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SUBMITTAL TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FROM: TLMA - Planning Department | , SUBMITTAL DATE:
June 7, 2011

SUBJECT: APPEALS OF PLANNING COMMISSION’S DECISION TO ADOPT RESOLUTION
NO. 2011-004, TO CERTIFY EIR NO. 450; DENY, IN PART, AN APPEAL OF THE PLANNING
DIRECTOR’S ACTION; APPROVE PLOT PLAN NOS. 16979, 18875, 18876, 18877 AND
18879 — EIR00450 — Applicant: Investment Building Group, RGA Office of Architectural Design,
Obayashi Corp. and OC Real Estate Management, LLC — Engineer/Representative: William
Simpson & Assoc., Inc. and KCT Consultants, Inc. — Second Supervisorial District — Prado-Mira
Loma Zoning District — Jurupa Area Plan: Community Development: Light Industrial (CD: LI)
(0.25 - 0.60 Floor Area Ratio) — Location: northerly of State Highway 60, southerly of
Philadelphia Avenue, easterly of Etiwanda Avenue and westerly of Grapevine Street — 44.57
Gross Acres - Zoning: Manufacturing-Medium (M-M) and Industrial Park (I-P) — REQUEST:
Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice (CCAEJ) requests an appeal for Plot
Plan Nos. 16979, 18875, 18876, 18877 and 18879 of the Planning Commission’s decision to
deny, in part, an appeal of the Planning Director's Action and approval issued on April 6, 2011.
The Environmental Impact Report analyzes the potential environmental impacts of Plot Plan
Nos. 16979, 18875, 18876, 18877 and 18879. Plot Plan No. 16979 proposes to develop a
200,731 square foot industrial building with 190,731 square feet of warehouse space, 10,000
square feet of office and mezzanine space, 52,810 square feet of landscaping area (11%), 256 .
parking spaces and 29 loading docks on a 11.01 gross (10.76 net) acre site with a floor area
ratio of 0.42 (Light Industrial requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio).

g d wregory A. Neal, Deputy Director for

CarolynSQfms Luna
Planning Director

Initials:

CsLwve (continued on attached page)

MINUTES OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

On motion of Supervisor Buster, seconded by Supervisor Stone and duly carried by
unanimous vote, IT WAS ORDERED that the above matter is approved as recommended.

Ayes: Buster, Tavaglione, Stone, Benoit and Ashley
Nays: None Kecia Harper-lhem
Absent: None
Date: June 14, 2011
Xc: Planning, Building and Safety, Reéorder
Prev. Agn. Ref. District: Second Agenda Number’* o

Revised 6/06/11 - Y:\Planning Case Files-Riverside ofﬁoe\EIR00450\DH-PC-BOS Hearings\BOS\06-14-11\PP1697% 875-77 6 8
18879\Form 11P - 2011.doc




The Honorable Board of Supervisors

‘Re: APPEALS OF PLANNING COMMISSION’S DECISION TO ADOPT RESOLUTION NO.
2011-004, TO CERTIFY EIR NO. 450; DENY, IN PART, AN APPEAL OF THE PLANNING
DIRECTOR’S ACTION; APPROVE PLOT PLAN NOS. 16979, 18875, 18876, 18877 AND
18879

Page 2 of 2

Plot Plan No. 18875 proposes to develop a 104,210 square foot industrial building with 93,350
square feet of warehouse space, 10,860 square feet of office and mezzanine space, 41,699
square feet of landscaping area (16%), 96 parking spaces and 18 loading docks on a 5.99 gross
(5.00 net) acre site with a floor area ratio of 0.40 (Light Industrial requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area
ratio). Plot Plan No. 18876 proposes to develop twelve (12) industrial buildings with a total
building area of 97,010 square feet with 83,810 square feet of storage space, 13,200 square
feet of office space, 42,948 square feet of landscaping area (15%) and 243 parking spaces on a
6.83 gross (6.42 net) acre site with a floor area ratio of 0.33 (Light Industrial requires a 0.25-
0.60 floor area ratio). Plot Plan No. 18877 proposes to develop eight (8) industrial buildings
with a total building area of 144,594 square feet with 92,094 square feet of storage space,
52,500 square feet of office space, 122,307 square feet of landscaping area (22%) and 444
parking spaces on a 12.75 gross (10.23 net) acre site with a floor area ratio of 0.26 (Light
Industrial requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio). Plot Plan No. 18879 proposes to develop a
155,480 square foot industrial building with 145,480 square feet of warehouse space, 10,000
square feet of office and mezzanine space, 53,941 square feet of landscaping area (16%), 131
parking spaces, 30 trailer parking spaces and 25 loading docks on a 7.99 gross (net) acre site
with a floor area ratio of 0.45 (Light Industrial requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio).

BACKGROUND:

The project was tentatively approved at the May 17, 2011, Board of Supervisors hearing in
order to allow County Counsel additional time to prepare Resolution No. 2011-170 attached that
would exclude references to Plot Plan No. 17788.

RECOMMENDED MOTION:

ADOPT RESOLUTION NO. 2011-170 CERTIFYING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
NO. 450, which has been completed in compliance with CEQA Guidelines; and,

DENY the APPEAL and APPROVE PLOT PLAN NOS. 16979, 18875, 18876, 18877 AND
18879, subject to the attached Conditions of Approval, and based upon the findings and
conclusions incorporated in the staff report.
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Director ‘ 1 —
Ddte Intial
TO: [0 Office of Planning and Research (OPR) FROM: Riverside County Planning Department
P.0O. Box 3044 W 4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor [ 38686 El Cerrito Road
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 P. O. Box 1409 Palm Desert, California 92211
X County of Riverside County Clerk Riverside, CA 92502-1409 )

SUBJECT: Filing of Notice of Determination in compliance with Section 21152 of the California Public Resources Code.

EIR00450, Plot Plan Nos. 16979, 18875, 18876, 18877 and 18879

Profect Title/Case Numbers

Christian Hinojosa (951) 955-0972

County Contact Person Phone Number

2002121128

State Clearinghouse Number (if submitted fo the State Clearinghouse)

Obayashi Corp. 420 E 3rd Street, Suite 600; Los Angeles, CA 90013
Project Applicant Address

Northerly of State Highway 60, southerly of Philadelphia Avenue, easterly of Etiwanda Avenue and westerly of Grapevine Street
Project Location

The Environmental Impact Report analyzes the potential environmental impacts of Plot Plan Nos. 16979, 18875, 18876, 18877 and 18879. Plot Pian No. 16979
proposes to develop a 200,731 sguare foot industrial building with 190,731 square feet of warehouse space, 10,000 square feet of office and mezzanine space
52.810 square feet of landscaping area (11%). 256 parking spaces and 29 loading docks on a 11.01 gross (10.76 net) acre site with a floor area ratio of 0.42
(Light Industrial requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio). Plot Plan No. 18875 proposes to develop a 104,210 square foot industrial building with 93,350 square feet
of warehouse space, 10.860 square feet of office and mezzanine space, 41.699 square feet of landscaping area (16%). 96 parking spaces and 18 loading docks
on a 5.99 gross (5.00 net) acre site with a floor area ratio of 0.40 (Light Industrial requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio). Plot Plan No. 18876 proposes to develop
twelve (12) industrial buildings with a total building area of 97,010 square feet with 83,810 square feet of storage space, 13,200 square feet of office space.
42,948 square feet of landscaping area (15%) and 243 parking spaces on a 6.83 gross (6.42 net) acre site with a floor area ratio of 0.33 (Light Industrial requires
a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio). Plot Plan No. 18877 proposes to develop eight (8) industrial buildings with a total building area of 144,594 square feet with 92,094
square feet of storage space, 52,500 square feet of office space, 122,307 square feet of landscaping area (22%) and 444 parking spaces on a 12.75 gross
(10.23 net) acre site with a floor area ratio of 0.26 (Light Industrial requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio). Plot Plan No. 18879 proposes to develop a 155,480
square foot industrial building with 145480 square feet of warehouse space, 10,000 square feet of office and mezzanine space, 53.941 square feet of
landscaping area (16%). 131 parking spaces, 30 trailer parking spaces and 25 loading docks on a 7.99 gross (net) acre site with a floor area ratio of 0.45 (Light

Industrial requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio).
Project Description

This is to advise that the Riverside County Board of Supervisors, as the lead agency, has approved the above-referenced project on June 14. 2011, and has
made the following determinations regarding that project:

The project WILL have a significant effect on the environment.

An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for the project pursuant to the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act ($2,839.25 + $64.00).
Mitigation measures WERE made a condition of the approval of the project.

A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan/Program WAS adopted.

A statement of Overriding Considerations WAS adopted for the project.

e

This is to certify that the Final Environmental Impact Report, with comments, responses, and record of project approval is available to the general public at:
Riversjde County Planning Department, 4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor, Riverside, CA 92501.

WA k0 Poovd Pesichmnt June L4 200

ure S— Title Date
Date Received for Filingand Posting at OPR:

DM/ Revised 8/25/2009 Y:\Planning Case Files-Riverside office\EIRO0450\DH-PC-BOS Hearings\BOS\06-14-11\PP 16979, 18875-77, 18879\NOD Form.docx

JUN14200 2.8

Please charge deposit fee case#: ZEIR00450 ZCFG02693 .
FOR COUNTY CLERK'S USE ONLY
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Carolyn Syms Luna

Director q \l’k @

DATE: June 8, 2011
TO: Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

FROM: Planning Department - Riverside Office

SUBJECT: APPEALS OF PLANNING COMMISSION'S DECISION TO ADOPT RESOLUTION NO.
2011-004, TO CERTIFY EIR NO. 450; DENY, IN PART, AN APPEAL OF THE PLANNING DIRECTOR’S
ACTION; APPROVE PLOT PLAN NOS. 16979, 18875, 18876, 18877 AND 18879 — EIR00450

(Charge your time to these case numbers)

The attached item(s) require the following action(s) by the Board of Supervisors:

Place on Administrative Action (Receive & File; EOT) D Set for Hearing (Legislative Action Required; CZ, GPA, SP, SPA)
[[JLabels provided If Set For Hearing [ ] Publish in Newspaper:
[J10 Day []20Day []30day **SELECT Advertisement**
Place on Consent Calendar [[] **SELECT CEQA Determination**
Place on POIle Calendar (Resolutions; Ordinances; PNC) D 10 Day D 20 Day D 30 day

OXO O

Place on Section Initiation Proceeding (GPIP) |:| NOtIfy Property OWNETS (appiagenciesiproperty owner labels provided)
Controversial: [ ] YES [] NO

Designate Newspaper used by Planning Department for Notice of Hearing:
(2nd Dist) Press Enterprise and County Record

Need Director’s signature by 6/9/11
Please schedule on the June 14, 2011.BOS Agenda

. u‘j ,»’l!
Riverside Office - 4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor Desert Office + 38686 El Cerrito Road
P.0O. Box 1409, Riverside, California 92502-1409 Palm Desert, California 92211
(951) 955-3200 : Fax (951) 955-1811 (760) 863-8277 - Fax (760) 863-7555

“Planning Our Future... Preserving Our Past’

Y:\Planning Case Files-Riverside office\EIR00450\DH-PC-BOS Hearings\BOS\06-14-11\PP16979, 18875-77, 18879\Form 11 Coversheet.docx
Revised 3/4/10 )
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Board of Supervisors County of Riverside

.~ RESOLUTION NO. 2011-170
CERTIFYING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT NO. 450
APPROVING
PLOT PLAN NO. 16979
PLOT PLAN NO. 18875
PLOT PLAN NO. 18876
PLOT PLAN NO. 18877
PLOT PLAN NO. 18879

WHEREAS, pursuant to the provisions of Government Code Section 65450 et. seq., public
hearings were held before the Riverside County Planning Director on October 4, 2010 and October 18,
2010;4 before the Riverside County Planning Commission on December 1, 2010, February 16, 2011, and
March 23, 2011; and before the Board of Supervisor on May 17, 2011 to consider Plot Plan No. 16979,
Plot Plan No. 18875, Plot Plan No. 18876, Plot Plan No. 18877 and Plot Plan No. 18879.

WHEREAS, all procedures of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Riverside
County CEQA implementing procedures have been satisfied, and Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
No. 450, prepared in connection with Plot Plan No. 16979, Plot Plan No. 18875, Plot Plan No. 18876,
Plot Plan No. 18877, Plot Plan No. 18879 and associated with Plot Plan No. 17788 (collectively referred
to alternatively herein as “the Project”), is sufficiently detailed so that all the potentially significant
effects of the Project on the environment and measures necessary to avoid or substantially lessen such
effects have been evaluated in aécordance with the above-referenced Act and Procedures; and,

WHEREAS, the matter was discussed fully with testimony and documentation presented by the
public and affected government agencies; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED, FOUND, DETERMINED, AND ORDERED by the Board of
Supervisors of the County of Riverside, in regular session assembled on June 14,,201 1 that:

A. Plot Plan No. 16979 proposes the development of an industrial building with a total

building area of approximately 200,731 square feet with approximately 190,731 square
feet of warchouse space and 10,000 square feet of office space on an approximately 11.01
gross acre site with a floor area ratio of 0.42 (Community Development: Light Industrial

(CD: LI) (0.25-0.60 Floor Area Ratio) requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio).

06.14.11 3.68
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Plot Plan No. 18875 proposes the development of | an industrial building with a total

building area of 104,210 square feet with approximately 93,350 square feet of warehouse

space and 10,860 square feet of office space on an approximately 5.99 gross acre siteA
with a floor area ratio of 0.40 (Community Development: Light Industrial (CD: LI) (0.25-

0.60 Floor Area Ratio) requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio).

Plot Plan No. 18876 proposes the development of twelve (12) industrial buildings with a

total building area of 97,010 square feet with 83,810 square feet of storage space and

13,200 square feet of office space on an approximately 6.83 gross acre site with a floor

area ratio of 0.33 (Community Development: Light Industrial (CD: LI) (0.25-0.60 Floor

Area Ratio) requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio).

