15). The comment also references attachments related to health risk and land use
siting. See the Johnson & Sedlack Attachment Summary (Response to Attachments, located below
Response to Comment B-57) for responses. No new environmental issues have been raised by this
comment.

Response to Comment B-27:

See Response to Comment B-25, above. The potential hotel is not considered a sensitive receptor.

Response to Comment B-28:

As discussed on page 5.4-16 of the DEIR, the City of Eastvale is a permittee of the Western Riverside
County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The MSHCP is a comprehensive, multi-
jurisdictional Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the federal Endangered
Species Act of 1973, as well as a Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) under the State NCCP
Act of 2001. The overall biological goal of the MSHCP is to conserve covered species and their habitats,
as well as maintain biological diversity and ecological processes while allowing for future economic
growth within a rapidly urbanizing region. The MSHCP includes a program for the collection of
development mitigation fees, policies for the review of projects in areas where habitat must be
conserved and policies for the protection of riparian areas, vernal pools, and narrow endemic plants. It
also includes a program for performing plant, bird, reptile, and mammal surveys as well as policies for
the protection of these species if found. The intent of the MSHCP is to ensure the survival of a range of
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plants and animals and avoid the cost and delays of mitigating biological impacts on a project-by-project
basis. It would allow the incidental take (for development purposes) of currently listed species and their
habitat from development. It would also allow the incidental take of species that might be listed in the
future.

As outlined in Section 6.1.1 (Volume 1, Section 6, p. 6-2) of the MSHCP, “Payment of the mitigation fee
and compliance with the requirements of Section 6.0 are intended to provide full mitigation under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Federal
Endangered Species Act, and California Endangered Species Act for impacts to the species and habitats
covered by the MSHCP pursuant to agreements with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the California
Department of Fish and Game and /or any other appropriate participating regulatory agencies and as set
forth in the Implementing Agreement for the MSHCP.” (DEIR page 5.4-22 and -23) Section 6.3.2,
Additional Survey Needs and Procedures of the MSHCP, indicates “A complete summary of all MSHCP
species survey requirements is provided in Appendix E to this document” (Volume I, Section 6, p. 6-2).

The pre-construction survey requirements for burrowing owl are outlined under Species-Specific
Conservation Objective 6 for burrowing owl (Appendix E, p. E-12) as follows: “Pre-construction
presence/absence surveys for burrowing owl within the survey area where suitable habitat is present
will be conducted for all Covered Activities through the life of the permit. Surveys will be conducted
within 30 days prior to disturbance. Take of active nests will be avoided. Passive relocation (use of one
way doors and collapse of burrows) will occur when owls are present outside of the nesting season.”

Thus, MM Bio 1 is consistent with burrowing owls Objective 6 of the MSHCP and compliance with
Section 6 of the MSHCP and payment of the MSHCP mitigation fees provides full mitigation under CEQA.
MM Bio 1 is not vague and unenforceable. Rather it is specific, as it outlines who, what, when, why,
where as follows 1) who: the survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist; 2) what: a pre-
construction presence/absence survey for burrowing owls; 3) when: within 30 days prior to
commencement of grading and construction activities, if ground disturbing activities are delayed or
suspended for more than 30 days after the pre-construction survey, the site shall be resurveyed for owls
(which is actually more specific than Objective 6); 4) where: the project site. The mitigation measure is
enforceable by the City through requiring submittal of a report documenting the findings of the pre-
construction presence/absence survey. Thus, as written, MM Bio 1 is not vague, nor unenforceable. And
as outlined on page 5.4-21 of the DEIR, focused surveys for the burrowing owl were conducted and none
were found on the project site. However, due to the dispersal nature of the burrowing owl, there is a
possibility to that they could occupy the site prior to commencement of project construction. The pre-
construction presence/absence survey is a precautionary measure to make sure if any burrowing owls
begin to occupy the site before construction start that appropriate additional measures are taken. It
was determined in the DEIR (p. 5.4-21) that with implementation of mitigation measures MM Bio 1
potential impacts to burrowing owl are reduced to less than significant levels.

Further, the commenter is recommending additions to the mitigation measure that are not consistent
with the MSHCP burrowing owl Objective 6. For example, under the 3" pullet a breeding season
between February 1 and September 15 is referenced. The Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions for the
Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan Area (3/29/06,
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http://www.rctima.org/epd/documents/survey protocols/burrowing owl! survey instructions.pdf)

indicates a breeding season of March 1 to August 31. In addition, under the 4™ bullet reference to the
presence of three or more mating pairs is made. Three pairs or more of burrowing owls does not relate
to pre-construction burrowing owl surveys (Objective 6), rather Objective 5 for burrowing owl which
relates to focused nesting season surveys that are to be conducted as part of the project review process
for public and private projects (MSHCP Appendix E, p. E-11). Objective 5 was accomplished through the
Focused Western Burrowing Owl Survey conducted in August 2012 (Report dated September 25, 2012)
in which no owls were found.

As outlined above, implementation of mitigation measure MM Bio 1 was determined in the DEIR to
reduce potential impacts to burrowing owls to less than significant levels, if they occupy the site prior to
construction start. MM Bio 1 is not vague as it outlines who, what, when, why and where and is not
unenforceable as enforcement is achieved by the City requiring and approving a report that presents the
findings of a pre-construction presence/absence survey. MM Bio 1 will not be revised to be inconsistent
with MSHCP Species-Specific Conservation Objectives for burrowing owl. No new environmental issues
have been raised by this comment and no modification of the DEIR is required.

Response to Comment B-29 through B-35:

Comment B-29 identifies a 2012 CDFW study on burrowing owls, and comments B-30 through B-34
provide a partial listing of some of the mitigation measures that were identified in the 2012 CDFW study.
It is correct that the State of California, Natural Resources Agency, Department of Fish and Game (now
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife) issued a Staff Report On Burrowing Owl Mitigation on
March 7, 2012 that replaces the Department of Fish and Game 1995 Staff Report on Burrowing Owl
Mitigation. However, as the City of Eastvale is a permittee of the MSHCP, the Burrowing Owl Survey
Instructions for the Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan Area (3/29/06) are to
be followed for projects approved by the City. As outlined on page 6 of the Focused Western Burrowing
Owl Survey Report (9/25/12), the MSHCP 2006 Survey Instructions were followed. The Burrowing Owl
Survey Instructions for MSHCP did not change, nor were replaced with issuance of the 2012 Staff Report
On Burrowing Owl Mitigation by CDFG*. All permittees of the MSHCP are to continue to follow the
MSHCP 2006 Survey Instructions. As outlined above under Response to comment B-28, the Project is in
compliance with the MSHCP which provides full mitigation under CEQA. With implementation of MM
Bio 1 potential impacts to burrowing owl are reduced to less than significant levels. No additional
mitigation is required to achieve less than significant levels of impacts to burrowing owls or to achieve
compliance with the MSHCP. No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no
modification of the DEIR is required.

Response to Comment B-36 and B-37:

As outlined in the DEIR (p. 5.4-17 to -18) the MSHCP establishes “Criteria Area” boundaries in order to
facilitate the process by which properties are evaluated for inclusion in the MSHCP Conservation Area.
The Criteria Area is an area significantly larger than what may be needed for inclusion in the MSHCP

*2 personal communication with Stephanie Standerfer, Senior Project Manager, Dudek, contract staff to the
Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority on May 2, 2013.
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Conservation Area, within which property will be evaluated using MSHCP Conservation Criteria. The
Criteria Area is an analytical tool which assists in determining which properties to evaluate for
acquisition and conservation under the MSHCP. The northern portion of the Project site is located within
MSHCP Criteria Area Cell 168 of Sub Unit 3: Delhi Sands Area.

Pursuant to the provisions of the MSHCP, all discretionary development projects within a Criteria Area
are to be reviewed for compliance with the “Property Owner Initiated Habitat Evaluation and
Acquisition Negotiation Strategy” (HANS) process or equivalent process. The HANS process, “ensures
that an early determination will be made of what properties are needed for the MSHCP Conservation
Area, that the owners of property needed for the MSHCP Conservation Area are compensated, and that
owners of land not needed for the MSHCP Conservation Area shall receive Take Authorization of
Covered Species Adequately Conserved through the Permits issued to the County and Cities pursuant to
the MSHCP.” The HANS process has been completed for the Project site as part of the process
undertaken for adoption of The Resort Specific Plan No. 335, the current land use entitlement for the
Project site.

The Final Environmental Impact Report No. 465 (SCH No. 2003121166) for The Resort Specific Plan No.
335, certified October, 2005 (FEIR 465) was previously prepared for the Project site, and discussed the
HANS process that was conducted for the entire Project site as well as the supporting studies prepared
in compliance with the MSHCP requirements. The application was submitted to the Riverside County
Planning Department on February 10, 2004 with required supporting documentation. This application
(HANS #385) and documentation was reviewed by the County team and it was determined that no
additional conservation on the site would be required for compliance with the MSHCP. The County’s
HANS determination was submitted to the Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority
(RCA) for its Joint Project Review (JPR).