Plot Plan No. 18877 proposes the development of eight (8) industrial buildings with a

total building area of approximately 144,594 square feet with 92,094 square feet of
sfora_ge space and 52,500 square feet of office space on an approximately 12.75 groés

acre site with a floor area ratio of 0.26 (Community Development: Light Industrial (CD:

L) (0.25-0.60 Floor Area Ratio) requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio).

Plot Plan No. 18879 proposes the development of an industrial building with a total

building area of 155,480 square feet with 145,480 square feet of warehouse space and

5,000 square feet of office space and 5,000 square feet of mezzanine space on a 7.99

gross acre site with a floor area ratio of 0.45 (Community Development: Light Industrial

(CD: LI) (0.25-0.60 Floor Area Ratio) requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio).

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors that the following environmental

impacts associated with the Project are potentially significant unless otherwise indicated, but each of

these impacts will be avoided or substantially lessened by the identified mitigation measures:

A

Aesthetics

1. Impacts:

The Project would not have a substantial effect upon a scenic highway

corridor within which it is located. (Draft EIR, p. 4.1-6.) The Project site is
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located north of State Route 60, east of Etiwanda Avenue, south of Philadelphia

Avenue, and west of the San Sevaine Flood Control Channel. The Project has
access on Hopkins Street, De Forest Circle, and Dulles Drive within the Mira
Loma Commerce Center. None of these roads are designated as a State or County
Scenic Highway, and the Project site is not located within a scenic highway
corridor. The nearest “State Eligible” Scenic Highways are State Route 91 west
from Interstate 15, and Interstate 15 south from State Route 91 Interchange, as

shown on Figure C-9 of the Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP). The

nearest Officially Designated State Scenic Highways are State Route 91 (from

Anaheim to State Route 55) approximately 18 miles southwest of the Project site,
and State Route 243 approximately 30 miles west of the Project site. For these
reasons, it can be concluded that the Project will not have a substantial effect upon
a scenic highway corridor, and no Project-specific mitigation measures are
required since no significant adverse impacts are anticipated.

The Project would not substantially damage scenic resources and would
not result in the creation of an aesthetically offensive site open to public view.
(Draft EIR, P. 4.1-7.) Implementation of the Project will involve the develppment
of parcels within an existing industrial park, with potential visual impacts of
industrial buildings and processing facilities, truck, and material storage. Upon .
completion of the Project, these potential impacts will be alleviated with the
installation of required setbacks and landscaping, as required by the County of
Riverside and the approved Mira Loma Commerce Center Design Guidelines
development standards, and the Project will be conditioned to incorporate the use
of trees along streets and in parking areas in accordance with the approved Mira
Loma Commerce Center Design Guidelines and Ordinance No. 348 requirements.
The Project site is primarily visible from the public vantages along the State
Route 60, bordering to the south, and from Etiwanda and Philadelphia Avenues,
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to the west and north. Compliance with Riverside County development standards

and the approved Mira Loma Commerce Center Design Guidelines will require
setbacks and landscaping and irrigation improvements for all parcels of the Mira
Loma Commerce éenter, and landscaping improvements will be incorporated into
parking areas. The improvements will effectively screen a significant portion of
the industrial operations from public view. Landscaping and placement of
existing industrial buildings will provide visual screening. (Draft EIR, p. 4.1-7.)

Physical changes are anticipated to be similar in nature to physical alteration that

_ has already occurred in the past on the subject property. Grading and

development will be similar to that of the surrounding sites.  Project
implementation will not materially change the site characteristics of vividness,
uniqueness, unity, and variety. Development will improve the viewshed through
addition of landscaping. (Draft EIR, p. 4.1-7.) The Project is consistent with the
goals and objectives articulated in the relevant adopted RCIP General Plan and
related policies and does not adversely affect any significant visual resources.
Therefore, Project aesthetic-related impacts are considered less than significant,
and no Project-specific mitigation measures are required.

The Project would not interfere with the nighttime use of the Mt. Palomar
Observatory, as protected through Riverside County Ordinance No. 655. (Draft
EIR, pp. 4.1-7 to 8.) The Project site is approximately 60 miles from the Mt.
Palomar Observatory. The Project site is not located within the 15-mile radius or
the 45-mile radius from the Mt. Palomar Observatory, as shown on Riverside
County General Plan’s Mount Palomar Nighttime Lighting Policy figures and as
defined by Riverside County Ordinance No. 655, and thus will not interfere with
the nighttime use of the observatory. Therefore, the Project is not subject to the
special lighting policies related to the protection of the Mt. Palomax Observatory

and will have no impact upon the nighttime use of the Mt. Palomar Observatory,
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and no Project-specific mitigation measures are required.

Without appropriate mitigation, the Project may have the potential to
create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area or expose residential property to unacceptable light
levels. The Project site is surrounded by existing industrial developments which
generate a moderate to high amount of ambient evening light. Currently, the
Project is vacant and undeveloped, and does not generate any ambient evening
light. It is reasonable to expect any industrial development within the Mira Loma
Commerce Center to generate a similar amount of light as neighboring existing
buildings in the industrial park. In addition, other lighting in the vicinity of the
site consists of ambient light from residential developments, to the west and east,
and from the State Route 60 to the south. (Draft EIR, p. 4.1-8.) Pursuant to State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subdivision (a)(1), changes or alternatives have
been required in,‘or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or substantially
lessen the significant environmental effect identified in the Final EIR. Mitigation
Measure 1 would prevent the potential for significant impacts by the use of hoods
and other design features. Inclusion of these design features in the Project will be
required through implementation of standard County conditions of approval, plan
check, and permit procedures and the below-listed mitigation measure. Therefore,
impacts from lighting to the adjacent residential areas are considered to be less
than significant with mitigation incorporated. (Draft EIR, p. 4.1-8.)

As related to cumulative aesthetic impacts, the RCIP General Plan EIR
stated that build-out of the “proposed General Plan would increase the
development of urban uses, causing a substantial loss in open space and aesthetic
resources, which could significantly alter existing and future public views and
view corridors, and that implementation of the General Plan would increase the

effects of light and glare upon existing residential uses and the Mount Palomar
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B.

Agricultural Resources

Observétory. However, the policies, existing County ordinances and RCIP EIR
mitigation measures would reduce the potential aesthetic resource and light/glare
impacts to a less than significant level. Implementation of the proposed Project
will involve the development of parcels within the existing industrial park. The
potential visual impacts of the proposed industrial development include industrial
buildings and processing facilities, truck, and material storage. Unless shielded,
these facilities may create a visual detraction. However, upon completion of the
proposed Project, these potential impacts will be alle{ziated with the installation of
required setbacks and landscaping, pursuant to the conditibns of approval and the
approved Mira Loma Commerce Center- Design Guidelines development
standards, as described in the Draft EIR. | The Project will also be conditioned to
incorporate the use of specimen canopy trees in a 24” box or greater along streets
and in parking areas. (Draft EIR, pp. 6.0-10 to 11.) Therefore, the Project will
not have a significant individual or curﬁulative aesthetic impact. (Draft EIR, p.
6.0-11.) No mitigétion measures are required or proposed to address cumulative
aesthetic impacts. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-11.)

Mitigation:

The Project has been modified to mitigate or avoid the potentially
signiﬁcant impacts by the following mitigation measures, which are hereby
adopted and will be implemented as provided in the Mitigation, Monitoring, and
Reporting Program.

a.  Mitigation Measure Aesthetics 1: All outdoor light fixtures including
street lights and operational, signage, and landscape lighting sources shall
be shielded and situated so as to not cause glare or excessive light spillage

into adjacent residential areas. (Draft EIR, p. 4.1-8.)

Impacts:
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The Project would not result in any impacts from the conversion of

~designated farmland into non-agricultural uses, and would not convert Prime

Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on
the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of
the California Department of Conservation, to non-agricultural use. (Draft EIR, p.
4.2-5.) Based on the maps for Western Riverside County, the Project site is
identified as a mix of Farmland of Local Importance and Urban and Built-Up
Land. The Project site is zoned Manufacturing — Medium (M-M) and Industrial
Park (I-P), and has not been under cultivation or dry farmed for at least 27 years.
The size of the individual properties of the Project site is not large enough to be
economically feasible to farm. The designation of a portion of the Project/ site,
and most of the adjacent properties as Urban and Built-Up Land indicates that this
property has not be farmed in many years and is not considered statewide or
locally important farmland. The designation of the balance of the Project site and
a small portion of the adjacent property as Farmland of Local Importaﬁce is likely
representative of the historical use of the property and its current undeveloped
state, rather than any current agricultural potential of the property. The Project site
does not contain Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland of Stétewide
Importance and thus mitigation is not required. (Draft EIR, p. 4.2-5.)

The Project would not conflict with an existing agricultural use or a
Williamson Act (agricultural preserve) contract. (Draft EIR, p. 4.2-7.) The
Project site is zoned M-M and I-P and there are no agricultural uses existing on
the Project site or adjacent to the Project site; and the Project site does not contain
any parcels which are under a Williamson Act Contract. Therefore, the Project
will have no impacts and will not conflict with existing agricultural uses or a
Williamson Act contract. (Draft EIR, p. 4.2-7.)

The Project would not cause development of non-agricultural uses within
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300 feet of agriculturally zoned property. (County of Riverside Ordinance No.

625 Right-to-Farm). (Draft EIR, p. 4.2-7.) According to the EIR’s Zoning Map,
the Project is not located within 300 feet of agriculturally zoned property and is
not subject to the Ordinance which applies to land divisions that are developed
adjacent to pre-existing agricultural zoning. Therefore, the Project will have no
impacts upon agricultural resources that would result from the development of
non-agricultural uses within 300 feet of agriculturally zoned property, and
mitigation is not required. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.2-7, 4.2-8.)

The proposed Project would not involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland to non-agricultural use. (Draft EIR, p. 4.2-7.) The Project consists of
industrial and business park uses within an improved industrial center in an area
zoned for these uses., with roads and other infrastructure previously constructed to
serve the site. The Project will not result in changes in the enviroﬁment, such as
infrastructure development, that could result in the conversion of farmland.
Therefore, the Project will have no impacts related to such conversion of land use,
and mitigation is not required. (Draft EIR, p-4.2-7))

2. Mitigation:
No Project-specific mitigation measures are required.
C.  Biological Resources
1. - Impacts:

The Project would not interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native
resident migratory wildlife corridors or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-15.) No native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species were observed on the Project site, (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-15; Draft EIR,

Appendix C.) No Project-specific mitigation measures are required since no
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significant adverse impacts are anticipated.

The Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, and regulations or by the CaIifornié Department of Fish and Game or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-15.) No riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural communities were found on the Proj ec:t site. (Draft EIR, p.
4.4-15; Draft EIR, Appendix C.) No Project-specific mitigation measures are
required since no significant adverse impacts are anticipated.

The Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including,
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-15.) There are no
blueline streams or rivers depicted on the U‘SGS topographic maps within one-
half mile of the Project site and no wetlands located on or near the Project site.
The proposed Project will discharge all on-site storm water into the San Sevaine
Channel, which is maintained and owned by the County Flood Control District.
San Sevaine Channel eventually connects to the Santa Ana River, ‘and there could
be potential indirect impacts to wetlands within the Santa Ana River and further
downstream. However, these potential impacts are addressed in Section 4.8
(Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR and are addressed appropriately
in the findings related to potential impacts upon hydrology and water quality.
(Draft EIR, pp. 4.4-15 to 4.4-16.) No Project-specific mitigation measures are
required since no significant adverse impacts are anticipated.

The Project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-16.) The entire Project site
was mass graded, fertilized with organic fertilizer and seeded with non-native

grasses for erosion and dust control. The site is currently undeveloped land
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covered with moderate growth of non-native grasses and weeds. (Draft EIR, p.
4.4-16.) There are no biological resourcés found on the Project site th__at are
subject to local policies or ordinance protecting biological resources, with the
exception of the MSHCP, which is further discussed, below, in the discussion of
impacts related to Habitat Conservation Plans. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.4-11 to 4.4-16.)
The development of the vacant remaining parcels within the MLCC will not
conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resoﬁrces.
(Draft EIR, p. 4.4-16.) No Project-specific mitigation measures are required since
no significant adverse impacts are anticipated.

' Without appropriate mitigation, the Project may have an impact on the
threshold related to creating a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on an endangered, or threatened species as listed in Title 14
of the California Code of Regulations (Sections 670.2 or 670.5) or in Title 50,
Code of Federal Regulations (Sections 17.11 or 17.12) or on species identified as
a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies,
or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-6.) There is no apparent connectivity to
the subject site from the nearest known existing Delhi Sands Flower-Loving Fly
(“DSFLF”) population due to existing development that has long since
fragmented potential habitat in the area, the likelihood of dispersing to the subject.
parcels would be low, and although the Project site is within mapped Delhi Soils
it does not contain suitable DSFLF habitat. (Final EIR, pp. 1.0-51 to 1.0-52.)
The California gnatcatcher typically occupies sage scrub habitat, which does not
exist on the Project site. No riparian habitat, which would support the least Bell’s
vireo, exists. The San Diego horned lizard normally occupies coastal sage scrub,
low elevation chaparral, annual grassland, oak and riparian woodlands, and

coniferous forests; however none of the habitats exist on the parcels. Therefore,
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grading and construction necessary to implement the Project within the MLCC
will not result in significant impacts to these sensitive species or significant
habitats. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-6.) |

The burrowing owl is a small, brown, long-legged owl that inhabits open
grassland and arid scrub habitats. (Final EIR, p. 1.0-51.) Suitable habitat for
burrowing owls exists on all of the subject parcels; however, no burrowing owls
were observed during surveys of the Project site. Scattered California ground
squirrel burrows and other potential refuges such as debris piles occur
sporadically throughout the study area, but none were determined to be currently
occupied or recently used by burrowing owls. Monitoring did not refieal any
indication that this species was currently present on or directly adjacent to the site.
Significant adverse impacts are not expected based on the biological studies of the
site. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-10.) Due to the migratory nature of the burrowing owl,
there is the possibility that burrowing owls could occupy the site prior to
commencement of Project grading and construction. If burrowing owls are
present at the site, preparation of the site, such as grading and construction, could
result in the loss of individual owls, eggs, or young, which would be considered
significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-10.)