The HANS process is to determine what portions of a property, if any, are to be conserved. The
determination of what needs to be conserved is based on the individual Cell Criteria which is the
description of the types of habitat within the Cell that are targeted to be conserved and any connectivity
with habitat in adjacent Criteria Cells or Cell Groups. Therefore, the Cell Criteria, i.e., what is targeted for
conservation relates to the property within the Cell and the habitat that occurs on that property, not to
the type of project that is proposed on the property. Therefore, the HANS and JPR that was prepared for
the previous entitlements relate to the property and not the proposed project. A current habitat
assessment (2001, revised 2013) and focused burrowing owl survey (2012) were completed in
accordance with the MSHCP and confirm that the site conditions, including the site conditions and lack
of habitat targeted for conservation, have not changed since the HANS and JPR were completed for the
previous entitlements. Therefore, it is appropriate to utilize the HANS and JPR used for SP 335 and EIR
465 to support the findings in this EIR. The analysis contained in Section 5.4, Biological Resources of this
EIR contains a thorough review of how the proposed project complies with all applicable sections of the
MSHCP, including Sections 6.1.2 (Protection of Species within Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools),
6.1.3 (Protection of Narrow Endemic Plant Species), and, 6.3.2 (Additional Survey Needs and
Procedures) that is based on substantial evidence in the record, the General Habitat Assessment
prepared by Ecological Sciences, Inc., dated March 16, 2013 (ESI(a)) and the Focused Western Burrowing
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Owl Survey prepared by Ecological Sciences, Inc., dated September 25, 2012 (ESI(b)), which are
contained in their entirety as Appendix C of this EIR. No new environmental issues have been raised by
this comment and no modification of the DEIR is required.

Response to Comment B-38:

The commenter incorrectly states that most of the biological surveys and evaluations of the Project site
were completed in 2011. As outlined in the DEIR on page 5.4-1, “The following discussion includes a
summary of the General Habitat Assessment prepared by Ecological Sciences, Inc., dated March 16,
2013 (ESI(a)) and the Focused Western Burrowing Owl Survey prepared by Ecological Sciences, Inc.,
dated September 25, 2012 (ESI(b)). These reports are contained in their entirety as Appendix C of this
document.”

Additional references utilized in this section of the EIR are included on page 5.4-26 as follows:

“The following references were used in the preparation of this section of the DEIR:

DEIR 512 County of Riverside, Draft Environmental Impact Report No. 512 for
Thoroughbred Farm Specific Plan No. 376 (SCH No. 2008051007), March 2011.
(Available at County of Riverside.)

ESl(a) Ecological Sciences, Inc., General Habitat Assessment 205-acre Goodman
Commerce Center at Eastvale, March 16, 2013. (Appendix C)

ESI(b) Ecological Sciences, Inc., Focused Western Burrowing Owl Survey (Athene
cunicularia hypugea) 174-acre Eastvale Commerce Center, September 25, 2012.
(Appendix C)

FEIR 465 County of Riverside, Final Environmental Impact Report No. 465 for The Resort

Specific Plan No. 335, (SCH No. 2003121166), October 2005. (Available at
County of Riverside.)

MSHCP County of Riverside, Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan, adopted June 17, 2003. (Available at
http://www.rctima.org/planning/, accessed August 1, 2011.)

RCA Regional Conservation Authority, Western Riverside County MSHCP Mitigation
Fees, Fiscal Year 2011-2012 Fees, July 2, 2011. (Available at http://www.wrc-
rca.org/Fees/Fee%20Schedule%202011-2012.pdf, accessed August 1, 2011.)

Thus, the site specific reports and evaluations were prepared in 2012 and 2013. No new environmental
issues have been raised by this comment and no modification of the DEIR is required.

Response to Comment B-39:

Commenter suggests that MM Paleo 2, which requires the preparation and approval of a Paleontological
Resources Monitoring and Treatment Plan prior to the issuance of grading permits, impermissibly defers
the creation of mitigation measures. While it is true that CEQA prohibits the deferral of the formulation
of mitigation measures, CEQA also provides that “measures may specify performance standards which
would mitigate the significant effect of the project and which may be accomplished in more than one
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specified way.” (CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(1)(B); see also Sacramento Old City Ass’n v. City Council
(1991) 229 Cal.App.3d 1011, 1029 (upholding a mitigation measure that provided a variety of options for
mitigating the project’s parking impact because the lead agency committed itself to devising measures
that would satisfy specific performance criteria).)

Consistent with CEQA and Sacramento Old City Ass’n, MM Paleo 2 provides for the development of a
Paleontological Resources Monitoring and Treatment Plan prior to the issuance of grading permits,

IH

which plan “shall” include eight separately enumerated measures, including performance standards
(e.g., calling for the diversion of earth-moving activities around the fossil site if fossil remains large
enough to be seen are uncovered by earth-moving activities). As a result of its commitment to satisfy
specific performance criteria, MM Paleo 2 is therefore consistent with CEQA and Sacramento Old City
Ass’n and does not impermissibly defer mitigation. No new environmental issues have been raised by

this comment and no modification of the DEIR is required.
Response to Comment B-40:

The comment alleges that not all feasible mitigation has been adopted to reduce the significant effects
associated with GHG emissions. As the comment letter goes on to discuss in greater detail its comment
regarding “feasible mitigation,” responses to this comment are addressed below in subsequent
responses. See Response to Comment B-41 through B-44, below, regarding feasibility of mitigation
measures. The numeric thresholds listed in the comment are draft screening thresholds that have not
been adopted by either SCAQMD or CARB, respectively. As stated on pages 5.7-9 through 5.7-10 of the
DEIR:

Determining a threshold of significance for a project’s climate change impacts poses a special
difficulty for lead agencies. Much of the science in this area is new and is evolving constantly. At
the same time, neither the state nor local agencies specialize in this area. And, there are
currently no local, regional, or state thresholds for determining whether the proposed Project
has a significant impact on climate change. The CEQA Amendments do not prescribe specific
significance thresholds but instead leave considerable discretion to lead agencies to develop
appropriate thresholds to apply to projects within their jurisdiction.

As noted earlier, AB 32 is a legal mandate requiring that statewide GHG emissions be reduced to
1990 levels by 2020. In adopting AB 32, the legislature determined the necessary GHG
reductions for the state to make in order to sufficiently offset its contribution to the cumulative
climate change problem to reach 1990 levels. AB 32 is the only legally mandated requirement
for the reduction of greenhouse gases. As such, compliance with AB 32 is the adopted basis
upon which the lead agency has based its significance threshold for evaluating the Project’s GHG
impacts. For the purposes of evaluating the proposed Project’s GHG contribution, and based on
ARB'’s calculation of 1990 baseline emissions levels, full implementation of the proposed Project
is compared to the achievement of at least a 28.5 percent reduction in GHG emissions from the
“business-as-usual” scenario. In terms of Project conformance with an applicable plan to reduce
GHG emissions, the Project is compared to the GHG-reducing strategies of SB 375 and
specifically, SCAG’s 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
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(RTP/SCS). There are several potentially applicable plans and policies; however, the only
adopted plan that is directly applicable to the Project is SCAG’s RTP/SCS. As such, the City of
Eastvale has selected consistency with SCAG’s RTP/SCS as the significance threshold for
evaluating the Project’s GHG impacts.

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment.
Response to Comment B-41:

Please see Responses to Comments B-19 and B-23, above.

Response to Comment B-42:

Mitigation Measure MM GHG 2 provides that the Project should “Use the minimum feasible amount of
GHG-emitting construction materials.” This measure was drawn from Appendix G of the Southern
California Association of Governments’ 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy: Examples of Measures that Could Reduce Impacts from Planning, Development
and Transportation Projects. (The City has selected compliance with AB 32 and consistency with the
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy as the basis for determining whether
the Project's GHG emissions will have a significant cumulative impact.) Appendix G provides example
mitigation measures and is intended to function as a resource for lead agencies to consider in identifying
mitigation measures to reduce impacts anticipated to result from future projects. Specifically, MM GHG
2 was adapted from GHG2, which states that “Project sponsors may require Best Available Control
Technology (BACT) during construction and operation of projects, including ... h) Use the minimum
feasible amount of GHG-emitting construction materials that is feasible.”

The comment alleges that the third bullet point from MM GHG 2 is vague and unenforceable and must
be revised to “provide some measureable, enforceable manner to ensure the minimum feasible amount
is used.” This position is not supported by CEQA case law. As discussed in Citizens for Open Government
v. City of Lodi (2012) 205 Cal.App.4th 296, 322, lead agencies may adopt mitigation measures that have
an uncertain effect on minimizing a significant effect provided that such uncertainty is acknowledged
and a statement of overriding considerations is adopted. (See also Kostka & Zischke, Practice Under the
California Environmental Quality Act § 14.9 (2d ed. 2013).) Here, the EIR acknowledges that MM GHG 2
will not have a quantifiable reduction in the Project’s GHG emissions and concludes that, even with
mitigation for the Project, the Project’s GHG impacts are cumulatively considerable. A statement of
overriding considerations will therefore be adopted to override this significant GHG impact. As a result,
MM GHG 2’s generalized language, as written, is not violative of CEQA.