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines section 15091, subdivision (a)(1),
changes or alternatives have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project

which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect associated

- with such species and habitat modification identified in the Final EIR. (Draft EIR,

pp. 4.4-11, 44-17) Objective 6 of the MSHCP Reference Document is
implemented through pre-construction surveys for all Covered Activities
conducted within 30 days prior to disturbance. Take of any active nests at that
time will be avoided, and passive relocation will occur when owls are present

outside the nesting season. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-10.) Impacts will be reduced to
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below the level of significance through compliance with the provisions of the
MSHCP and with implementation of mitigation measures MM Bio 1, MM Bio 2,
and MM Bio 3, which impose restrictions on certain development activities,
require pre-construction surveys for the migratory bird species, and require
participation in the MSHCP mitigation fee program. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-11.)

No suitable raptor nesting habitat exists on the subject parcels, but it does
exist in the surrounding area. One red tail hawk nest was found within a utility
tower located north of and adjacent to one of the parcels. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-11.)
If it is found that any of the§e species has subsequently established an active nest
on the Project site that would be lost as a result of site-preparation, in order to
avoid violation of the MBTA or the California Fish and Game Code, general
guidelines suggest that Project-related disturbances at active nesting territories be
reduced or eliminated during the nesting cycle (generally February 1 to August
31). Should eggs or fledglings be discovered on site, the nest cannot be disturbed
until the young have hatched and fledged (inatured to leave the nest on their own).
Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines section 15091, subdivision (a)(1), changes or
alternatives have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect identified in the Final
EIR. Compliance with the above-listed mitigation measures will reduce these
potential impacts to below the level of significance. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-11.)

Without mitigation, the Project may conflict with the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation Community Plan, or
other approved local, regional, or state conservation plan. The Western Riverside
County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) is a
comprehensive, multi-jurisdictional Habitat Conservation Plan focusing on
conservation of species and associated habitats in Western Riverside County. The

Project site is not located within a Criteria Area, and thus is not subject to the
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HANS review process for discretionary development Projects. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-
12.) The Project was reviewed for consistency with the MSHCP Section 6.1.2
(Protection of Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pool
guidelines), the Section 6.1.3 (Protection of Narrow Endemic Plant Species
guidelines), Section 6.1.4 (Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands
Interface) and Section 6.3.2 (Additional Survey Needs and Procedures), and with
the MSHCP’s DSFLF conservation objectives. (Final EIR, pp. 1.0-51 to 1.0-52.)
Based upon the analysis in the EIR of consistency with the MSHCP. the results of
the focused biological surveys which evaluated the Project site for potential
biological impacts, and implementation of the listed mitigation measures for
potential impacts to the burrowing owl, it is concluded that the Project is
consistent with the provisions of the adopted MSHCP. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-15.)
Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines section 15091, subdivision (a)(1), changes or
alternatives have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect identified in the Final
EIR. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-15.) Implementation of miﬁgation measures MM Bio 1,
MM Bio 2, and MM Bio 3 would reduce the impactto a less than significant level
by imposing restrictions on certain development activities as related to sensitive
species, requiring pre-cbnstruction surveys for the species prior to development
activities, and requiring participation in the MSHCP mitigation fee program.
Regarding cumulative impacts, build-out of the General Plan will result in
the direct mortality of individuals of listed, proposed or candidate species or the
loss of habitat occupied by such species. These impacts are considered significant
at the General Plan level. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-14.) Implementation of RCIP
GenerallPlan EIR mitigation measures will reduce impacts to oak trees to below a
level of significant, but although these policies and mitigation measures will

reduce other impacts to biological resources, these impacts will remain
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significant. Biological surveys were completed for the Project site. (Draft EIR,
Appendix C.) No threatened or endangered species were found, and no naturally
occurring plant communities (e.g., Riverside and sage scrub, riparian, wetland
habitats, vernal pool complexes, etc.) exist on any of the parcels that are the
subject of the EIR’s analysis. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-15.) No listed species were
observed during the survey effort.

A focused surveys for the burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) was
conducted on the Project site. No occupied burrows were identified and no
foraging burrowing owls were observed during the surveys. Pursuant to
burrowing owl Objective 6 in Section B of the MSHCP Reference Document a
30-day pre-construction survey for burrowing owl is required where suitable
habitat is present; and if burrowing owls are present, they must be relocated by
passive or active relocation as agreed to by the Riverside County Environmental
Programs Department. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-16; Final EIR, p. 1.0-62.) Loss of
habitat from the site is considered to represent an incremental reduction of
foraging area for off-site and/or dispersing burrowing owls only. This loss is not
expected to reduce population numbers in the region.” Therefore, significant
adverse impacts are not expected. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-16.) If burrowing owls are
present on-site, preparation from grading and construction could result in the loss
of individual owls, eggs, or young which is considered significant pursuant to
CEQA and Fish and Game Code. If left unmitigated, the Project could result in
significant impacts to the burrowing owl. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-16.)

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines section 15091, subdivision (a)(1),
changes or alternatives have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project
which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect identified
in the Final EIR. In order to avoid violation of the MBTA or the California Fish

and Game Code, general guidelines suggest that Project-related disturbances at
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active nesting territories be reduced or eliminated during the nesting cycle

(generally February 1 to August 31). Should eggs or fledglings be discovered on

site, the nest cannot be disturbed (pursuant to CDFG guidelines) until the young

have hatched and fledged (matured to a state that they can leave the nest on their
own). (See infra discussion of MM Bio 1.) MM Bio 2 will require surveying the
property to avoid disturbance of potentially present species. To address the
impacts associated with the cumulative loss of habitat for special status birds by
the loss of foraging habitat, the Project shall be conditioned for payment of
MSHCP mitigation fees as set forth under Ordinance No. 810, which is also
imposed under MM Bio 3. Paymenf of these fees will mitigate for the cumulative
loss of habitat associated with the species listed above and additional species
identified in the MSHCP. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-17.) After incorporation of
mitigation measures, potential adverse impacts associated with special-status
species and the cumulative impacts associated with the loss of foraging habitat

will be reduced to a less than significant level. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-17.)

Mitigation:

The Project has been modified to mitigate or avoid the potentially significant

impacts by the following mitigation measures, which are hereby adopted and will

be implemented as provided in the Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Program.

a. Mitigation Measure Bio 1: In order to avoid violation of the MBTA and
California Fish and Game Code site-preparation activities (removal of
trees and vegetation) shall be avoided, to the greatest extent possible,
during the .nesting season (generally February | 1 to August 31) of
potentially occurring native and migratory bird species. (Draft EIR, p.
4.4-16.)

If site-preparation activities are proposed during the

15




(Y- TR S D - W ™ I - N VS B oS B

M,_.,...._.._......_.,_.,_.,_..'._..
YR 2RV BB E &5 a6 =250 = o

nesting/breeding season (February 1 to August 31), a pre-activity field

survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist to determine if active
nests of species protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) or
the California Fish aﬁd Game Code are present in the construction zone. If
active nests are not located within the Project area and appropriate buffer,
comuucﬁon .may be conducted during the nesting/breeding season.
However, if active nests are located during the pre-activity field survey, no
grading or heavy equipment activity shall take place within at least 500
feet of an active listed species or raptor nest, 300 feet of other sensitive or
protected (under MBTA or California Fish and Game Code) bird nests
(non-listed), or within 100 feet of sensitive or protected songbird nests,
until the nests are no longer active. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-16.)

Mitigation Measure Bio 2: A pre-construction survey for resident
burrowing owls will be conducted by a qualified biologist within 30 days
prior to commencement of grading and construction activities within those
portions of the Project site containing suitable burrowiné owl habitat. If
ground disturbing activities in these areas are delayed or suspended for
more than 30 days after the pre-construction survey, the area shall be
resurveyed for owls. The pre-constmction survey and any relocation
activity will be conducted in accordance with the CDFG Report on
Burrowing Owl Mitigation, 1995. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-16.)

If active nests are located, they shall be avoided or the owls
actively or passively relocated. To adequately avoid active nests, no
grading or heavy equipment activity shall take place within at least 250
feet of an active nest during the breeding season (February 1 through
August 31), and 160 feet during the non-breeding season. (Draft EIR, p.
4.4-17)
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If burrowing owls occupy the site and .cannot be avoided, active or
passive relocation shall be used to exclude owls from their burrows, as
agreed to by the Riverside County Environmental Programs Department.
Relocation shall be conducted outside the breeding season or once the
young are ‘able to leave the nest and fly. Passive relocation is the
exclusion of owls from their burrows (outside the breeding season or once
the young are able to leave the nest and fly) by installing one-way doors in
burrow entré.nces. These one-way doors allow the owl to exit the burrow,
but not enter it. These doors shall be left in place 48 hours to ensure that
the owls have left the burrow. Artificial burrows shall be provided nearby.
The Project area shall be monitored daily for one week to confirm owl use
of burrows, before excavating burrows in the impact area. Burrows shall
be excavated using hand tools and refilled to prevent reoccupation.
Sections of flexible pipe shall be inserted into the tunnels during
excavation to maintain an escape route for any animals inside the burrow.
If active relocation is required, the Environmental Progrms Department
shall be consulted to determine available, acceptable receiving sites, where
this species has a greater chance of successful long-term relocation. (Draft
EIR, p. 4.4-17.)

Mitigation Measure Bio 3: The County of Riverside is a participating
entity or permittee of the Western Riverside County Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The purpose of the MSHCP is to
conserve open space and habitat on a county-wide, cumulative basis. Take
authorization for the MSHCP was granted by the USFWS and CDFG on
June 22, 2004. The County of Riverside authorizes take for Projects in
compliance with the MSHCP. Payment of the MSHCP fee requirements

will provide adequate mitigation for potential impacts to the Cooper’s
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hawk, southern California rufous-crowned sparrow, northern harrier, San
Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, coastal western whiptail, northern red
diamond rattlesnake and other species and plant communities. To address
the impacts associated with the cumulative loss of habitat for special status
birds by the loss of habitat, the Project shall be conditioned to pay
MSHCP mitigation fees as set forth under Ordinance No. 810. (Draft EIR,
p.4.4:17.)

D. Cultural Resources

1.

Impacts:

The Project would not restrict any existing religious or sacred uses within
the potential impact area. (Draft EIR, p. 4.5-7.) The archaeological impact
assessment on the parcels did not locate evidence of Native American religious,
ritual, or other special activities at this location. No Project-specific mitigation
measures are required since no significant adverse impacts are anticipated.

The Project would not alter or destroy an historic site or cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in

California Code of Regulations, Section 15064.5. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.5-7 to 4.5-8.)

- No evidence of historic materials was observed during the archaeological impact

assessment of the site. A small grouping of homes constructed in the 1930s as
housing for the industrial/military operations at the Space Center is located ';vest
of the Project site on the west side of Etiwanda Avenue. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.5-7 to
4.5-8.) These homes have been occupied, even though the surrounding land uses
have continued as mainly industrial and manufacturing uses. (Draft EIR, p. 4.5-
8.) There are no registered historical resources within Mira Loma Village, and no
construction will occur within Mira Loma Village. (Draft EIR, p. 4.5-8.) No
historical resources exist within or adjacent to the Project area, thus impacts from
the Project are considered to be less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.5-8.) No
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- Project-specific mitigation measures are required since no significant adverse

impacts are anticipated.

Without mitigation, the Project may have potential impacts that alter or
destroy or cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of archaeological
sites or resources pursuant to State CEQA Guideline section 15064.5. (Draft EIR,
p- 4.5-6.) No evidence of the presence of an archacological site was observed
during the archaeological impact assessment on the parcels; however, there is a
slight potential that archacological resources may be identified in buried context
and impacted during Project-related excavations. Grading and construction
proposed will not result in any significant iinpacts to cultural or historic resources.
(Draft EIR, p. 4.5-6 to 4.5-7.) Further, no indirect impacts to cultural resources
located within the Project environs are anticipated as a result of the introduction
of additional urban activity associated with the ‘proposed development. (Draft
EIR, p. 4.5-7.) The impact of the Project upon these archaeological sites is
considered to be below the level of significance. (/d) However, prehistoric
resources may be identified in buried context and impaéted during Project-related
excavations. ‘Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines section 15091, subdivision
(a)(1), changes or alternatives have been required in, or incorporated into, the
Project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect
identiﬁed in the Final EIR. (See Draft EIR, pp. 4.56 to 4.5-7) ?Mitigation
measures MM Cultural 1, MM Cultural 2, MM Cultural 3, and MM Cultural A, as
listed below, will ensure that potential Project impacts to currently unknown
archaeological resources are mitigated to a level below significance. Although
MM Cultural 1 and MM Cultural 2 were amended by the Final EIR, and MM
Cultural A was added by the Final EIR, the findings of significance determined in
the Draft EIR remain the same and unchanged. The mitigation measures will

ensure that any accidentally discovered and uncovered resources are carefully

19




O 0 3 N A WN =

N [\ &) b bt b e e et et
S I BRRYYIRBEBE 23365258 =5

monitored, evaluated, and properly handled. (Draft EIR, p. 4.5-7.)

Without mitigation, the Project may have potential impacts on human
remains, including those interred outside of any formal cemeteries, if human
remains are uncovered by construction or development activities. No evidence of
archaeological resources was observed during the archaeological impact
assessment and the Project site is not expected to contain human remains due to
the lack of any indication of a formal cemetery or informal family burial plots.

However, such remains could be uncovered during development activity.

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subdivision (a)(1), changes or

alternatives have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect associated with the
finding or disturbance of human remains identified in the Final EIR. (Draft EIR,
p. 4.5-7.) Mitigation measures MM Cultural 1, MM Cultural 2, and MM Cultural
3, and MM Cultural A are to be implemented to prevent the potential for
significant impacts. (See Draft EIR, pp. 4.5-8 to 4.5-9; see also Final EIR, pp.
1.0-54 to 1.0-56.) Although MM Cultural 1 and MM Cultural 2 were amended by
the Final EIR, and MM“ Cultural A was added by the Final EIR, the findings of
significance determined in the Draft EIR remain the same and unchanged. The
mitigation measures will mitigate impacts frdm the accidental uncovering of
human remains to below the level of significance by ensuring that any
accidentally kdiscovered and uncovered resources are carefully monitored,
evaluated, and properly handled. (Draft EIR, p. 4.5-7.)

Without mitigation, the Project may have potential impacts to a
paleontological resource, or site, or unique geologic feature. According to the
RCIP General Plan, Paleontological Sensitivity map (Figure OS-8), the Project
site is located within an area that has high potential for finding paleontological

resources. The Prbj ect site is located within an area mapped as High B (Hb). The
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RCIP General Plan EIR states that this sensitivity rating is based on occurrence of
fossils at a specific depth below the surface that are known to contain or have the
correct age and depositional conditions to contain significant paleontological
resources. “Hb” indicates that fossils are likely to be encountered at of below 4
feet of depth, and may be impacted. during excavation by construction activities.
(Draft EIR, p. 4.5-8.) However, the entire Mira Loma Commerce Center was
mass graded in the 1990s and no paleontological resources were found.
Therefore, potential Project impacts to paleontological resources are not expected
and are considered to be less than significant. However, construction or
development activities may uncover paleontological resources. Pursuant to State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subdivision (a)(1), changes or alternatives have
beén required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or substantially
lessen the significant environmental effect identified in the Final EIR. Mitigation
measures MM Cultural 1, MM Cultural 2, and MM Cultural 3, and MM Cultural
A are to be implemented to prevent the potential for significant impacts. (Draft
EIR, pp. 4.5-8 10 4.5-9.) Amendment of MM Cultural 1 and MM Cultural 2 and

the addition of MM Cultural A by the Final EIR will not result in a change to the

findings of significance determined in the Draft EIR. These mitigation measures

will reduce impacts from the accidental uncovering of paleontological resources

to below the level of significance by ensuring that any accidentally discovered |

and uncovered resources are carefully monitored, evaluated, and properly
handled. (Draft EIR, p. 4.5-7.)

Build-out under the RCIP General Plan has the potential to adversely
affect culﬂiral resources, and éumulatiVely contribute significantly to the loss of
these resources. However, implementation of the General Plan’s policies and
RCIP EIR mitigation measures would reduce the potential impacts on cultural and

paleontological resources to below the level of significance. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-
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17.) For the Project, no evidence of archaeological resources was observed during
a archaeological impact aséessment. Grading and construction is not anticipated
to result in any significant impacts to cultural or historic resources or indirect
impacts to cultural resources. (Draft EIR, pp. 6.0-17 to 6.0-18.) Prehistoric
resources may be identiﬁed in buried context and impacted during Project-related
excavations, but can be mitigated to below the level of significance through the
implementation of mitigation measures. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-18.) The entire site
Mira Loma Commerce Center was mass graded in the 1990s and no |
paleontological resources were found. ~ Therefore, potential impacts to
paleontologicalb resources are not expected and are considered to be less than
significant. In the unlikely event that construction/development activities
uncovers paleontological resources, potential impacts to these paleontological
resources can be mitigated to below the level of significance through the
implementation of mitigation measures. (Draft EIR, pp. 6.0-17 to 18.)

| Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subdivision (a)(1),
changes or alternatives have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project
which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect identified
in the Final EIR. Mitigation measures Have ‘been incorporated into the Cultural -
Resources section of the Draft EIR that will reduce Project-related impacts due to
accidentally discovered historical, archaeological and/or paleontological resources
to less than significant levels. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-18; see also infra discussion of
mitigation.) After incorporation of mitigation measures, potential adverse impacts
associated with cumulative impacts will be reduced to a less than sigpificant level.
(Draft EIR, p. 6.0-18.) |
Mitigatioln:
The Project has been modified to mitigate or avoid the potentially significant

impacts by the following mitigation measures, which are hereby adopted and will
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be implemented as provided in the Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Program.

a.

Mitigation Measure Cultural A: Prior to the issuance of grading permits, a
qualified archaeologist (pursuant to the Secretary of the Interior's
standards and County guidelines) shall be retained by the Project
developer/permittee for limited archaecological monitoring of the grading
with respect to potential impacts to potential subsurface archaeological
and/or cultural resources. A pre-grading  meeting between the
axchaeolbgist and the excavation and grading contractor shall take place
to outline the procedures to be followéd if buried materials of potential
historical, cultural or archaeological significance or paleontological
resources are accidentally discovered during earth-moving operations and
to discuss the implementation of mitigation measures MM Cultural 1,
MM Cultural 2 and MM Cultural 3. During grading operations, when
deemed  necessary in the professional opinion of the retained
archaeologist (and/or as determined by the Planning Commission), the
archaeologist, the archaeologist's on- site representative(s), and any the
Native American tribal representative(s) (if any Native American cultural
or burial deposits are uncovered) shall actively monitor all Project-related
grading and shall have the authority to temporarily divert, redirect, or halt
grading activity to allow recovery of archaeological andf/or cultural
resources. Prior to the issuance of grading permits, a copy of a fully
executed archaeological services cdntract including the NAME,
ADDRESS and TELEPHONE NUMBER of the retained archaeologist

shall be submitted to the Planning Department and the Department of

Building and Safetry Grading Division. (Final EIR, pp. 1.0-54 to 1.0-55.)

If the retained archaeologist finds no potential for impacts to
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ii.

iii.

archacological and/or cultural resources after monitoring of initial
clearing, grubbing, and cuts have been conducted, a detailed letter shall be
submitted to the Planning Department certifying this finding by the
retained qualified archaeologist. (Final EIR, p. 1.0-55.)

Mitigation Measure Cultural 1: If during ground disturbance activities,
uniqug cultural resources are discovered that were not assessed by the
aichaeological report conducted prior to Project approval, the following
procedures shall be followed. Unique cultural resources are defined, for
this condition, as being multiple artifacts in close aésociation with each
other, but may include fewer artifacts if the area of the find is determined
to be of signiﬁcande due to its sacred, cultural, or historical importance.
(Final EIR, p. 1.0-55.)

- All ground disturbance activities within 100 feet of the discovered
cultural resource shall be halted until a meeting is convened
between the developer, the archaeologist, a Native American tribal
representative, and the Planning Commission to discuss the
significance of the find. (Final EIR, p. 1.0-55.)

At the meeting, the significance of the discoveries shall be
discussed and after consultation with the Native American tribal
repfesentative and the archaeologist, a decision shall be inade, with
the concurrence of the Planning Commission, as to the appropriate
mitigation (documentation, recovery, avoidance, etc.) for the
cultural resources. (Final EIR, p. 1.0-55.)

Grading or further ground disturbance shall not resume within the
area of the discovefy until an agreement has been reached by the
archaeologist, with the concurrence of the Planning Commission,

as to the appropriate mitigation. (Final EIR, p. 1.0-55.)
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E.

Mitigation Measuré Cultural 2: If human remains are encduntered, State
Health and Safety Code section 7050.5 states that no further disturbance
shall occur until the County Coroner has made a determination of origin
and disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code section 5097.98. The
County Coroner shall be notified of the find immediately. Further,
pursuant to Public Resources 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 County Coroner
détermines the remains to be Native American, the coroner shall notify the
Native American Heritage Commission within the period specified by law.
Subsequently, the Native American Heritage Commission shall identify
and notify the appropriate Native American Tribe who is the “most likely
descendant.” The most likely descendant shall then make
recommendations and engage in consultation with the County and the
property owner concerning the treatment of the remains as provided in
Public Resources Code section 5097.98. (Final EIR, p. 1.0-55 to 1.0-56.)
Mitigation Measure Cultural 3:  Should construction/development
activities uncover paleontological resources, work shall be moved to other
parts of the Project site and a qualified paleontologist shall be contacted to
determine the significance of these resources. If the find is determined to
be significant, avoidance or other appropriate measures shall be
implemented. Appropriate measures would include that a qualified
paleontologist be permitted to recover and evaluate the find(s) in
accordance with current standards and guidelines. (Draft EIR, p. 4.5-9.)

Geology and Soils

1.

Impacts:

The Project would not expose people or structures to potentially
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substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving
rupture of a known earthquake fault. (Draft EIR, p. 4.6-7.) The Project site is not
located within either an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone or a County Fault
Zone. The closest known active faults are the San Jose fault located
approximately 6 miles northwest of the site and the Cucamonga fault located
approximately 9 miles northwest of the site. Due to the distance of the risk of
surface rupture due to an earthquake is not expected to impact development of the
Project sife. No Project-specific mitigation measures are required since no
significant adverse impacts are anticipated.

The Project would not expose people or structures to potentially
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving
seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. (Draft EIR, p. 4.6-7.) The
Project site does not lie within an area of low liquefaction susceptibiiity as shown
by the RCIP General Plan’s Safety Element. The geotechnical studies indicate
that the potential for liquefaction at the Project site is considered to be very low.
No Project-specific mitigation measures are required since no significant adverse
impacts are anticipated. |

The Project would not expose people or structures 10 potentially
substantial ad\‘rerse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving
strong seismic ground shaking and other geologic hazards such as seiche, '
mudflow or volcanic hazard. (Draft EIR, p. 4.6-8.) The Project site is located,
along with the majority of Western Riverside County, within a zone of very high
(30-40% g) general ground-shaking risk, as shown in the RCIP General Plan’s
Safety Element. The closest known active faults are the San Jose fault, 6 miles
northwest, and the Cucamonga Fault, 9 miles northwest of the site. Other faults
include the Chino fault, 10 miles southwest, the Elsinore fault, 12 miles

southwest, and the San Andreas fault, 18 miles northeast. Due to the distaf;ce of
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faults, the risk of surface rupture is not expected to impact the Project site. (Draft

EIR, pp. 4.6-7 to 8.) A maximum horizontal ground acceleration of 0.37g may
occur from a 7.0 earthquake along the Cucamonga fault. Ground shaking from
other active faults is expected to be lower. The Project will follow engineering
and design parameters in accordance with the most recent édition of the UBC
and/or the Structural Engineers Association of California parameters, as required
in standard conditions of approval. Therefore, ground-shaking is expected to
cause less than significant impacts to the Project. (Draft EIR, p. 4.6-8.) The
USGS topographic maps do ﬁot depict close proximity of any steep slopes that
could generate mudflow, large bodies of water that could produce seiches, or
volcanoes. Therefore, there is no impact from these hazards, and no Project-
specific mitigation measures are required.

The Project would not be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, ‘
or that would become unstable as a result of the Project, and will not potentially
result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, collapse, rockfall hazards or
ground subsidence. (Draft EIR, p. 4.6-9.) The Project site is suitable from a
geotechnical standpoint, provided that the geotechnical studies are followed. The
Project will be required to comply with the regulatory requiremenfs of the
California Building Code (Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations) and
Riverside County’s building ordinance (Riverside County Ordinance No. 457).
Compliance with these regulations will adequately address all site-relat;:d soilv
conditions and therefore the any impact related to a potential instability of the
Project site’s geologic unit or soil will be less than signiﬁcant.A No Project-
specific mitigation measures are required since no significant adverse impacts are
anticipated. |

The Project would not result in any increase in water erpsion either on or

off site. (Draft EIR, p. 4.6-9.) There are no rivers, streams, or lakes on the Project
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site. There is a drainage channel approximately 600 feet to the east. Standard
construction procedures and Best Management Practices (BMPs) through the
required National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) construction
permit will be followed to minimize erosion. The San Sevaine Flood Control
Channel is a concrete lined channel, which will receive storm water runoff from
the Project site. No impacts to the channel are ahticipated. During construction
the removal of topsoil, grading, excavation, and trenching may result in an
increase in runoff, but will be short-term. No Project-specific mitigation
measures are required since no significant adverse impacts are anticipated.

The Project would not change the topography or ground surface relief
features, create cut or fill slopes greater than 2:1 or higher than 10 feet, or result in
grading that affects or negates subsurface sewage disposal systems. (Draft EIR, p.
4.6-10.) The topography at the Project site and in the immediate vicinity is
relatively flat and was mass graded and filled. The scale is consistent with
construction in the area. Sewer service to the Pr;)ject area is provided by the
Jurupa Conﬁmunity Services District and there are no subsmface disposal systems
within the area that will be impacted by Project construction. Therefore, there
will be no Project impacts related to a change in topography, the creation of steep
or high cut and fill slopes or subsurface sewage disposal systems. No Project-
specific mitigation measures are required sincelno significant adverse impacts are
anticipated.

The Project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil. (Draft EIR, p. 4.6-10.) The Project site is not within an area of wind
erosion or blowsand, but is located within the County’s Agricultural Dust Control
Area No. 1, under Ordinance No. 484, prohibiting disturbance of land without
protection to prevent the soil from being blown onto other property and roads. All

grading will be in compliance with existing regulations, such as the NPDES
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permit, and will use BMPs to prevent wind erosion. Compliance with these

mandatory requirements will reduce any wind erosion to less than significant. No
Project-specific mitigation measures are required since no significant adverse
impacts are anticipated.

The Project would not be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code, and would not create ‘a substantial risk to
life or property. (Draft EIR, p. 4.6-10.) The geotechnical studies found that upper
the soil materials are gramﬂar and considered not critically expansive, and thus
specialized construction procedures to resist expansive soil forces are not
required. No Project-specific mitigation measures are required since no
significant adverse impacts are anticipated.

The Project would not change the site’s deposition, siltation or erosion
which may modify the channel of a river or stream or the bed of a lake. (Draft
EIR, p. 4.6-11.) The Project will not substantially alter existing drainage or
streams. There are no blueline streams or rivers depicted on the USGS
topographic maps within one-half mile of the Project site, and no signs of a
natural water courses in the area that could be impeded by substantial erosion or
siltation related to Project. (Draft EIR, p. 4.6-10.) By preparing a éite-speciﬁc
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), the Project demonstrates
control and containment of erosion and siltation. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.6-10 to 4.6-
11.) Reduced infiltration due to paving could lead to increased volumes of storm
flows entering San Sevaine Channel. However, the channel was designed to
convey the area’s 100-year storm event and water that will be generated from the
Project, and it is concrete lined. Therefore, compliance with standard regulatory
requirements will result in the Project having no impact related to deposition,
siltation or erosion modifying the channel of a river or stream or the bed of a lake.

No Project-specific mitigation measures are required since no significant adverse

29




[m—y

S e Y SO

VW % N L R W

impacts are anticipated.