Nevertheless, in Response to Comment B-42, the Applicant has agreed to revise MM GHG 2 as follows:

MM GHG 2: During Project construction, the applicant will be required to comply with the following
Best Available Control Technology (BACT) from Appendix G of the SCAG RTP/SCS, including:

= Solicit bids that include use of energy and fuel efficient fleets;

= Solicit preference construction bids that use BACT, particularly those seeking to deploy zero-
and/or near zero emission technologies;
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= Use the-minimum-feasible-ameountoef GHG-emitting construction materials_consistent with the
California Green Building Standards Code standards; and

= Use of cement blended with the maximum amount of flash or other materials that reduce GHG
emissions from cement production.

With respect to GHG-emitting construction materials, these standards cited in the revised mitigation
measure are more strict than the U.S. Green Building Council’s Leadership in Energy & Environmental
Design (LEED) policies. No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment.

Response to Comment B-43:

Solid waste regulation in California is governed by the California Integrated Waste Management Act of
1989, which is commonly known as Assembly Bill (AB) 939. The Act, codified into the California Public
Resources Code, emphasizes a reduction of waste disposed in California landfills. To achieve this
reduction, AB 939 requires all city and county plans to include a waste diversion schedule with the goals
to divert 25 percent of solid waste from landfills by 1995 and divert 50 percent of solid waste from
landfills by the year 2000. To achieve these goals, AB 939 emphasizes that cities and counties reduce
the production of, recycle, and reuse solid waste. The City complies with AB 939.

Further, the 2010 Edition of the California Green Building Standards Code (CGBSC) that took effect
January 1, 2011 requires projects involving construction and demolition to recycle, reuse, compost,
and/or salvage a minimum of 50 percent by weight of material or waste generated on site. The three
landfills in western Riverside County that would serve the Project (El Sobrante, Badlands, and Lamb
Canyon Landfills) are currently operated by the County of Riverside, which is developing a plan to
address mandatory construction and demolition waste recycling in order to further reduce the total
estimated solid waste from construction taken to these landfills.

Commenter suggests that the Project increase waste reduction by 50% beyond AB 939 and CGBSC
standards, which would be many multiples of the 3% reduction contemplated by MM GHG 3.
Commenter states that such additional reduction is feasible, but does not provide support by any
authority or evidence for that claim. As noted above, “feasible” means “capable of being accomplished
in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic,
environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15364.) Commenter does
not reference another industrial project of a comparable size and/or type where a waste diversion
program exists that requires recycling and composting of 50% of that project’s waste, nor does
Commenter present any evidence that such a reduction is economically or technologically feasible.
Moreover, even a 50% reduction of the unmitigated solid waste-related GHG emissions total 8,661 MT
CO2e/year would not achieve an overall reduction in GHG from the Project relative to NAT 2020 of 28.5
percent, therefore incorporation of the suggested mitigation measure is not necessary to reduce that
impact.

To further support the infeasibility of the suggested 50% waste reduction requirement, we note that a
large-scale 2006 California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) study examined waste
disposal and diversion practices by key types of commercial establishment. (Targeted Statewide Waste
Characterization Study: Waste Disposal and Diversion Findings for Selected Industry (June 2006)
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available at http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/Publications/Documents/Disposal/34106006.pdf and herein

incorporated by reference.) That study presented key opportunities for additional diversion for a
number of different industries. Importantly, with the exception of waste streams involving food (e.g.,
from hotels and restaurants), the study did not conclude that any waste stream from any industry had a
potential diversion rate of 50% or more. This study therefore further underscores the infeasibility of the
Commenter’s request. No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment.

Response to Comment B-44:

To reduce greenhouse gas emissions generated by the project’s energy consumption, MM GHG 4
requires that all Project buildings be constructed to allow for easy, cost-effective installation of solar
energy systems in the future by incorporating a host of “solar-ready” features. Commenter’s suggestion
that the Project include a mitigation measure providing for 100% solar power generation is not feasible
for a development project of this size. “Feasible” means capable of being accomplished in a successful
manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social,
and technological factors.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15364.)

Mandating 100% on-site solar power generation is economically infeasible. Pursuant to DEIR Table 5.7-
E, the Project’s total opening year (Project 2017) electricity consumption will be 34,504,170 kWh .
Based on the State of California's CSI-EPBB calculator (www.csi-epbb.com) solar panels at the Project
site would generate 1.55 kWh/watt annually. Installation of approximately 22.2 Million watts of solar
power generating panels would therefore be required in order to offset 100% of the Project’s
anticipated electricity demand [34,504,170 kWh /1.55 kWh/watt = 22,200,301 watts]. According to
actual data from California solar installations (http://www.californiasolarstatistics.org), the average
price of solar is $5.47/watt for systems greater than 10kW. Based on this average cost, 22.2 million
watts of solar which would be required to provide 100% on site electricity generation would cost
approximately $121.4 million dollars.

As shown in Table 2.3-C below, the Project’s estimated construction cost is $144,298,010. This figure
based upon construction cost estimates provided by the International Code Council and a local
contractor experienced in industrial development. As noted above, 100% on site electricity generation
would cost approximately $121.4 million dollars. Even assuming a predicted annual energy savings of
$4,874,972," expending 84% of Project construction costs ($144,298,010/$121,400,000 = 84%) on solar
power generating panels would be economically infeasible pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15364.
The Applicant would not undertake the Project with a $121.4 million dollar solar electricity obligation.
As a result, this infeasible mitigation measure need not be incorporated into the Project.

* PVWatts Grid Data Calculator Version 2 (Available at: http://www.nrel.gov/rredc/pvwatts/grid.html.)
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Table 2.3-C, Estimated Project Construction Costs

Land Use Designation Fo:faizr?SF) Construction Cost (per sf) Construction Cost (total)
Commercial-Retail 340,500 $101.42" $34,533,510
Industrial 3,100,000 $21.25% $65,875,000
Business Park 610,000 $71.95% $43,889,500
Total 4,050,500 N/A $144,298,010

Response to Comment B-45:

Commenter suggests that the Project will result in a significant impact related to the alteration of the
present land use of the Project Site, and that mitigation is therefore warranted. To the contrary, the
DEIR contains substantial evidence demonstrating that the Project will not result in such an impact.
First, the Project Site is already designated for development, not for continued use as
undeveloped/vacant land, agricultural uses, or dairy uses. Approximately 1.0 acre of the Project site
contains a General Plan land use designation of Light Industrial (LI) while the remaining 204 acres
contains a General Plan Land Use designation of High Density Residential (HDR). The proposed Project
will replace the existing SP335, previously approved by the County of Riverside in October 2005. As
approved, SP335, which encompasses approximately 195 acres located on the same site as the
proposed Project, provides for approximately 58.39 acres of high density residential development with
646 dwelling units, approximately 72.72 acres of very high density residential development with 1,104
dwelling units, an 8.08-acre elementary school site, and a 13.0-acre community park site. A proposed
General Plan Amendment (GPA) will change the existing General Plan land use designation to Light
Industrial (LI), Business Park (BP), and Commercial-Retail (CR). As a result, the Project does not result in
a substantial alteration of the Project site’s approved land use.

Second, the Project’s proposed land uses would be compatible and complimentary to the existing and
planned land uses in the surrounding area. The area north of the Project site is developed with and
planned for industrial uses. Some of the land to the east, across I-15, is developed with industrial uses
and some is planned for business park uses. The Project’s uses are more compatible with these adjacent
uses than agricultural and dairy uses, whose operations have the potential to create dust and odors and
to use pesticides that are inconsistent with existing and proposed adjacent residential development.
The DEIR also analyzed the project’s compatibility with existing residential uses to the south and existing
agriculture and proposed residential uses to the west. The Specific Plan and project’s site design require
setbacks and landscaping that provide both physical and visual separation to address land use
compatibility with these uses.

Given that substantial evidence supports the DEIR’s conclusion that impacts related to the alteration of
the present land use of the Project Site are less than significant, no mitigation measures (including

* International Code Council, Building Valuation Data — August 2013 (Type IlIB construction).

* Oltman’s Construction Co. Southern California, Concrete Tilt-Up Construction Costs January 2014 (Building size
>1,000,000 sf).

*® International Code Council, Building Valuation Data — August 2013 (Type IlIB construction).
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Commenter’s suggested 25% agricultural set aside) are required. (See Public Resources Code
§21100(b)(3), CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(3).) No new environmental issues have been raised by this
comment.

Response to Comment B-46:

The commenter’s statement that the EIR determined noise impacts resulting from Project construction
will be less than significant with mitigation incorporated is correct as stated in the DEIR on pages 1-30,
5.11-28, and 5.11-29.