The Project would not be impacted by or result in an increase in wind
erosion and blowsand, either on or off site. (Draft EIR, p. 4.6-11.) The Project

site is not within an area of Wind Erosion or Blowsand, but it is located within the

ACounty’s Agricultural Dust Control Area No. 1, under Ordinance No. 484, which

prohibits disturbance of land without protection to prevent the soil from being
blown onto other property and roads. All grading will be in compliance with
existing regulations, such as the NPDES permit, and will be required to use BMPs
to prevent wind erosion. Compliance with these mandatory requirements will
reduce any wind erosion or blowsand to levels that are less than significant. No
Project-specific mitigation measures are required since no significant adverse
impacts are anticipated.

With regards to cumulative geological impacts, geologic hazards,
including fault rupture hazards, ground shaking, liquefaction, landslides and
rockfalls, seismically-induced settlement, subsideﬁce and collapsible soils, énd
soil erosion and loss of topsoil were addressed in the RCIP EIR. Cumulatively,
build-out of the‘RCIP General Plan will contribute significantly to the increased
exposure of people and property to seismic, slope, soil instability and wind
hazards. However, these impacts 4will be reduced to below the level of
significance through implementation of General Plan policies, RCIP General Plan
EIR mitigation measures, and existing regulatory requirements. (Draft EIR, p.
6.0-18.) Potential impacts related to proximity to known fault zones, landslide
risk, seiches, mudflows, volcanic hazards, expansive soils, sediment deposition,
liquefaction, and the creation of cut or fill slopes greater than 2:1 or higher than
10 feet were all found to be less than significant in the NOP for this Project (Draft
EIR, Appendix A) and potential impacts from ground shaking risks, ground

subsidence, soil erosion, changes in topography or ground surface relief feature
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and wind erosion were also found to be less than significant. The potential

geologic hazards that would affect this development have been addressed in the
RCIP General Plan EIR, and there will be no cumulative impact beyond that
addressed in the RCIP General Plan EIR. (Draft EIR, pp. 6.0-18 to 6.0-19.) No
mitigation measures are required. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-19.)

Mitigation:

No Project-specific mitigation measures are required.

F, Hazards and Hazardous Materials

1.

Impacts: )

The Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.
(Draft EIR, p. 4.7-4.) Plot Plan No. 17788 and Plot Plan No. 16979 are to be used
for warehousing/distribution and the site is zoned Manufacturing-Medium (M-M),
a compatible zone for this use. The M-M zoning designation allows certain land
uses which might use hazardous materials. However, as proposed, the Project
will not involve the routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials. The
remainder of the site is zoned Manufacturing-Medium (M-M), and Industrial Park
(I-P), and the use is speculative at this time. Future use of hazardous materials
would be subject to standard Riverside County Department of Environmental
Health policies and permitting procedures. Therefore, the impact is less than
significant, and no Project-specific mitigation measures are required since no
significant adverse impacts are anticipated.

The Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment. (Draft EIR, P-
4.7-4.) The Project proposes business park aﬁd warehouse/distribution facilities,

without the emission of hazardous emissions from non-vehicular sources or
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handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste.
Emissions from vehicles are discussed in the Air Quality section. Should the use
of hazardous materials be proposed on the site in the future, the use would be
subject to Astandard Riverside County Department of Eunvironmental Health
policies and permitting procedures. Therefore, the impact is less than significant,
and no Project-specific mitigation measures are required since no significant
adverse impacts are anticipated.

The Project would not impair the implementation of, or physically
interfere with, an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan. (Draft EIR, p. 4.7-4.) The Project site will have an access road, thereby
allowing for access of emergency response vehicles, and accordingly, will not
physically interfere or impact the implementation of adopted erhergency response
plans for the County. Therefore, impacts will be less than significant, and no
Project-specific mitigation measures are required since no significant adverse
impacts are anticipated.

The Project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an
existing or proposed school. (Draft EIR, p. 4.7-5.) The Project proposes business
park and warehouse/distribution facilities that will not emit hazardous emissions
or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or wasté. The

nearest schools to the Project site are Mission Bell Elementary School located

approximately 3/4 mile to the southeast, Granite Hill Elementary School

approximately 1 1/4 mile to the east, and Jurupa Valley High School located
approximately 1 1/4 mile south of the Project site. Therefore, the Project will not

impact existing or proposed schools within one-quarter mile, and no Project-

- specific mitigation measures are required since no significant adverse impacts are

anticipated.
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The Project would not result in an inconsistency with an Airport Master
Plan or require review by the Airport Land Use Commission. (Draft EIR, p. 4.7-
6.) The Project site is within the mapped safety clearance zones associated with
the Ontario International Airport that regulates building heights. Typical building
heights would not exceed the allowable height. Thercfore, the Project is
consistent with the Plan, will not require review by the Airport Land Use
Commission, and there will be no impact. No Project-specific mitigation
measures are required since no significant adverse impacts are anticipated.

The Project would not exceed the allowable heights under mapped safety

clearance zones associated with the Ontario Airport, and thus would not resultin a

safety hazard for people working in the Project area, as it pertinent to operating in

proximity to Ontario Airport. (Draft EIR, p. 4.7-6.) Other than the Project’s
location within the mapped safety clearance zones for Ontario Airport, the Project
is not located within an airport land use plan. Nonetheless, the Project is not
anticipated to result in any safety hazard for people working in the Project area,
because the buildings for the Project would be within the régulated height
standards pertaining to the airport’s safety clearance zones. The Project is not
within the vicinity of a private airstrip, the Project is not within the vicinity of a
private airstrip or heliport, (Draft EIR, Appendix A; Draft EIR, p. 4.7-6.) The
Project would not result in a safety hazard for people working in the Project area,
and no Project-specific mitigation measures are required since no significant
adverse impacts are anticipated.

The Project will not expose péople or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are
adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands.
(Draft EIR, p. 4.7-6.) The Project site is not located within a Hazardous Fire
Area, as designated by the Riverside County General Plan. Therefore there will
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be no impact, and no Project-specific mitigation measures are required since no
significant adverse impacts are anticipated.

The Project would not be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, would not create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment. (Draft EIR, p. 4.7-5.) The Project is not located on a hazardous
materials site list and a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment of the site
revealed no evidence of recognized environmental conditions related to hazardous
materials in connection with the Project site.  However, the Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment Report did identify soil piles with concrete,
asphalt, construction debris, minor household waste, énd abandoned tires on the
Project site. The currently undeveloped Project site is not contaminated and no
mechanism is needed V-to initiate any required further investigation and/or
warranted remediation. There is no evidence that hazardous materials or wastes
were‘ stored at the Project site, and no release of a hazardous material has taken

place, therefdre no further studies are warranted. (Draft EIR, p. 4.7-5.)

Nonetheless, as a precaution against potential impacts, the report recommended

that these piles be properly disposed of. Therefore, mitigation measure MM
Hazards 1 was included in the Draft EIR to require the removal of these soil piles
from the Project site, which will ensure that potexitial impacts remain less than
significant. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.7-5 to 4.7-6.) As an additional precaution, the Final
EIR has added mitigation measure MM Hazards 2 for inspecting the Project site
prior to construction to look for further evidence of contamination. (Final EIR, p.
1.0-56.) The mitigation measure added by the Final EIR will not result in a
change in the level of significance. Notwithstanding the finding that no hazardous

materials were found on-site, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines section 15091,

subdivision (a)(1), changes or alternatives have been required in, or incorporated ‘
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into, the Project which avoid or substantially lessen the potentially significant

environmental effect identified in the Final EIR.

Mitigation:

The Project has been modified to mitigate or avoid the potentially signiﬁcant

impacts by the following mitigation measures, which are hereby adopted and will

be implemented as provided in the Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Program.

a.

Mitigation Measure Hazards 1: Soil piles, with pieces of cement, asphalt,
construction debris and minor household trash, abandoned tires, concrete
chunks and asphait chunks located on portions of the Project site shall be
property disposed of according to applicable laws and regulétions. (Draft
EIR, p. 4.7-7)

Mitigation Measure Hazards 2: A pre-construction inspection of each plot
plan site shall be‘c0nductcd by a qualified environmental professional to
look for contaminated soil as evidenced by discoloration, odors,
differences in soil properties, abandoned underground tanks or pipes or
buried debris. If contaminated soil is encountered during the pre-
construction inspection or during site development, work will be halted
and site conditions will be evaluated by a qualified environmental
professional. The results of the evaluation will be submitted to the County
of Riverside Department of Environmental Health, and the appropriate
response/reinedial measures will be implemcnted; as directed by County
of Riverside Department of Environmental Health, or other applicable
oversight agency, until all specified requirements of the oversight agencies
are satisfied and a “no-further-action” status is attained. Fill material
imported from other areas shall be tested to assess that it is suitable to be

used as fill, including testing for unsafe levels of hazardous materials,
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prior to placement on site. (Final EIR, p. 1.0-56.)

Hydrology and Water Quality

1.

Impacts:

The Project would not deplete ground water supplies or interfere with
ground water recharge. (Draft EIR, p. 4.8-16.) Jurupa Community Services
District (JCSD) is the provider of domestic potable water to the Project area
supplied by JCSD groundwater from wells in the Chino Basin. The Project does
pot include 'groundwater extraction wells, but is served from local groundwater.
The Project will be supplied with potable water from exiSting water liges located
in Dulles Drive and De Forest Circle. The Project site is located within the Chino
III groundwater subbasin and will reduce the area of pervious surface by between
75 to 90 percent on individual plot plan sites, thereby decreasing the potential for
groundwater recharge. Each of the Project lots have been mass graded and
compacted, Would not allow for significant amounts of recharge, and do not
represent ground water recharge sites for the MLCC. Due 'to the Project's small
size in relationship to the total size of the groundwater subbasins, there will not be
a substantial effect upon groundwater recharge within the groundwéter subbasin
and the Project should not interfere with the groundwater table. Therefore, the
Project is not expected to significantly affect the ground water levels and
groundwater recharge. Less than significant impacts are expected, and no Project-
speciﬁc'mitigation measures are required since no significant adverse imjpacts are
anticipated. »

The Project would not place structures in a 100-year flood hazard area that
would impede or redirect flood flows; the Project would not increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff which would result in flooding on or off-site; and the
Project would not place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped
on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map. (Draft EIR, p.
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4.8-17) The Project would not impede or redirect flows as there are no
discernable natural water courses that travel through the site. The construction of
the Project would change the drainage so that the run off of the Project lots would
flow into adjacent storm drains and then into San Sevaine Channel. According to
the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map, the subject property is not located within a

100-year flood zone or a 500-year flood zone. No housing is part of the planned

~ Project. Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant, and no Project-

specific mitigation measures are required since no significant adverse impacts are
anticipated.

The Project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the
failure of a levee or dam. (Draft EIR, p. 4.8-18.) Dam failure and subsequent
inundations are considered very unlikely and would most likely result only from a
catastrophic event. South of the Prado Dam are various areas affected by
potential dam inundation. However, the Project is located approximately 5 miles
northwest and upstream to the closest dam inundation area of the Prado Dam.
The Project will not place structures within a 100-year or 500-$'ear flood zone.
No other flooding potential has been identified. Impacts will be less than
significant, and no Project-specific mitigation measures are required since no
significant adverse impacts are anticipated.

The Project would not significantly change the absorption rates or the rate
and amount of surface runoff or change the amount of surface water in any water
body. (Draft EIR, p. 4.8-18.) Reduced on-site infiltration related to increased
pavement over the site’s surface could lead to increased volumes and/or velocities
of storm flows entering the San Sevaine Channel. However, as planned with the
San Sevaine MDP, the Channel was designed to convey the area’s 100-year storm

event. The potential impact resulting from the change in the absorption rate of the
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Project site will be less than significant. The Project is not located near any water
body. The quantity of water from the Project site that will be entering the San
Sevaine Channel will not have an impag:t on the amount of surface water in any
water body. No Project-specific mitigation measures are required since no
significant adverse impacts are anticipated.

The Project would not expose people or structures to inundation by seiche,
tsunami, or mudflow. (Draft EIR, p. 4.6-8.) USGS topographic maps do not
depict steep slopes which could generate mudflow or large bodies of water which
could produce earthquake-induced seiche which would affect the Project. There
are no volcanoes near the Project site. Therefore, there is no impact from seiche,

tsunami, or mudflows affecting the Project site that will expose people or

~ structures to potentially substantial adverse effects, and no Project-specific

mitigation measures are required since no significant adverse impacts are
anticipated.

Without mitigation, the Project may ‘violate water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements that could result in the general degradation of water
quality. The Project will not discharge into a water body impaired for
sedimentation/siltation or turbidity. Therefbre, during construction, a sampling
and monitoring plan for sedimentation is not required. However, a sampling and
analysis program is required during construction when one or both of | the
following instances occurs: (1) visual inspections indicate that there has been a
break, malfunction, leakage, or spill from a BMP that could result in the discharge
of pollutants in storm water; and/or (2) storm water comes into contact with soil
amendments, exposed stockpiles of construction materials, or contathinated soils,
and this storm water is allowed to discharge offsite. (Draft EIR, p. 4.8-13.)
During operation, tenants may be required to obtain an Industrial Storm Water

General Permit Order 97-03-DWQ requiring implementation of management
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measures that will achieve certain performance standards and monitoring. The
Project’s receiving water bodies are San Sevaihe Channel, Reach 3 of the Santa
Ana River, Prado Basin and Chino groundwater sub-basin III. Reach 3 of the
Santa Ana River, is listed as impaired for pathogens on the Clean Water Act’s
Section 303(d) list. Bacteria and virus pathogens have been typically identified
only if the land use involves animal waste. Since the Project’s six plot plans will
not entail the use of animal waste, the Project will not contribute to this existing
condition. (Draft EIR, p. 48-14.) In order to reduce the discharge of expected
pollutants (oil & grease, trash & debris, organic compounds and metals), the
Project proponent will be required to be in compliance with thé WQMP. As such,
a WQMP will be processed with the six plot plans proposed by the Project. The
Project includes treatment and capture of its expected pollutants with Best
Management Practices, including grassy swales located on Plot Plan No. 18876
and Plot Plan No. 18877, catch basins filters and stormﬁltér treatment units.
(Draft EIR, p. 4.8-15.) Because the site will be a source of oil & grease, trash &
debris, organic compounds, and metals in storm water dischargés, and since the
Projeét includes grassy swales, catch basins filters and stormfilter treatment units

which generally have a medium/high efficiency removal for these pollutants, the

" Project is not considered to have a significant effect related to violating water

quality standards. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines section 15091, subdivision
(a)(1), changes or alternatives have been required in, or incorporated into, the
Project which avoid oi' substantially lessen the significant environmental effect
identified in the Final EIR. Mitigation measures MM Hydro 1, MM Hydro 2 and
MM Hydro 3 will ensure compliance and implementation of appropriate
regulations that require obtaining permits and developing plans related to
protecting water quality, as well as helping to implement BMPs related to water

quality protection. By implementing these mitigation measures and complying
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with NPDES permit requirements (i.e., WQMP), impacts related to violating
water quality standards will be substantially lessened to a level that is considered
less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.8-15.)

Without mitigation, the Project may alter the existing drﬁinage pattern of
the site or area in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation
on- or off-site. (Draft EIR, p. 4.8-15.) There are no blueline streams or rivers
depicted on the USGS topographic maps within one-half mile of the Project site.
No signs of a natural water course, stream, or river exist on-site or in the area that
could be impeded by substantial erosion or siltation related to Project. The
Project will discharge into a concrete-lined flood control channel, and will result
in the construction of impervious surfaces, which may result in additional runoff.
By preparing the SWPPP, a part of this NPDES permit, the Project demonstrates
its compliance with the requirement to control and contain erosion and siltation in

its runoff. Increased pavement could lead to increased volumes and/or velocities

of storm flows entering the San Sevaine Channel. However, the Project will not

create a higher potential for erosion offsite since the Channel can éonvey the
water that will be generated from the impervious surfaces and was designed to
convey the area’s 100-year storm event. The Final WQMP will contain the after-
construction hydrological engineering calculations, and could include
management measures such as pervious pavement; vegetated swales; catch basins
filters and stormfilter treatment units infiltration basins; and velocity dissipation
devices at storm drain outfall structures. The Final WQMP will identify all the |
Pollutants of Concern (POCs) and substantiate with calculations how on-site
BMPs will treat all POCs before the run-off exits the site; so the water will not
have negative effects downstream. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines section
15091, subdivision (a)(1), changes or alternatives have been required in, or

incorporated into, the Project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant
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environmental effect identified in the Final EIR. By developing and
implementing a Final WQMP, incorporation of mitigation measure MM Hydro 2,
which requires completion of the Final WQMP, and a “fair share” contribution to
the ADP, any significant effects will be substantially lessened related to existing
drainage patterns in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation.
After implementing these measures, impacts can be considered less than
significant after mitigation. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.8-15 to 4.8-16.) _
Without mitigation, the Project may contribute new sources of polluted
runoff that would impact water quality. However, impacts to storm water
drainage capacity and impacts that otherwise substantially degrade water quality
are considered less than significant. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.8-17 to 18.) The Project will
utilize the San Sevaine Channel and would not require a new storm drain
connection. The capacity is approximately 12,300 cubic feet per second, and the
channel is concrete-lined and was constructed to carry flows from a 100-year
storm event. Therefore, the Project’s total expected storm water runoff has been
planned for and will be accommodated by the current facilitieé, and impacts to
storm water drainage capacity are considered less than significant. (Draft EIR, p.
4.8-17.) The Project will add large amounts of impervious surfaces, théreby
allowing less water to percolate into the ground and generaﬁng more surface
runoff. Paved areas will collect dust, soil, oil, grease, trash and debris present in
surface water runoff. The Project will be required through compliance with the
WQMP to effectively treat all pollutants (sediment/turbidity, nutrients, oil &
grease, trash & debris, oxygen demanding substances, pesticides, and metals)
expected to be generated and for which downstream waters are impaired, which
may include placement of storm drain inlet filters to remove sediments, oil and

grease; vegetated swales to enhance nutrient removal; and a sediment detention

. basin. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines section 15091, subdivision (a)(1),
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changes or alternatives have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project
which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect identified
in the Final EIR. The Project involves developing and implementing the WQMP,
incorporating mitigation measure MM Hydro 2 to require development of the
WQMP, and incorporating MM Hydro 3 which requires tenants to ensure that
they comply with requirements for industrial activities permits. By incorporating
these measures, the Project will be required to follow certain regulations which
trigger treatment measures to be included in the Project for various site-specific
pollutants in storm water. Therefore, upon implementation of these measures, the
Project is considered to have a less than significant impact related to new sources
of polluted runoff. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.8-17 to 4.8-18.)

With regards to cumulative hydrology/water quality impacts, according to
the RCIP General Plan EIR, build-out within presently vacant unincorporated
areas of Riverside County will result in an increase in residential and non-
residential structures and associated facilities, increasing the amount of area in
impermeable surfaces, thereby limiting the amount of ground infiltration during
storm events and increasing the volume and rate of storm runoff. Implementation
of existing regulatory requireménts, General Plan policies and RCIP General Plan
EIR mitigation measures will reduce hydrological and water quality impacts to
below the level of significance. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-19.)

The Project site is located approximately 1.5 miles west and northwest of
the Santa Ana River and is not traversed by any tributaries (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-19.),
and will discharge into a concrete-lined flood control channel. The Project’s
impervious surfaces may result in additional runoff. The Project proponent will
be required to prepare a site-specific Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) in accordance with the State Water Resources Control Board’s

(SWRCB) General Permit for Construction Activities, which demonstrates its
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compliance with the requirement to control and contain erosion and siltation in its

runoff. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-20.) The Project will not create a higher potential for
erosion offsite since the San Sevaine Channel is designed to convey the water
from the Project and the area’s 100-year storm. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-20.) The
Project’s Final WQMP will identify all the Pollutants of Concern (POCs) and
substantiate with calculations how on-site BMPs will treat all POCs before the
run-off exits the site. By developing and implementing a Final WQMP,
incorporation of mitigation measure MM Hydro 2 which highlights the
requirement to prepare the Final WQMP, and a “fair share” contribution to the
ADP, any significant effects will be substantially 1essen¢d related to existing
drainage patterns in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation.
(Draft EIR, p. 6.0-20.) By complying with regulatory requirements and with
identified mitigation measures, Project-related and cumulative hydrology and
water quality impacts will be less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-20; see
supra discussion of mitigation on Project-related impaéts.) Pursuant to State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subdivision (a)(1), changes or alternatives have
been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or substantially
lessen the significant environmental effect identified in the Final EIR. Mitigation
measures, as listed below and further discussed above, will reduce Project-related
impacts to water quality by requiring compliance with NPDES and other
regulatory requirements. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-21.) After incorporation of these
mitigation measures, potential adverse impacts associated with cumulative
impacts will be reduced to a less than significant level. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-21.)
Mitigation:

The Project has been modified to mitigate or avoid the potentially significant
impacts by the following mitigation measures, which are hereby adopted and will

be implemented as provided in the Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting
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a.

Mitigation Measure Hydro 1: In order to mitigate impacts related to water
quality resulting from construction of the Project, the Project proponent or
their developer shall obtain coverage under the appropriate NPDES
General Construction Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with
Construction Activities, Order No. 99-08-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002
prior to obtaining the grading permit. (Draft EIR, p. 4.8-19.)

Mitigation Measure Hydro 2: Prior to issuance of grading permits and in
order to mitigate impacts related to pollutant loading to receiving waters
and/or increased erosion/siltation résulting from the long term operation of
the Project, the Project proponent shall .develop and implement a Final
Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP). The Riverside County Flood
Control District will accept and approve the Final WQMP and ensure that
it gets implemented; The Final WQMP will contain measures vthat will
effectively treat all pollutants of concemn and hydrologic conditions of
concern, which are consistent with the approved WQMP developed in
compliance with their MS4 permit. (Draft EIR, p. 4.8-19.)

Mitigation Measure Hydro 3: To mitigate impacts related to water quality
following development, the building occupants will determine if coverage
under the State’s General Permit for Industrial Activities is necessary. This
permit requires implementation of a SWPPP for certain types of industrial
activities. The future building occupants of the structures proposed in this
document may warrant coverage under the General Permit for Industrial
Activities. Therefore, prior to issuance of the certificate of occupancy,
building occupants shall determine whether or not coverage under the
Ixidus(rial permit is warranted for their operations, and submit their

Industrial SWPPP to the Department of Building and Safety. (Draft EIR,
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p.4.8-19.)
Land Use and Planning
1. Impacts:

The Project would not result in a substantial alteration of the present or
planned land use of an area. (Draft EIR, p. 4.9-3.) The Project is located within
an existing 288 acres of industrial park and composed of vacant in-fill lots. Land
uses within the vicinity are generally industrial and manufacturing land uses to the
north, northwest, west and south although directly south and west of the Project

site is the Mira Loma Village residential development. To the east of the Project

site, on the east side of the San Sevaine Flood Control Channel, are residential

land uses. The RCIP General Plan’s Jurupa Area Plan designates the Project site
for Community Development: Light Industrial (CD: L) (0.25-0.60 Floor Area
Ratio) land uses. Property to the north, northéast, west, south southwest and
southeast are also designated for Community Development: Light Industrial (CD:
LI) (0.25-0.60 Flpor Area Ratio) land uses, with the exception of property w1thm
the Mira Loma Village residential dévelopment which is - designated as
Community Development: Medium Density Residential (CD: MDR) 2 - 5
Dwelling Units per Acre) with a sliver of Community Development: Commercial
Retail (CD: CR) (0.20 - 0.35 Floor Area Ratio) along Etiwanda Avenue. Property
east of the San Sevaine Flood Control Channel is designated for Community
Development: Medium High Density Residential (CD: MHDR) (5 - 8 Dwelling
Units per Acre), Community Development: Medium Density Residential (CD:
MDR) (2 - 5 Dwelling Units per Acre) and Community Development:
Commercial Retail (CD: CR) (0.20 - 0.35 Floor Area Ratio) land uses. Prior to
the adoption of the JAP, the Jurupa Community Plan designated the Project site
for “Manufacturing” land uses. The Project- proposes development of business

park and warehouse/distribution uses that are consistent with existing land uses
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within the balance of the MLCC and mdst of the surrounding area, as well as with

the current Community Development: Light Industrial (CD: LI) (0.25-0.60 Floor
Area Ratio) and previous “Manufacturing” land use designations. Therefore, the
Project will not have a significant impact related to a substantial alteration of the
present or planned land use of the area, and no Project-specific mitigation
measures are required since no significant adverse impacts are anticipated.

The Project would not affect land use within a city sphere of influence
and/or within adjacent city or county boundaries. (Draft EIR, p. 4.9-4.) The
Project is presently vacant and not located within any designated city sphere of
influence. Surrounding lands consist of predominantly industrial uses, with

residential tracts approximately 600 feet to the east and west, and State Route 60

~ corridor to the south. The Project will not result in any substantial alteration of

the planned land uwse within any adjacent city or county or any city sphere of
influence. There will be no significant impact, and no Project-specific mitigation
measures are required since no significant adverse impacts are anticipated.

The Project would not have a significant impact due to inconsistency with
the site’s existing or proposed zoning or be incompatible with existing
surrounding zoning. (Draﬂ EIR, pp. 4.9-4 to 4.9-5.) The Project site is zoned
Manufacturing — Medium (M-M) and Industrial Park (I-P), complies with the
current zoning, and is compatible with the substantial existing parcels zoned
Manufacturing - Medium (M-M) surrounding the Project site. Therefore, the
Project will not have a signiﬁcant impact due to inconsistency with existing or
proposed zoning of the area or incompatibility with existing surrounding zoning,
and no Project-specific mitigation measures are required since no significant
adverse impacts are anticipated.

The Project would not have a significant environmental impact due to

inconsistency with existing and planned surrounding land uses or inconsistency
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with the land use designations and policies of the RCIP General Plan, and the
Project would not have a significant environmental impact due to inconsistency
with the Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) component of the
RCIP General Plan Open Space Element, the applicable habitat conservation plan
or natural community conservation plan. (Draft EIR, p. 4.9-20.) The MLCC is |
located within the General Plan’s Jurupa Area Plan (JAP). (Draft EIR, p. 4.9-6.)
The Foundation Component that applies to the MLCC is Community
Development and the Jurupa Area Plan Land Use designation is Community
Development: Light Industrial (CD: LI) (0.25-0.60 Floor Area Ratio). A review
of the Multipurpose Open Space Element indicates that the Project site is
primarily designated as urban built-up land, and reasonably should not be
included in the inventory of areas of significant open space and conservation
value.. (Draft EIR, p. 4.9-6.) In the Multipurpose Open Space Element, the
subject property is located within an area that may contain mineral resources of
unknown quality, but State Mineral Resource mapping indicates that the site is
not located in a Designated Area of Statewide or Regional Significance. The
Project site does not contain mineral resources, there are no known mines on or
near the Project site, and the Project site is within an existing industrial center that
has been mass graded and improved and is not expected to have an impact on the
availability of locally important mineral resources. Additionally, this potential
impact was addressed under the underlying Parcel Map 26365 and found to be not
significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.9-7.) The RCIP General Plan Agricultural Resources
Map indicates that a portion of the Project site falls within areas designatcd as
agricultural resources, with Plot Plan Nos. 16979 and 17788 designated as
containing Farmland of Local Importance, and the remaining lots designated as
“Urban Built-Up.” However, the Projeét does not contain Prime Farmland,

Unique Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance, has not been farmed for
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at least 27 years, and is not of the size to be economically feasible to farm. The
designation is likely representative of the historical use of the property, rathef than
current agricultural potential. Therefore, the Project will have no impact upon
existing agricultural resources. Additionally, the surrounding industrial area has
been developed, and the site is not within an area containing scenic highways,
energy, historic, or prehistoric resources. (Draft EIR, p. 4.9-7.)