Mitigation Measure MM Noise 1, which requires the use of temporary construction barriers or a
Construction Noise Reduction Plan that identifies alternative noise reduction strategies, reduces noise
impacts from Project construction to less than significant (DEIR, pp. 5.11-28, 5.11-32-5.11-33). The DEIR
requires mitigation measures MM Noise 2 through MM Noise 5 to “...further reduce the Project’s less
than significant construction-related impacts” (DEIR, p. 5.11-28). No new environmental issues have
been raised by this comment.

Response to Comment B-47:

In order to respond to Comment B-47, the City is making two assumptions: (1) “6 bDA” is intended to be
“6 dBA” and (2) the residence referenced in the comment is the existing residence on Hamner Avenue
(shown as receiver R5 on DEIR Figure 5-11). Based on these assumptions, the commenter’s statement
that the DEIR determined impacts from the Project’s operational noise will be significant and
unavoidable though reduced below noise standard levels through the incorporation of MM Noise 6 is
only partially correct.

The commenter is correct that the DEIR determined impacts from on-site operational noise at receiver
R5 would be less than significant with implementation of mitigation measure MM Noise 6 (DEIR, p. 5.11-
15). However, the commenter’s statement that the DEIR determined this 6 dBA noise increase will be
reduced to less than significant with mitigation is incorrect. The DEIR concluded the increase in ambient
noise at receiver R5 is a temporary significant and unavoidable impact until the existing residence is
demolished (DEIR, p.p. 5.11-20-5.11-21).

The 6 dBA increase in ambient noise reference in Comment B-47 is the result of traffic in the Existing
plus Ambient Growth (to 2017) plus Cumulative plus Project (DEIR, p. 5.11-18, Table 5.11-H). Project
traffic-sourced noise at receiver R5 for the Existing plus Project (DEIR, p. 5.11-17, Table 5.11-G) and the
Existing plus Ambient Growth (to 2017) plus Project (DEIR, p. 5.11-18, Table 5.11-H) conditions result in
a 5 dBA increase in ambient noise.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, Receiver R5 is located within the Rich-Haven Specific Plan area, along the
northern border of the Esperanza Specific Plan area.”’ Thus, receiver R5 and other potential noise-
sensitive receivers west of Hamner (Milliken) Avenue within these specific plan areas are slated for
eventual demolition. The Project’s operational noise impact at receiver R5 is temporary as planned

demolition will remove the existing residence and any future development within the Rich-Haven

47
The Rich-Haven and Esperanza Specific Plans are part of Ontario’s larger New Model Colony area.
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Specific Plan will be required to mitigate off-site noise impacts to such development through the
implementation of mitigation measures as required by the certified Rich Haven Specific Plan EIR. (DEIR,
pp. 5.11-20 to 5.11-21.) Although the construction techniques identified in Rich Haven Specific Plan EIR
have been shown to reduce interior and exterior noise levels by 5 dBA or greater, until the existing
single-family residence (receiver R5) is demolished, the Project’s permanent increase in noise levels from

off-site roadway noise is considered significant and unavoidable for this one receptor location until such

time as the existing residence is demolished. (DEIR, pp. 5.11-21-5.11-22 (emphasis added).) No new

environmental issues have been raised by this comment.
Response to Comment B-48:

The Project proposes three different types of land use: Commercial Retail, Industrial, and Business Park.
Section 5.11.6 of the DEIR (pp. 5.11-12-5.11-16 and 5.11-19-5.11-20) contains a thorough analysis and
disclosure of ambient noise increases resulting from on-site operations to off-site sensitive receivers,
adjacent to the Project site on Hamner Avenue (receiver R5 as shown on DEIR Figure 5.11-1) and
Bellegrave Avenue (receivers R6, R9, R10, and R11 as shown on DEIR Figure 5.11-1). This analytical
methodology was selected because: (1) it identifies noise impacts to sensitive receptors, which provides
more meaningful information for the City’s decision makers and (2) it is a more conservative approach
than merely considering noise impacts at the Project’s property line where there are no sensitive
receivers. The results of the on-site operational noise analysis are presented in Table 5.11-F, Changes in
Ambient Noise Levels Resulting from On-Site Project Activities, which indicates that ambient noise will
increase less than 1 dBA and is therefore less than significant (DEIR, pp. 5.11-16). No new environmental
issues have been raised by this comment and no modification of the DEIR is required.

Response to Comment B-49:

The commenter’s assertion that it is uncertain mitigation will reduce project impacts below a level of
significance and additional mitigation is required is conclusory. Noise impacts resulting from Project-
related construction and operation are thoroughly analyzed and disclosed on pages 5.11-12 through
5.11-31 of the DEIR and the commenter offers no evidence or analysis that disputes the DEIR’s
significance determination. Mitigation measures are identified on pages 5.11-32 through 5.11-34 of the
DEIR and the commenter offers no evidence that these mitigation measures are inadequate. The DEIR
concluded that potential impacts resulting from Project construction will be less than significant with
mitigation (DEIR at pp. 1-30, 5.11-28, and 5.11-29) as acknowledged by this commenter in Comment B-
46.

Nonetheless, the following table lists each of the measures identified by the commenter and how the
Project implements these measures as part of the Project design or mitigation, or if the Project does not
implement the measure, why the measure is not applicable or infeasible.
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Table 2.3-D, Feasibility of Suggested Mitigation Measures (Comment B-49)

Johnson & Sedlack
Recommended Mitigation Measure

Disposition of Mitigation Measure

Where technically feasible, utilize only
electrical construction equipment (MM
Noise 5 permits the use of alternative
fuels, as well; electricity should be
preferred)

Additional mitigation measures are not needed to reduce
construction-related noise impacts to less than significant. As
stated on page 5.11-28 of the DEIR, mitigation measure MM
Noise 1, which requires the use of temporary construction
barriers or a Construction Noise Reduction Plan that identifies
alternative noise reduction strategies, completely reduces noise
impacts from Project construction to less than significant.
Mitigation measure MM Noise 5 which requires the use of
alternative fuels or electricity for construction equipment, where
feasible, is required to “...further reduce the Project’s less than
significant construction-related impacts” (DEIR, p. 5.11-28).
Because mitigation measure MM Noise 5 is not needed to reduce
construction impacts to a less than significant level, a preference
that mandates the use of only electrical construction equipment
is not necessary.

Provide a “windows closed” condition
requiring a means of mechanical
ventilation (e.g. air conditioning) for all
buildings.

A windows-closed condition would only be required if noise
impacts to interior spaces would exceed the standards set forth
in the applicable municipal code. As discussed on page 5.11-30 of
the DEIR, the most conservative interior noise limit for the
proposed Project’s sleeping areas is 45 dBA CNEL. The only
Project-related use that includes sleeping areas is the hotel,
which will be constructed to commercial building standards.
Under worst future traffic conditions, a noise level of 67 dBA
CNEL is anticipated. Noise attenuation provided for structures
utilizing commercial building practices and construction materials
is 25 dBA. Applying this level of attenuation, the Project’s interior
noise levels under worst-case future traffic conditions are
anticipated to be approximately 42 dBA, which is less than the
interior noise standard of 45 dBA. (DEIR, p. 4-30). Because
interior noise impacts are less than significant, no additional
mitigation is required.

Provided upgraded windows with a
minimum Sound Transmission Class
(STC) rating of at least 34 for all
commercial buildings and/or require the
installation of double-paned windows.

Section 5.507.4.1 of the CalGreen code requires nonresidential
buildings exposed to a noise level of 65 dBA Leq-1-hr. during any
hour of operation shall have exterior windows with a minimum
STC rating of 40. As shown in Table 5.11-I in the Existing plus
Ambient Growth, (to 2017) plus Cumulative Plus Project traffic
condition, noise in the commercial portion of the Project site (see
receiver R2 on DEIR Figure 5.11-1) is expected to be 66 dBA
Leo/CNEL (DEIR, p. 5.11-19).

Therefore, the STC rating of the windows installed in the
commercial buildings per the CalGreen code will be greater than
that recommended by the commenter and no additional
mitigation is required.

Prohibit heavy trucks from utilizing

This measure is not necessary because I-15 cannot be accessed
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Johnson & Sedlack
Recommended Mitigation Measure

Disposition of Mitigation Measure

Bellegrave Avenue to the south to access
I-15. Require signs be posted at Project
exits directing trucks to truck routes to
avoid passing sensitive receptors to the
south.

from Bellegrave Avenue. Additionally, the Project will incorporate
design feature PDF 5.11-4, which states: “Internal Project
roadways shall not provide a direct connection between Cantu-
Galleano Ranch Road and Bellegrave Avenue. By prohibiting
vehicles from using interior streets to bypass Hamner Avenue,
PDF 5.11-3 will reduce the amount of Project-related vehicular
noise to the planned residential uses west of Hamner Avenue and
to the existing residences south of Bellegrave Avenue” (DEIR, p.
5.11-12).

Require the use of rubberized asphalt for
construction of all roadways and parking
areas.

Because most people can readily hear a noise increase of 5 dBA
or greater, the DEIR determined the project would have a
significant effect on noise if project development would increase
long term ambient noise by 5 dBA or greater (DEIR, p. 5.11-2).

Project traffic during operation, would increase ambient noise
along Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road (receiver R2 as shown on DEIR
Figure 5.11-1) and Bellegrave Avenue (receivers R3 and R4 as
shown on DEIR Figure 5.11-1) by 1 dBA and 3 dBA, respectively
(DEIR, Table 5.11-G, p. 5.11-17). Noise from project-related
traffic combined with traffic from ambient growth, and traffic
from cumulative projects would increase ambient noise along
Cantu-Galleano and Bellegrave Avenue by 2 dBA and 4 dBA,
respectively (DEIR, Table 5.11-l, p. 5.11-18). Because these
increases are less than 5 dBA, impacts are less than significant
and no mitigation is required for these roads.

The analysis in the DEIR indicates a 5 dBA increase in ambient
noise along Hamner Avenue with the addition of operational
project traffic to existing traffic volumes (DEIR, Table 5.11-G, p.
5.11-17 and 5.11-20) and a 6 dBA increase from operational
project-related traffic combined with traffic from ambient
growth, and traffic from cumulative projects (DEIR, Table 5.11-I,
p. 5.11-18). This is a potentially significant impact.

Rubberized asphalt has been shown to reduce noise resulting
from the sound of tires on pavement when compared to
conventional asphalt.l’2 The amount of noise reduction is a
function of the type and speed of vehicles and ranges from 2.5 dB
to 10 dB.”> Sacramento County conducted a six-year study of
noise on Alta Arden Expressway and concluded that the use of
rubberized asphalt resulted in a net decrease in traffic noise
levels of approximately 4 dB.*

Conservatively assuming the most modest reduction of 2.5 dB, if
rubberized asphalt is used on Hamner Avenue between
Bellegrave Avenue and Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road, the increase
in ambient noise from project traffic during operation would be
reduced from 5 dB to approximately 2.5 dB and the increase from
project traffic, traffic from ambient growth and traffic from
cumulative projects would be reduced from 6 dB to
approximately 3.5 dB. Since the increase in ambient noise would
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Johnson & Sedlack
Recommended Mitigation Measure

Disposition of Mitigation Measure

be less than 5 dB noise impacts would be reduced to below the
level of significance. Therefore, the DEIR will be revised to include
the following new mitigation measure:

MM Noise 7: To reduce noise impacts from project-
related traffic along Hamner Avenue between Cantu-
Galleano Ranch Road and Bellegrave Avenue,
rubberized asphalt concrete shall be used for all
applicant-constructed or financed improvements to
Hamner Avenue travel or turning lanes between
Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road and Bellegrave Avenue.

With implementation of mitigation measure MM Noise 7, all

operational noise impacts from Project-related traffic will be

reduced to less than significant and the discussion in Sections
5.11-6 through 5.11-8 of the EIR will be revised accordingly.

1 Carlson, Douglas D., Zhu, Han, PhD., Xiao, Can, Analysis of Traffic Noise before
and After Paving With Asphalt-Rubber. (Available at
http://www.asphaltrubber.org/ari/Noise/Analysis_of_Traffic_Noise
_Before_and_after_Paving_with _Asphalt_Rubber_onUS60.pdf, accessed
January 14, 2014.), p.

2 Clemson Department of Civil Engineering, Asphalt Rubber Technology Service,
Asphalt Rubber Technology Service Benefits of Rubberized Asphalt. (Available
at http://www.clemson.edu/ces/arts/
benefitsofRA.html, accessed January 14, 2014).

w

Sacramento County Department of Environmental Review and Assessment
and Bollard & Brennan, Inc., Report on the Status of Rubberized Asphalt
Traffic Noise Reduction in Sacramento County, November 1999. (Available at
http://www.asphaltrubber.org/ari/Noise/Sacramento_County Noise Study.p
df, accessed January 14, 2014.), p. 6

4 Ibid, p. 20

Maintain quality pavement conditions
that are free of bumps, pot holes,
pavement cracks, differential settlement
in bridge approaches or individual
pavement slabs, etc.

Require resurfacing or roads on- and off-
site as needed.

Pavement maintenance within the public rights-of-way is the
responsibility of the City’s Public Works Department. The City has
implemented a Pavement Management Program (PMP) and
prepared a 5-year strategy plan for pavement preservation.

The City’s PMP includes an inventory of all roadways, an
assessment and rating of the pavement condition, records of
historical maintenance, budget needs, forecasting, and impacts
of funding on City pavement conditions over time. Upon
acceptance of any new streets by the City, such streets become
part of the PMP.

Maintenance of private property, including pavement, is the
responsibility of the property owner, regulated by the City’s
municipal code, and enforced by the City’s Code Enforcement
Division.

Use alternate construction methods and
tools to reduce construction vibrations.
Examples are predrilling of pile holes,
avoiding cracking and searing methods

The sensitive receptors closest to Project-related construction are
the residences south of Bellegrave Avenue (receivers R9, R10,
and R11 as shown on Figure 5.11-1). These residences are
approximately 70 feet away from the Project site and are
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Johnson & Sedlack

Recommended Mitigation Measure Disposition of Mitigation Measure

for resurfacing concrete pavements near | expected to experience vibration of approximately 79 RMS,
vibration sensitive areas, using rubber which is less than the residential annoyance level for vibration of
tired as opposed to tracked vehicles, 80 RMS. (DEIR, p. 5-11.32)

placing haul roads away from vibration

s Therefore, the use of alternate construction methods and tools
sensitive areas.

to reduce construction vibrations is not necessary because
impacts resulting from Project-related construction will be less
than significant (DEIR, p. 5-11.32) and no additional mitigation is
required.

As discussed in the disposition of Johnson & Sedlack recommended mitigation measure 5, the EIR will be
revised to include mitigation measure MM Noise 7 which requires the use of rubberized asphalt in those
portions of Hamner Avenue between Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road and Bellegrave Avenue that the
Project applicant is responsible for constructing. By incorporating this mitigation measure, the Project’s
significant and unavoidable noise impact will be reduced to less than significant. Sections 5.11-6
through 5.11-8 of the EIR will be revised accordingly.

Response to Comment B-50:

Comment states that the DEIR determines impacts to/from Transportation and Traffic from construction
will be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. This statement is correct as identified on page
5.14-35 of the DEIR.

Response to Comment B-51:

The comment suggests mitigation measure MM Trans 1 does not provide for mitigation, but rather only
requires a review of plans. The intent of City’s review is to ensure plans meet City’s standards.
Mitigation measure MM Trans 1 has been modified as follows to clarify:

MM Trans 1: Sight distance at the Project driveways shall be reviewed and approved with
respect to the City’s sight distance standards at the time of preparation of final grading,
landscape, and street improvement plans.

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment.
Response to Comment B-52:

Under CEQA, the intent of the Executive Summary is to provide a synopsis of details discussed within
each analysis section. Thus, the Executive Summary provides only a summary of Section 5.14 —
Transportation/Traffic of the DEIR. Substantial evidence with respect to impacts to Interstate 15 and
other roadway segments located outside of the City’s jurisdiction, are discussed in Section 5.14 —
Transportation/ Traffic in which a thorough evaluation is provided. No new environmental issues have
been raised by this comment.
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Response to Comment B-53:

The comment that all feasible mitigation has not been adopted for traffic impacts is not substantiated.
Tables 5.14-0, Project Roadway Mitigation and 5.14-P, Project Freeway Mitigation provide a breakdown
of the projects fair share contribution and funding mechanisms for which the Project would contribute
for improvements. Further, as stated in Section 5.14 — Transportation/Traffic on pages 5.14-30 and
5.14-34, for traffic impacts that would result from the proposed Project that are outside the City’s
jurisdiction, while the Project will be conditioned to make the recommended changes both inside and
outside Eastvale, there is no guarantee that the governing jurisdiction will allow the improvement to
occur. ltis for this reason that a determination has been made that despite implementation of
mitigation measures and contribution to fair share improvements, impacts would remain significant and
unavoidable. Furthermore, the two agencies which commenter references, did not make this request.
The City of Ontario’s comments have been addressed in Response Comment Letter A, above and
Caltrans comments are addressed in Response to Comment Letter G, below. No new environmental
issues have been raised by this comment.

Response to Comment B-54:

The DEIR’s air quality cumulative impact analysis employs the summary of projections approach,
discussed in Public Resources Code Section 21100(e), because the dispersion of air pollutant emissions is
influenced by an area larger than the list of cumulative projects (i.e., the entire South Coast Air Basin).
The EIR’s cumulative air quality analysis relies upon the approved Air Quality Management Plan, which
evaluated air quality emissions for the entire South Coast Air Basin based on approved general plans.