The RCIP General Plan Safety Element indicates that the subject property
is not located within a 100 or 500-year flood plain area, and the San Sevaine
Flood Control Channel was built to mitigate potential flooding impacts, thus
ensuring a relatively low risk of flooding. The Project will add run-off into the
San Sevaine Channel, but will not require the expansion of existing or new
County Flood Control Facilities. (Draft EIR, p. 4.9-8.)

The MLCC is located within the northwesterly part of the JAP, in Mira
Loma, where land near the Interstate 15/State Route 60 junction is converting
from agricultural use to industrial, warehousing and truck distribution uses to
maximize the direct access to the freeway system and contribute to the pattern of
goods movement throughout the region. (Draft EIR, p. 4.9-8.) The Project would
act as one of the envisioned industrial employment centers in this region, and its
designated land use is consistent with the General Plan and the JAP’s land use
designation. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.9-9 to 10.) According to the JAP’s Land Use Map,
the MLCC is within the Mira Loma Warehouse/Distribution Center Policy Area,
requiring that in the land use designations of Community Developrflent: Business
Park (CD: BP) (0.25-0.60 Floor Area Ratio), Community Development: Light
Industrial (CD: LI) (0.25-0.60 Floor Area Ratio) and Community Development:
Heavy Industrial (CD: HI) (0.15-0.50 Floor Area Ratio), warehousing,
distribution and other goods storage facilities, shall be permitted in a specified
area. (Draft EIR, p. 4.9-10.)
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According to the JAP Circulation Map, a portion of the MLCC falls within
a designated existing interchange; however specific JAP policies do not consider
this particular designation; rather the policies describe continued road
improvement as provided in the RCIP General Plan. (Draft EIR, p. 4.9-10.) JAP
Circulation Policy JUR 13.4 states, “Evaluate major commercial and industrial
Projects. consisting of 20 acres or larger for the provision of park-and-ride
facilities.” (Draft EIR, p. 4.9-10.) According to the JAP Trails and Bikeway
System Map, the closest regional trail is located along the San Sevaine Channel,
with no trails or bikeway systems within the proposed industrial Project area.
(Draft EIR, p. 4.9-15.) The MLCC does not fall within any designated criteria
area for the Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan. Therefore, the Project does
not anticipate the inclusion of any property acreage to an MSHCP conservation
arecas, and no Project impacts to adjacent MSHCP conservation areas are
anticipated. (Draft EIR, p. 4.9-15; see Draft EIR, p. 4.9-17.)

According to the JAP Flood Hazards Map (Draft EIR; p. 4.9-18), the
proposed MLCC Project does not fall within the 100-year or 500-year flood zone
designation. Although within a Liquefaction Shsceptibi]ity area with Moderate
Deep Groundwater Susceptible Sediments in the Seisxﬁic Hazards map, the
Project site is outside critically designated Shallow Groundwater Susceptible
Sediments liquefaction areas. (Draft EIR, p. 4.9-19.)

Based upon the above discussion, the Project will not have a significant
environmental impact due to inconsistency with existing and planned land uses or
inconsistency with the land use designations and policies of the RCIP General
Plan, and no Project-speqiﬁc mitigation measures are required since no signiﬁcant
adverse impacts are anticéipated. (Draft EIR, p. 4.9-20.)

The Projecf would not disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an

established community. (Draft EIR, p. 4.9-20.) The Project site is within 288
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acres of industrial park and is composéd of vacant in-fill lots, where
approximately 225 acres has already been developed as industrial use. Currently,
land uses within the vicinity are generally industrial and manufacturing to the
north, northwest, west and south although- directly south and west of the Project
sites is the Mira Loma Village residential development. Since the Project is an in-
fill Project consisting of similar land uses to those currently within the MLCC,
there will be no impact upon the physical arrangement of an established
community, and no Project-specific mitigation measures are required since no

significant adverse impacts are anticipated.

2. Mitigation:
No Project-specific mitigation measures are required.
L Mineral Resources
1. Impacts:

The Project will not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource in an area classified or designated by the State that would be of value to
the region or the residents of the State. (Draft EIR, p. 4.10-2.) The Project site is
not located within a state designated aggregate resourc;e area, but is located within
an area where available geologic information indicates that mineral deposits are
likely to exist, the significance of which is undetermined. The RCIP General Plan

provides no specific policies regarding the designation’s mineral resource related

uses, and there are no known mines on or near the Project site. The Project site

and the surrounding area are zoned Manufacturing-Medium (M-M) and Industrial
Park (I-P), thereby making any mining an incompatible use. Therefore, no
impacts are expected by the Project to mineral resources, and no Project-specific
mitigation measures are required since no significant adverse impacts are
anticipated.

The Project would not result in the loss of availability of a locally-
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important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan,
specific plan, or other land use plan. (Draft EIR, p. 4.10-2.) The Project site has
been classified by the State Mining and Geology Board (SMGB) as “MRZ-3,”
which includes “[a]reas where the available geologic information indicates that
mineral deposits are likely to exist, however, the significance of the deposit is
undetermined.” The RCIP General Plan provides no specific policies regarding
“MRZ-3 and has not designated the Projecf site for mineral resource related uses,
and the Project site has no hiStory of mineral resource recovery uses. Therefore,
the Project is expected to have no impact on the availability of loca.lly—iméortant
mineral resource sites, and no Project-specific mitigation measures are required
since no significant adverse impacts are anticipated.

No impacts are expected by the Project as an incompatible land use
located adjacent to a State classified or designated area or existing surface mine.
(Draft EIR, p. 4.10-2.) According to the General Plan and the JAP, there are no
State classified or designated mineral resource areas or existing surface mines in
the area or on the Project site. Therefore, no impacts are expected by the Project
as an incompatible land use to mineral resources, and no Project-specific
mitigation measures are required since no significant adverse impacts are
anticipated.

The Project would not expose people or property to hazards from
proposed, existing, or abandoned quarries or mines. (Draft EIR, p. 4.10-3.) There
are no mines or quarries existing on the Project site or4in the surrounding area.
Therefore no impacts are expected, and no Project-specific mitigation measures
are required since no significant adverse impacts are anticipated.

With regards to cumulative impacts, the RCIP General Plan’s contribution
to the growth and urbanization would result in the direct and/or indirect loss of

mineral resources. However, implementation of the RCIP General Plan would not
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contribute significantly to the cumulative loss of these sensitive areas and their

resources. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-21.) The Project will have a less than significant
impact upon the availability of locally-important mineral resources or mineral
resources that would be of value to the region or the residents of the state because
there are no known state-classified or designated mineral resources or locally-
important mineral resource recovery sites mapped within the vicinity of the
Project site that would be economically or geologically significant. The Project is
not a potentially significant incompatible land use to mining operations, nor
would the Project expose people or property to hazards from proposed, existing,
or abandoned quarries or mines. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-21.) No mitigation measures
have been required. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-21.)

Mitigation:

No Project-specific mitigation measures are required.

J. Population and Housing

1.

Impacts:
The Project would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. (Draft EIR, p.
4.12-2.) The Project is the development of vacant in-fill parcels, which will not
displace existing housing. The Project will further Riverside Coﬁnty economic
development goals to improve the jobs-housing balance. The Project is
compatible with the existing industrial uses within the Project area and as an in-
fill Project will not unduly add to the existing impact of industrial development
upon the adjacent residential areas. The Project will have no significant impact,
and no Project-specific mitigation measures are required. |

The Project would not create a demand for additional housing, particularly
as related to housing affordable to households.earning 80% or less of the County;s
median income. (Draft EIR, p. 4.12-2.) The Project may create a demand for
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housing so future employees may choose to relocate closer to the Project site.
However, the majority of the jobs created by the Project is anticipated to be filled
from the surrounding area, thereby limiting the number of persons requiring
housing moving to the area. The demand for additional housing created by the
Project is considered less than significant, and no Project-specific mitigation
measures are required.

The Project would not displace substantial numbers of people,

necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. (Draft EIR, p.

'4‘12-2.) The Project will not displace substantial numbers of people or replace

housing. The Project will be developed in the existing MLCC, zoned for
manufacturing and industrial uses. The displacement of people necessitating the
construction of replacement housing will not be an impact, and no Project-specific
mitigation measures are required.

The Project would not affect a County Redevelopment Project Area.
(Draft EIR, p. 4.12-3.) The Project is within the existing MLCC and not located

within a Riverside County Redevelopment Project arca. Therefore, the Project

- will not impact any County Redevelopment Project Area, and no Project-specific

mitigation measures are required.

The Project will not cumulatively exceed official regional or local
population Projections. (Draft EIR, p. 4.12-3.) It is anticipated that the site
development will not exceed official regional or local population Projections.
The Project is an in-fill development within the MLCC, an existing
manufacturing/industrial center; as designated in the RCIP General Plan since at
least 1987. As proposed, the Project will contribute to regioﬁal jobs to housing
ratio goals and will not impact official regional and local population Projections,
which are based upon adopted general plan land use designations. No Project-

specific mitigation measures are required.
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The Project would not induce substantial population growth in an area,

either directly or indirectly. (Draft EIR, p. 4.12-3.) The Project is within the
existing MLCC, designated for manufacturing and industrial uses. - The Project
does not involve the development of homes and all roads and other infrastructure
serving the Project are existing. Due to the limited need for Project improvements
to support the industrial development, no impacts will occur, and no Project-
specific mitigation measures are required.

Mitigation:

No Project-specific mitigation measures are required.

Public Services

1.

Impacts:

The Project would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. (Draft EIR, p.
4.12-2.) The Project is the development of vacant in-fill parcels, which will not
displace existing housing. The Project will further Riverside County economic
development goals to improve the jobs-h’ousing balance. The Project is
compatible with the existing iﬁdustrial uses within the Projéct area and as an in-
fill Project will not unduly add to the existing impact of industrial development
upon the adjacent residential areas. The Project will have no significant impact,
and no Project-specific mitigation measures are required.

The Project would not create a demand for additional housing, particularly
as related to housing affordable to households earning 80% or less of the County’s
median income. (Draft EIR, p. 4.12-2.) The Project may create a demand for
housing so future employees may choose to relocate closer to the Project site.
However, the majority of the jobs created by the Project is anticipated to be filled
from the surrounding area, thereby limiting the number of persons requiring

housing moving to the area. The demand for additional housing created by the
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~ Project is considered less than significant, and no Project-specific mitigation

measures are required.

The Project would not displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. (Draft EIR, p.
4.12-2.) The Project will not displace substantial numbers of people or replace
housing. The Project will be developed in the existing MLCC, zoned for
manufacturing and industrial uses. The displacement of people necessitating the
construction of replacement housing will not be an impact, and no Project-specific
mitigation measures are required.

The Project would not affect a County Redevelopfnent Project Area.
(Draft EIR, p. 4.12-3.) The Project is within the existing MLCC and not located
within a Riverside County Redevelopment Project area. Therefore, the Project
will not impéct any Riverside County Redevelopment Project Aré,a,A and no
Project-specific mitigation measures are required.

The Project will not cumulatively exceed official regional or local

population Projections.‘ (Draft EIR, p. 4.12-3.) It is anticipated that the site

- development will not exceed official regional or local population Projections.

The Project is an in-fill development within the MLCC, an existing
manufacturing/industrial center, as designated in the County’s General Plan since
at least 1987. As proposed, the Project will contribute to fegiona.l jobs to housing
ratio goals and will not impact official regional and local population Projections,
which are based upon adopted general plan land use designations. Nd Project-
specific mitigation measures are required.

The Project would not induce substantial population growth in an area,-
either directly or indirectly. (Draft EIR, p. 4.12-3.) The Project is within the
existing MLCC, designated for manufacturing and industrial uses. The Project

does not involve the cievelopment of homes and all roads and other infrastructure
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serving the Project are existing. Due to the limited need fdr Project improvements
to support the industrial development, no impacts will occur, and no Project-
specific mitigation measures are required.

Regarding cumulative impacts, build-out of unincorporated areas of
Riverside County will create a substantial increase in population and residential
and non-residential structures requiring additional on-duty firefighters, sheriff
personnel, and support facilities. (Final EIR, p. 1.0-64.) This will substantially
contribute to significant cumulative impacts to library services, fire protection and
sheriff protection and substantially contribute to significant cumulative impacts to
schools. The implementation of the RCIP General Plan’s policies and RCIP |
General Plan EIR mitigation measures, along with the implementation of the
Riverside County Ordinance No. 787, Riverside County Master Fire Protection
Plan, the California Public Resources Code No. 4290, and the Uniform Fire é.nd
Building Codes (Riverside County Ordinance No. 457), would reduce these
potential impacts to below the level of significance. Additionally, and payment of
school impact mitigation fees will reduce school impacts to less than significance.
(Draft EIR, p. 6.0-23.)

The Project will not create the need for a new fire station, additional
sheriff officers, or library services. Implementation of the RCIP General Plan’s
policies and RCIP General Plan EIR mitigation measures would reduce potential
impacts to libraries to below the level of significance. By increasing the demand
for fire and sheriff services, the Project will ‘contribute to the cumulative impact of
area development on these services; however, through required compliance with
regulatory requirements and payment of established developer mitigation fees
established to address cumulative iinpacts (Ordinance No. 659), these impacts
will be less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-23.) No mitigation measures are
required. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-23.) |
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2. Mitigation:

No Project-specific mitigation measures are required.
Recreation
1. Impacts:

| median income. (Draft EIR, p. 4.12-2.) The Project may create a demand for

The Project would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. (Draft EIR, p.
4.12-2.) The Project is the development of vacant in-fill parcels, which will not
displace existing housing. The Project will further Riverside County economic
development goals to improve the jobs-housing balance. The Project is
compatible with the existing industrial uses within the Project area and as an in-
fill Project will not unduly add to the existing impact of industrial development
upon the adjacent residential areas. The Project will have no significant impact,
and no Project-specific mitigation measures are required.

The Project would not create a demand for additional housing, particularly as

related to housing affordable to households earning 80% or less of the County’s

housing so future employees may choose to relocate closer to the Project site.
However, the majority of the jobs created by the Project is anticipated to be filled
from the surrdunding area, vthereby limiting the number of persons requiring
housing moving to the area, The demand for additional housing created by the
Project is considered less than significant, and no Project-specific mitigation
measures are required.