The proposed Project would result in significant unavoidable adverse impacts related to (1) short term
construction air quality impacts resulting from exceedances of the regional daily thresholds for VOC and
NOx; and (2) long-term air emissions for NOx, VOC, CO, PM-10, and PM-2.5. The portion of the Basin
within which the Project is located is designated as a non-attainment area for NO, under state
standards, and for ozone, PM-10 and PM-2.5 under both state and federal standards. Since the Project
will contribute to the Basin’s existing non-attainment, the DEIR properly concluded based on substantial
evidence that it would result in (1) cumulative short-term construction air quality impacts for VOC and
NOx; and (2) cumulative long term air emissions for NOx, VOC, CO, PM-10, and PM-2.5. Even though
emission figures are not provided, the DEIR’s analysis of cumulative air quality impacts is consistent with
the CEQA Guidelines, which provides in relevant part that “the discussion [of cumulative impacts] need
not provide as great detail as is provided for the effects attributable to the project alone.” (CEQA
Guidelines §15130(b); see also Al Larson Boat Shop, Inc. v. Board of Harbor Commissioner (1993) 18
Cal.App.4th 729 (upholding the EIR’s three-page cumulative impact analysis because, even though more
detail may have been desirable, the EIR did not minimize or ignore the cumulative impacts)).

The commenter also alleges that the DEIR’s cumulative health risk analysis is inadequate because it
“fail[ed] to disclose cumulative cancer risk from the Project and adjacent project[s].” In fact, the
Project’s Health Risk Assessment evaluated cumulative impacts beginning on page 27. (Appendix B1 of
the DEIR). The Project’s cumulative impacts were analyzed in the context of a number of related
industrial, warehousing, and business park projects totaling over 2 million square feet. Among the

2-73



Section 2 City of Eastvale

Response to Comments Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale FEIR

related projects was a 917,580 sf light industrial facility (Jurupa Valley Case No. SP00376) located
adjacent to the I-15. Therefore the Commenter’s assertion that the DEIR “fail[s] to disclose cumulative
cancer risk from the Project and adjacent project, particularly along I-15” is factually inaccurate. No new
environmental issues have been raised by this comment.

Response to Comment B-55:

The commenter exaggerates and misstates the meaning of the referenced sources. The Court of
Appeal’s holding in Uphold Our Heritage v. Town of Woodside restates the provisions of Public
Resources Code Sections 21002 and 21081. In essence, each of those sections provides that lead
agencies should not approve a project where there is a feasible alternative available unless specific
economic, legal, social, technological or other considerations make such alternative infeasible. None of
the sections constitute a mandate to select the environmentally superior alternative, as the commenter
suggests. In the case of the Project, the DEIR analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project
and examined the feasibility of each. The information will be considered by the City in its evaluation of
the Project and if the City decides to approve the Project — where there is an environmentally superior
alternative — it will be required to adopt findings that identify the specific economic, legal, technological,
social, or other considerations that make such alternative infeasible.

Similarly, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b) does not stand for the proposition that a lead agency has
to adopt the environmentally superior alternative if that alternative is feasible. Instead, Section
15126.6(b) states that “... the discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its
location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project,
even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or
would be more costly.” (Emphasis added.) Section 15126.6(b) provides guidance on the range of
alternatives that should be addressed in an EIR, it does not establish a lead agency mandate, as
commenter suggests. No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment.

Response to Comment B-56:

CEQA requires that EIRs describe a range of reasonable alternatives to a project, or to the location of a
project, which would feasibly attain most of the project’s basic objectives but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of its significant effects. (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(a).) Other than the
mandatory “No Project” alternative, there is no iron clad rule for the number of alternatives that
represent a “reasonable range” to be discussed in an EIR.

The DEIR identified three alternatives to the proposed Project, including the required No Project
Alternative, and explained why the lead agency eliminated three other alternatives from consideration
in the DEIR. Each of the three alternatives analyzed in the DEIR was identified because of its potential to
avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the Project’s significant effects. The No Project alternative
examined the impacts of not developing the site. The Existing General Plan alternative considered
development of the site for residential and limited commercial uses and identified the impacts of
commercial/industrial development that would be lessened by this land use. Finally the Expanded
Commercial Alternative looked at the impact of reducing industrial uses and the increasing commercial
uses on the site. The analysis of different land uses and a different configuration of uses to reduce
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impacts provides a “reasonable range.” Finally, although the Commenter asserts that the range of

alternatives is inadequate, the comment does not identify the basis for the statement nor does the

Commenter identify a new alternative that should have been analyzed. No new environmental issues

have been raised by this comment.

Response to Comment B-57:

DEIR Section 8.5.1 comprehensively discusses the potential for the Project to be constructed at an

alternative site. It concludes that there are only two areas in the City of sufficient size to accommodate

a development substantially similar to the Project. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6,

both alternative locations were excluded from further consideration in the DEIR because both would

result in greater impacts on air quality, noise, and greenhouse gas emissions as compared to the

proposed Project as a result of the additional vehicle miles travelled between the alternative locations

and I-15. The Commenter is directed to Section 8.5.1 for additional discussion on this point.

Commenter suggests that the DEIR consider and evaluate a “mixed-use residential and commercial

alternative” to the Project. The Existing Eastvale General Plan Land Use Designation Alternative,

discussed at length in DEIR Section 8.6.2, does just that. That alternative consists of, among other

things, 1,750 residential units and 172,432 square feet of commercial-retail space. The DEIR concludes

that while feasible, this alternative would not satisfy any of the Project objectives. No new

environmental issues have been raised by this comment.

Table 2.3-E, Response to Attachments

JOHNSON & SEDLACK ATTACHMENT SUMMARY

Attachm Title of Attachment Response
ent No.

1 California Air Resources Board. (October Information from this agency document was provided in
24, 2008) Preliminary Draft Staff Proposal, | Comment B-40 and its response indicates why submittal
Recommended Approaches for Setting of the report does not present an environmental issue. A
Interim Significance Thresholds for separate response is therefore not required.
Greenhouse Gases under the California
Environmental Quality Act.

2 “White Paper of Potential Control Information from this agency document was vaguely
Strategies to Address Cumulative Impacts referenced in Comment B-26. The attachment provides
from Air Pollution,” SCAQMD, August general background information regarding cumulative
2003. health risk within the air basin and identifies SCAQMD’s

strategy to address these impacts. Response B-26
responds to this document as far as it was referenced in
Comment B-26, and a separate response is not required.

3 “AQMD Guidance Document for Information from this agency document was vaguely
Addressing Air Quality Issues in General referenced in Comment B-26. Further, this report was
Plans and Local Planning, utilized in the DEIR analysis and was included in the
“ http://agmd.gov/prdas/aqguide/doc/aq_ | reference list. Response B-26 responds to this document
guidance.pdf>, May 6, 2005 as far as it was referenced in Comment B-26, and a

separate response is not required.

4 Air Resources Board “Emissions inventory The commenter has submitted this report but has not
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Methodology and Results”

identified in the comment its relevance or application to
the project. Submittal of the report does not present an
environmental issue regarding the project to which a
response can be provided. As a result, no response is
required.

5 “Final-Methodology to Calculate The commenter has submitted this report but has not
Particulate Matter (PM) 2.5 and PM 2.5 identified in the comment its relevance or application to
Significance Thresholds, “ SCAQMD, the project. Submittal of the report does not present an
October 2006 environmental issue regarding the project to which a

response can be provided. Further, this report was
utilized in the DEIR analysis and was included in the
reference list. As a result, a separate response is not
required.

6 California Air Pollution Control Officers The commenter has submitted this report but has not
Association. (January 2008) CEQA & identified in the comment its relevance or application to
Climate Change: Evaluating and the project. Submittal of the report does not present an
Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions environmental issue regarding the project to which a
from Projects Subject to the California response can be provided. This report was utilized in the
Environmental Quality Act. DEIR analysis and was included in the reference list. As a

result, a separate response is not required.

7 Bay Area Air Quality Management District. | The commenter has submitted this report but has not
(December 7, 2009) California identified in the comment its relevance or application to
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines the project. Submittal of the report does not present an
Update, Proposed Thresholds of environmental issue regarding the project to which a
Significance. response can be provided. Further, this report is not

applicable to the Project because it is guidance for a
different air basin and jurisdiction. As a result, a
separate response is not required.

8 US Department of Transportation. (August

2006) FHWA Highway Construction Noise
Handbook —Chapter 4.

The commenter submitted Chapter 4 of the FHWA
Construction Noise Handbook (hereinafter referred to as
the “Handbook”) but has not identified in the comment
its relevance or application to the project. However, as
indicated in the following discussion, the construction
noise analysis in the DEIR is consistent with the
Handbook.

The Handbook is a guidance document prepared with the
objectives of identifying factors that may be considered
regarding the potential for construction noise impacts,
determining the extent and type of analysis, and
evaluating and implementing techniques to effectively
mitigate construction noise." Chapter 4 of the Handbook,
which was attached to Comment Letter B, identifies
construction noise criteria, provides a history of
construction noise criteria in the United States, Canada
and other international locations, and identifies elements
to consider in selecting a noise descriptor (e.g. Lmax Lan
L,o) for use in measuring and analyzing construction
noise.

According to the Handbook, the FHWA Roadway
Construction Noise Model (RCNM) is a computer model
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that enables the prediction of construction noise levels
for a variety of construction operations.2 The
construction noise analysis in the DEIR was prepared
using RCNM (DEIR, p. 5.11-2) and the results were
reported for the maximum noise level (L.,) and the
average noise level (L) in Table 5.11-J, Construction
Equipment and Modeled Construction Noise Levels and
Table 5.11-K, Noise Levels from Overlapping
Construction Phases (DEIR, pp. 5.11-22-5.11-26)

1 U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway
Administration, FHWA Highway Construction Noise Handbook,
Final Report, August 2006. Available at
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/construction _nois
e/handbook/handbook01.cfm, accessed January 16, 2014,
Section 1.2

2 Ibid, Section 1.1

US Department of Transportation. (August
2006) FHWA Highway Construction Noise
Handbook — Chapter 9.

The commenter submitted Chapter 9 of the FHWA
Construction Noise Handbook (hereinafter referred to as
the “Handbook”) but has not identified in the comment
its relevance or application to the project. However, as
indicated in the following discussion, the construction
noise analysis in the DEIR, which was performed using
the FHWA RCNM (DEIR, p. 5.11-22) is consistent with
guidance in the Handbook."

As noted in the above discussion regarding Attachment 8
to Comment Letter B, the Handbook is a guidance
document prepared with the objectives of identifying
factors that may be considered regarding the potential
for construction noise impacts, determining the extent
and type of analysis, and evaluating and implementing
techniques to effectively mitigate construction noise."
Chapter 9 of the Handbook provides a discussion of the
different types of construction equipment and includes
several inventories (lists) of the noise levels of different
types of construction equipment, including the RCNM
default noise emission reference levels and usage
factors. The construction noise analysis in the DEIR was
prepared using RCNM (DEIR, p. 5.11-2) and the “Actual”
or “Spec” maximum noise levels (L) for the
construction equipment to be used that is reported is the
same as shown Table 5.11-J, Construction Equipment
and Modeled Construction Noise Levels (DEIR, pp. 5.11-
22-5.11-25) are from RCNM and are equivalent to the
reference noise levels shown in Table 9.1 of the
Handbook.”

1 U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway
Administration, FHWA Highway Construction Noise Handbook,
Final Report, August 2006. Available at
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/construction _nois
e/handbook/handbook09.cfm, accessed January 16, 2014,
Section 1.1)

2 IBID, Section 9.4.1

10

US Department of Housing and Urban

The commenter submitted The Noise Guidebook
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Development. (March 1985) The Noise
Guidebook.

(hereinafter the “Guidebook”) but has not identified in
the comment its relevance or application to the project.
According to its Introduction, the Guidebook was
prepared as a basic reference document for Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) field staff charged with
implementing HUD’s noise policy. There is no HUD
involvement with the proposed project, which does not
include a residential component. Therefore, the
Guidebook is not applicable to the project and submittal
of this document does not present an environmental
issue regarding the project to which a response can be
provided.

11

Dr. Alice H. Suter. (November 1991) Noise
and Its Effects.

The commenter submitted the Noise and Its Effects
report (hereinafter the “Report”) but has not identified
in the comment its relevance or application to the
project. The Report presents an overview of noise and its
effects on people. The DEIR already includes a discussion
of noise fundamentals and characteristics in addition to a
discussion of noise compatibility and acceptable noise
levels (DEIR, pp. 5.11-1-5.11-3, 5.11-8-5.11-10 ). The
commenter has not suggested that the information
provided in the Report be used in lieu of the information
provided in the DEIR, therefore no additional response to
the Report is required.

12

Federal Interagency Committee on Urban
Noise. (June 1980) Guidelines for
Considering Noise in Land Use Planning
and Control.

The commenter submitted the Guidelines for Considering
Noise in Land Use Planning and Control report
(hereinafter the “Land Use Guidelines”), but has not
identified in the comment its relevance or application to
the project. The Land Use Guidelines identifies suggested
land use compatibility guidelines, techniques for dealing
with noise in land use planning, and federal agency
programs and policies. As discussed in the DEIR, the City
has policies, land use compatibility guidelines, and
interior and exterior noise level standards that are set
forth in the Eastvale General Plan and Municipal Code
(DEIR, pp. 5.11-8-5.11-11). The commenter has not
suggested that the information provided in the Land Use
Guidelines be used in lieu of the information provided in
the DEIR, therefore no additional response to the Land
Use Guidelines is required.
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Jurupa Area
Recreation and Park District

4810 Pedley Road ¢ Jurupa Valley, CA 92509 ¢ (951) 361-2090 ¢ Fax (951) 361-2095
www jarpd.org

November 21, 2013

Mr. Mark Teague, Principal Planner
City of Eastvale

12363 Limonite Ave., Suite #910
Eastvale, CA 91752

Dear Teague:

RE:  Project No. 11-0271 Goodman Commerce Center

California Legislature passed AB1600, California Government Code Sections 66000 through 66009 which
allows Park Districts the ability to charge non-residential developments a development fee. The relationship
between park usage and commercial developments was justified by the Park District’s AB 1600 report dated
July 13, 2006. This project contrary to the proposed Environmental Impact Report is subject to both Park
Development fees and the formation of a CFD to help maintain parks in the area. The loss of these fees will
create a serious impact to the Park District and the community. Therefore, this project should be subject to the
payment of Park Development Fees as a condition of approval.

The Park District requires the following fees:

Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District Ordinance No. 01-2007 Park District Fee Payment.
Conditioned to be either annexed into an existing CFD (a District-Wide Community Facilities District) or required
to form a CFD based on project development to pay for park/trail maintenance.

A-1

A-2

f you have any questions or comments, please fee! free to contact me at 951-361-2090.
Through:

DAN RODRIGUEZ, General Manager

BRENDA REYNOLDS;, CFD Parks and Projects Manager

JARPD Board of Directors

Dan Rodriguez, JARPD General Manager

Carol Jacobs, City of Eastvale, City Manager

Eric Norris, City of Eastvale, Planning Director

Koppel & Gruber Public Finance

File General Manager
Dan Rodriguez

Boal'd of Directors Ofﬂce Manager
Stephen Anderson ¢ Don Davies ¢ George R. Young € Ronald Anderson € Richard Marcher Emelyn Whittemore
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NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Pursuant to Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, Chapter 3, Section 15087, this notice is to
advise that the City of Eastvale, as lead agency, has completed and is issuing notification of the
availability of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR), State Clearinghouse No. 2011111012, for the
project as described below.

Project Description: The proposed project, Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale (the “project”;
formerly referred to as “Eastvale Commerce Center”), entails the development of approximately 205
acres within the City of Eastvale, California. The proposed project provides for approximately 25.3 acres
of commercial-retail, 145.4 acres of light industrial, and 34.6 acres of business park under the proposed
Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale Specific Plan. This Specific Plan will replace the Resort Specific
Plan No. 335 previously approved by the County of Riverside. The Resort Specific Plan No. 335 would
have provided for approximately 58.39 acres of high density residential development with 646 dwelling
units, approximately 72.72 acres of very high density residential development with 1,104 dwelling units,
an 8.08-acre elementary school site, and a 13.0-acre community park site. The entire 195 acre Resort
Specific Plan No. 335 project site is included within the proposed Goodman Commerce Center at
Eastvale Specific Plan Project site.

The proposed project includes the following land use applications (Case No. 11-0271) submitted by
Tarpon Property Ownership 2, LLC (Applicant):

Specific Plan includes land use plan, designation of planning areas, design and landscape guidelines and
development standards associated with the development of Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale
and proposes to change current land uses from high density residential to approximately 25.3 acres of
commercial-retail uses that would accommodate a 130-room hotel, 34.6 acres of business park uses,
and 145.6 acres of light industrial uses. Change of Zone proposes to change the existing site zoning from
SP (Resort Specific Plan No. 335), I-P (Industrial Park), and R-3 (General Residential) to SP (Goodman
Commerce Center at Eastvale Specific Plan). General Plan Amendment proposes to change the Project
site’s land use designation from Light Industrial {Ll) and High Density Residential (HDR) to Light Industrial
(L), Commercial-Retail (CR) and Business Park (BP). Tentative Parcel Map {No. 36487) proposes to
subdivide 205 acres into 6 parcels for mixed use development; dedicates additional right-of-way along
Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road, Hamner Avenue, and Bellegrave Avenue to meet ultimate right-of-way
requirements to ensure rcadways meet City standards; extends utilities to existing facilities; and
constructs roadway improvements. Major Development Review is for the construction of 3,100,000
square feet of industrial use facilities consisting of four (4) buildings ranging from approximately 339,220
square feet to approximately 1,219,330 square feet, 340,500 square feet of commercial-retail uses
including a hotel allowing for 130-rooms, and 610,000 square feet of business park uses. Conditional
Use Permit is for construction of industrial, commercial-retail and business park land uses requiring a
conditional use permit as identified in the Specific Plan. Development Agreement would initiate an
agreement between the developer and City that will establish provisions for development of the Project
such as, but not limited to, phasing of land uses, installation and financing of infrastructure, vesting of
development rights, and timing of construction of public improvements.

Project Location:

The project site is bounded on the west by Hamner Avenue, on the south by Bellegrave Avenue, on the
east by Interstate 15 freeway (I-15), and on the north by Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road (formerly Galena
Street) on approximately 205 acres located in the City of Eastvale, California.



City of Eastvale Project Number 11-0271
Initial Study for the Eastvale Commerce Center

37. Health Services: Would the project result in Less than

substantial adverse physical impacts associated with  potentially Significant with Less than

the provision of new or physically altered  Significant Mitigation Significant No
government facilities or the need for new or Impact ncorporated Impact Impact

physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the public
services?

Sources: Project Description; Figure 2-Aerial Photograph

In the event of an emergency, employees or users of the proposed development may access Corona Regional
Hospital located approximately 8 miles to the south of the Project site. However, because the proposed Project
does not propose residential uses that would directly increase demand for health services, the demand for
health services is not expected to increase significantly. Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant
and this issue will not be discussed in the forthcoming EIR.

RECREATION
Less than
Potentially Significant with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
RECREATION Impact ncorporated Impact mpa

38. Parks and Recreation:

a) Would the project include recreational facilities
or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an
adverse physical effect on the environment?

Would the project include the use of existing
neighborhood or regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated?

Is the project located within a CSA or recreation
and park district with a Community Parks and
Recreation Plan (Quimby fees)?

Sources: Ord 460; Project Description; RCLIS

The proposed Project is located on vacant land within an urbanized area. The Project proposes a mix of
land uses that include industrial, commercial, and commercial/office uses. The proposed change of
land use on the Project site is not expected to significantly increase demand for recreational facilities.
Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant and this issue will not be discussed in the
forthcoming EIR.

Albert A. KDY Associates



City of Eastvale Project Number 11-0271
Initial Study for the Eastvale Commerce Center

See response to item 38 a) above. Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant and this
issue will not be discussed in the forthcoming EIR.

The Project is located within the Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District and County Service Area 152.
However, the proposed Project is not subject to Quimby Fees as indicated in Section 10.35 of
Ordinance No. 460 (Ord 460), because these fees only apply to residential developments. Therefore,
no impacts are anticipated and this issue will not be discussed in the forthcoming EIR.

39. Recreational Trails: Would the project result in Less than
substantial adverse physical impacts associated  Potentially  Significant with Less than
with the provision of new or physically altered  Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact ncorporated impact mpa

recreational trails, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental impacts,
in order to maintain acceptable service ratios or
other performance objectives?

Sources: JAP; RCLIS; RCPRD; Ord 659

There are currently no trails identified on the Project site. However, Riverside County Parks and Recreation
District (RCPRD) has proposed an amendment to the General Plan Circulation Element, Trails and Bikeway
System which would provide a Combination Trail (Regional Trail/Class | Bike Path) along Bellegrave Avenue to
connect to the existing trail system which currently ends at the east side of I-15. As such, the proposed Project
is not considered to impact recreational trails. In the event the proposed amendment is not adopted, the
Project proponent would be required to pay development impact fees pursuant to Ordinance No. 659 (Ord
659), or other fees as adopted by the City, which includes a component for the development of Regional
Multipurpose Trails. Thus, compliance with this regulatory requirement or the proposed General Plan
Amendment reduces the Project’s impact to below the level of significance. Therefore, impacts are considered
less than significant and this issue will not be discussed in the forthcoming EIR.

Albert A. BIELE Associates



Jurupa Area
Recreation and Park District

4810 Pedley Road ¢ Jurupa Valley, CA 92509 ¢ (951) 361-2090 ¢ Fax (951) 361-2095

www.jarpd.org

May 7, 2013

Mr. Jerry Guarrancino, Senior Planner
City of Eastvale

12363 Limonite Ave., Suite #910
Eastvale, CA 91752

Dear Mr. Guarrancino:
RE: Project No. 11-0271 Goodman Commerce Center

Based on the information on hand for the above referenced project, we have determined that it will have impacts to the
Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District, and should be conditioned for the following:

Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District Ordinance No. 01-2007 Park District Fee Payment.
Conditioned to be either annexed into an existing CFD (a District-Wide Community Facilities District) or required
to form a CFD based on project development to pay for park/trail maintenance.

The Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District has Landscape Maintenance District {LMD) responsibilities for
developments within our boundaries. If the developer is contemplating the use of a Landscape Maintenance District for
any landscape maintenance, they are required to be conditioned for the following:

Submit any plans pertaining to landscaping.
Submit any plans pertaining to public facilities (parks, trails, open space, etc.)
Pay a $1,000.00 plan-check deposit to JARPD.

This project does appear to have an impact to the Trails Map along Bellegrave Ave. and should be conditioned to
develop and maintain a bike path/community trail. If you have any questions or comments, please feel free to contact
me at 951-361-2090.

Through:

DAN RODRIGUEZ, General Manager

BRENDA REYNOLDS;, Administrative Assistant/Projects Manager

JARPD Board of Directors
Dan Rodriguez, JARPD General Manager
Koppel & Gruber Public Finance
File
General Manager
Dan Rodriguez

Board of Directors Office Manager
Stephen Anderson < Don Davies « George R. Young ¢ Ronald Anderson + Richard Marcher Emelyn Whittemore



City of Eastvale
12363 Limonite Avenue, Suite #910 ¢ Eastvale, CA 91752
(951) 361-0900 * Fax: (951) 361-0888 « www.EastvaleCA.gov

DISCRETIONARY PROJECT REVIEW ROUTING FORM

DATE; April 23, 2013

FROM: Jerry Guarracino, Senior Planner, City of Eastvale Planning Department
TO: Distribution List
Planning X | Riverside County Fire Department, Dan Wagner
Eric Norris, Planning Director X | Riverside County Flood Control District, Mekbib Gegaga
Chris Manning, Landscape Review X | Riverside County Sherriff’'s Department, Dan Feltenberger
Jerry Guarracino, Senior Planner Riverside County Environmental Health
CEQA X [ Riverside Transportation Agency, Gordon Robinson (PDF)

Mark Teague, Environmental Planner

Southern California Edison

Building & Safety / Engineering Southern California Gas Co.
Tim Steenson, Building Official
Joe Indrawan, Principal Engineer Jurupa Community Services District
George Alvarez, City Engineer X | Water & Sewer, Bob Frusher
X | Carol Jacobs, City Manager X | Parks & Recreation, Ross Johnson
X [ John Cavanaugh, City Attorney X [ Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District, Brenda Reynolds
Michele Nissen, Public Information Officer Airport Land Use Commission

Application/Project Distribution Date: April 23, 2013
Staff Review Comments Due: May 15, 2013
Design Review Committee Meeting: May 15, 2013

City of Eastvale Project Number: Project No, 11-0271 - Goodman Commerce Center (MDR, SP, and TPM)

Project Location: East of Hamner Ave. between Bellegrave Ave. and Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road. APNs: 160-020-005,006,
023, 025,160-020-029,031 & 032.

Project Applicant Contact Information:
Goodman Birtcher, ¢/o Ward Mace; (949) 502-3602; Email: rd.mace 0odman.com

Project Description/Request:

The applicant has submitted a Revised Specific Plan document (revision No. 3) that contains development standards and
design guidelines for the development of the Goodman Commerce Center project, which involves commercial retails,
business park, and industrial uses to be developed on the sites referenced above. The Specific Plan document serves as the
long-range plan that guides the buildout of the Goodman Commerce Center in a manner that is consistent with the goals of
the City of Eastvale.

Please review the attached Specific Plan document for compliance with your department requirements/standards.
Comments or preferable Conditions of Approval (this is the 3™ revisions) are due to the Eastvale Planning Department by
May 15, 2013. All comments or conditions must be prepared in MS Word format and email to Jerry Guarracino Senior
Planner at Jguarracino@pmcworld.com. Should you have any questions regarding this project, please contact please
contact Jerry Guarracino at (951) 201-6600.
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Section 2 City of Eastvale
Response to Comments Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale FEIR

Response to Comment Letter C — Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District

Dan Rodriguez, General Manager /Brenda Reynolds, CFD Parks and Projects Manager
Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District

4810 Pedley Road

Jurupa Valley, California 92509

Response to Comment C-1:

Section 5.15 — Utilities and Service Systems of the DEIR analyzes the potential impact upon park usage
and identifies the Project’s requirement to pay Park Development Fees to Jurupa Area Recreation and
Park District as a condition of appr