The Project would not displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. (Draft EIR, p.
4.12-2.) The Project will not displace substantial numbers of people or replace
housing. The Project will be developed in the existing MLCC, zoned for

manufacturing and industrial uses. The displacement of people necessitating the
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construction of replacement housing will not be an impact, and no Proj ect-specific

mitigation measures are required.
The Projecf would not affect a County Redevelopment Project Area.
(Draft EIR, p. 4.12-3.) The Project is within the existing MLCC and not located

- within a Riverside County Redevelopment Project area. Therefore, the Project

will not impact any Riverside County Redevelopment Project Area, and no
Project-specific mitigation measures are required.

The Project will not cumulatively exceed official regional or local
population Projections. (Draft EIR, p. 4.12-3.) It is anticipated that the site
development will not exceed official regional or local population Projections.
The Projec_t is an in-fill development within the MLCC, an existing
manufacturing/industrial center, as designated in the County’s Géneral Plan since
at least 1987. As proposed, the Project will contribute to regional jobs to housing
ratio goals and will not impact official regional and local population Projections,
which are based upon adopted general plan land use designations. No mitigation
measures are required. ‘

The Project would not induce substantial population growth in an area,
either directly or indirectly. (Draft EIR, p. 4.12-3.) The Project is within the
existing ML.CC, designated for manufacturing and industrial uses. The Project
does not involve the development of homes and all roads and other infrastructure
serving the Project are existing. Due to the limited need for Project improvements
to support the industrial development, no impacts will occur, and no Project-4
specific mitigation measures are required.

Regarding cumulative impacts, build-out of unincorporated areas of
Riverside County will create a substantial increase in population and residential
and non-residential structures and substantially contribute to significant

cumulative impacts upon parks and recreation. Implementation of the General
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Plan’s policies and RCIP General Plan EIR mitigation measures would reduce
these potential impacts to below the level of significance. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-24.)
As the Project is an industrial use, it will not require the construction or expansion
of recreational facilities or regional parks. There are no designated recreational
trails within or adjacent to the Project site. The Project proponent will be required
to pay development impact fees that represent the Project’s fair share contribution
to keep impacts below the level of significance. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-24.) Required
payment of developer impact fees pursuant to Riverside County Ordinance No.
659 will reduce cumulative impacts to below the level of significance; therefore,

no mitigation measures are required. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-24.)

2. Mitigation:
No Project-specific mitigation measures are required.
Utilities

1.

Impacts:

The Project would not require or result in the construction of new water
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which
would cause significant environmental effects. (Draft EIR, p. 4.16-10.) There are
se{reral existing water lines, which provide service to the Project site. (Draft EIR,

- p. 416-9) JCSD provides water service to the Project site and adjacent

developments, with its primary source for potable water from local groundwater

in the Chino Basin. The existing well field production capacity is closer to 2/3 of

- the maximum capacity. Bonds for the infrastructure are being paid for by the

landowners, including the landowner of this Projéct. (Draft EIR, p. 4.16-10.) The
Project is located in an area that is undergoing conversion from agricultural land
use to urban use, which JCSD took into consideration when planning for future
water supplies. JCSD conservatively plans on having a 41,025 AF/YR demand
for water in year 2030 (or when full build out occurs within JCSD), which
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Projected demand includes this Project and other development as their service

area transitions to residential, commercial, and industrial uses. (Draft EIR, p-
4.16-10.) Sufficient water supplies and capacity exist within JCSD’s water system
to serve the Project site. Therefore, the Project will not require the constfuction of
new water treatment facilities or the expansion of existing facilities the
construction of which would cause significant environmental effects; and the
Project will result in less than significant environmental effects related to new or
expanded water treatment facilities. No Project-specific mitigation measures are
required.

The Projebt would have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
Project from existing entitlements and resources, and would not require new or
expanded entitlements. (Draft EIR, p. 4.16-8.) The Project developer will be
providing utility stub-outs for on-site water, sewer and fire protection as a
completion of the infrastructure. JCSD has provided a water will serve letter
stating that water can be supplied by existing mains. (Draft EIR, p. 4.16-10.) As
further described in the Draft EIR and provided in Appendix H of the Draft EIR,
the Water Supply Assessment for the Pfoject describes the existing and long-term
demand for water within JCSD’s serviée area and JCSD’s existing and Projected
long-term ability to provide adequatt; water to meet that demand. (Draft EIR, p.
4.16-10.) Since fhe Project is consistent with the underlying land use designations
and zoning set forth in Riverside County’s Jurupa Community Plan, the Projéct
represents the envisioned development expected in the Mira Loma area of JCSD’s
service area and was considered in JCSD;S 2005 Urban Water Management Plan
(UWMP). Pursuant to California Water Code Section 10910, as amended by SB
610, the Project was accounted for in the most recently adopted UWMP, and
certain information and analyses from the UWMP were utilized in the WSA,
(Draft EIR, p. 4.16-10.) Based on recent economic slowdown, it is possible that
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these Projected demand figures may be higher than what will actually exist in the
future. (Draft EIR, p. 4.16-11.)

The total Projected water supplies available to JCSD over the next 20-year
period during normal, single-dry, and multiple dry years are sufficient to serve the
Projected water demand associated with the Project (92 acre-feet per year), in
addition to other existing and planned future uses of those supplies wiﬂﬁn JCSD
in accordance with the standards set forth by-SB 610. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.16-38 to
4.16-39; Draft EIR, Appendix H.) According to these standards, there are
sufficient water supplies available to serve the Project from JCSD’s existing
entitlements and resources as set forth in its 2005 UWMP and the WSA and,
therefore, impacts to water supply are considered less than significant and no
Project-specific mitigation measures are required. (Draft EIR, p. 4.16-39.)

The Project would not require or result in the construction of new
wastewater treatment facilities, including septic systems, or expansion of existing
facilities. (Draft EIR, p. 4.16-39.) The Project site is served by JCSD, which has |
indicated that sewer service can be suppﬁe’d by an existing 12-inch sewer line in
Dulles Drive. The Project site will generate only nominal amounts of domestic
wastewater. The Project site is considered to have a less than significant impact
and no Project-specific mitigation measures are required.

The Project would not result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider which serves or may service the Project that it has inadequate
capacity to serve the Project’s Projected demand in addition to the provider’s
existing commitments. (Draft EIR, p. 4.16-39.) As a rule of thumb, it can be
expected that the Project will generate wastewater equivalent to approximately 75
pércent of its water usage. Using this relative rate, the Project’s approximate
wastewater generation will be 62,000 gallons per day. The Project consists of

manufacturing/distribution facilities and is not expected to require significant
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additional services from the available services provided by JCSD. Therefore, no

impacts are anticipated to waste water treatment facilities resulting from the
development of this Project. (Draft EIR, p. 4.16-39.)
The Project would be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted

, capacity to accommodate the Project’s solid waste disposal needs. (Draft EIR, pp.

4.16-40 to 4.16-41.) As further discussed in the EIR, the development and
operation of the Project site will not substantially contribute to the permitted
capacity of the designated landfills. (Id) Therefore, impacts will be less than
significant, and mitigation is not required. Regardless, mitigation measures MM
Utilities 1 through MM Utilities 5 will further reduce the Project’s volume of
solid waste to ensure that the impact remains less than significant, by facilitating
the recycling of materials related to the construction and operation of the Project. |
(See infra discussion in the findings regarding MM Utilities 1 through MM
Utilities 5; Draft EIR, pp. 4.16-43 to 4.16-44.) |

| Even without mitigation, the Project is. considered to comply with and
have no impacts to federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid
wastes, and thus impacts will be less than significant. Regardless, the Project will
incorporate mitigation measures MM Utilities 1 through MM Utilities S that will
ensure conformance with practices that are encouraged and recommended by the
CIWMP, which will ensure that potential impacts to county landfills will be
further reduced below the level of signiﬁcanoe. (Draft EIR, p. 4.16-41.)
Riverside County Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP) is to aid the
County of Riverside Waste Management Department in meeting the state
mandated 50% diversion of solid waste into County landfills. These mitigation
measures help to reduce waste streams by encouraging recycling of materials such
as aluminum cans, glass, plastics, paper and cardboard, composting and/or grass

recycling, and the use of mulch and/or compost in the development and
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maintenance of landscaped areas. The Project site is considered to have no
impacts to federal, state or local statutes or regulations related to solid waste.
(Draft EIR, p. 4.16-41.)

The Project would not impact electrical, gas, communications, storm water
drainages and street lighting facilities and would not require the construction of
new facilities or the expansion of existing facilities. (Draft EIR, p. 4.16-42.) The
Project will use existing electricity service provided by Southern California
Edison, therefore, no new facilities are needed, with only minor extensions to the
buildings. The Project will use existing gas services provided by The Gas
Company, with only extensions made to Project structures. The Project will use
existing communication servicek provided by AT&T, with only extensions made to
Project structures. The Project will require connection to existing stormwatér
drainage system to accommodate the additional run-off associated with the
increase of impervious surfaces on the site into the San Sevaine Channel, which |
has a 100-year storm capacity and has'been ‘designed to incorporate stormwater
runoff from the Project site. The Project site may require additional street lights.t
However, the amount of new street lighting construction needed on a portion of
the road would be considered environmentally insigniﬁ‘cant.‘ Therefore, street
lighting construction for the Project is considered to have a less than significant
impact. The Project will not significantly impact electrical services, and no
Proj ect-spéciﬁc mitigation measures are required.

The Project would not impact the maintenance of public facilities,
including roads and would not require or result in the construction of new
facilities or the expansion of such existing facilities. (Draft EIR, p. 4.16-43.) The
Project will not involve the construction of public roadways. There may be
potential impacts to existing roadways resulting in the need for increased road

maintenance from increased truck traffic. The Project is addressed through
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standard County conditions of approval, plan check and permit procedures, and
code enforcement practices, therefore impacts upon public facilities, such as
roads, will be less than significant, and ho Project-specific mitigation measures
are required.

The Project would not impact the maintenance of other governmental
services and would not require or result in the construction of new governmental
services or the expansion of existing governmental services; the construction of
which could cause significant environmental effects. (Draft EIR, p. 4.16-43.) No
other governmental services are expevcted‘ to be required for the Project.
Therefore, no impacts will occur, and no Project-specific mitigation measures are
required. |

The Project would not conflict with adopted energy conservation plans.
(Draft EIR, p. 4.16-43.) The Project will meet all requirementsbof Title 24
California Code of Regulations construction for energy savings, but there are no
energy conservation plans associated with the Jurupa Area Plan which would
affect the Project site. Therefore, no impacts due to conflicts with adopted energy
conservation plans are expected, and no Project-specific mitigation measures are
required. _

Regarding cumulative impacts, build-out of the RCIP General Plan is
anticipated 1o generate substantial increases in solid waste; however,
implementation of General Plan policies and RCIP General Plan EIR mitigation
measures will reduce the potential impact to below the Ievel‘of significance.
Implementation of RCIP General Plan policies and Riverside County regulations
will result in a less than significant impact on wastewater systems, but would still
substantially contribute to a significant cumulative impact on existing wastewater
facilities. The RCIP General Plan’s jmpact upon water supply will be
significantly impacted by RCIP General Plan build-out. The RCIP Geberal Plan
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EIR determined that adherence to RCIP General Plan policies and RCIP General
Plan EIR mitigation measures will reduce the potential impact to water supply,
but that the potential impacts remain significant and unavoidable. Cuﬁlulatively,
impacts due to solid waste generation and upon wastewater services and water
supply will be significant. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-26.)

The amount of landfill capacity needed to accommodate solid waste is
directly in line with the County’s Projected increased landfill need. Hence,
buildout of Riverside County, including the Project, would not create demands for
waste management services that exceed the capacities of the County’s waste
management system and impacts to solid waste facilities associated with the
Project are less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-26.)

The total demand for this Project set forth in the water supply assessment
is within the limits of Projected demand in the current Urban Water Management
Plan. JCSD also has sufficient production capacity from its water sources to meet
its Projected cumulative 2030 annual water demand of 41,025 acre-feet per year.
Therefore, the Project will have less than significant impacts to water supplies.
(Draft ElR,bp. 6.0-27.) The Project involves manufacturing/distribution facilities
and are not expected to require significant additional services, and the wastewater

generated by the Project will not require the construction of new or expanded

- wastewater treatment facilities.

The Project will bave no significant cumulative impacts related to water
and sewer and solid waste services. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-27.) Although potential
impacts due to solid waste generated by the Project will be less than significant,
mitigation measures that will further reduce solid waste impacts have been
required. (See infra discussion of mitigation measures MM Utilities 1 through
MM Utilities 5.) No mitigation measureé are required or proposed to address
cumulative water and sewer impacts. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-27.)
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b, Mitigation Measure Utilities 2: In addition to solid waste dumpsters, the

Mitigation:

The Project has been modified to mitigate or avoid the potentially significant

impacts by the following mitigation measures, which are hereby adopted and will

be implemented as provided in the Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Program. '

a. Mitigatioh Measure Utilities 1: The applicant shall submit a Recyclables
Collection and Loading Area plot plg.n to the Riverside County Waste
Management Department for each impiementing development. The plans
are required to conform to the Waste Manégement Department’s Design
Guidelines for Recyclables Collection and Loading Areas. Prior to final
building inspection, the applicant is required to construct the recyclables
collection and loading area in compliance with the Recyclables Collection
and Loading Area plot plan, as approved and stamped by the Riverside
County Waste Management Department, and verified by the Riverside
County Building and Safety Department through site inspection. (Draft
EIR, p. 4.16-43.)

Project development will include recycling containers for aluminum cans,
 glass, plastics, paper and cardboard. (Draft EIR, p. 4. 16-4‘3..)

c. Mitigation Measure Utilities 3: The Project development will recycle
construction and demolition (C&D) waste generated during construction
activities that would otherwise be taken to a landfill. (Draft EIR, p. 4.16-
44.). This diversion of waste must meet or exceed a 50 percent reduction
by weight. (Final EIR, p. 1.0-28.) The Project shall complete the
Riverside Count‘y Waste Managément Department Construction and
Demolition Waste Diversion Program — Form B and Form C to ensure

compliance, Form B — Recycling Plan must be submitted and approved
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by the Riverside County Waste Management Department and provided to

the Department of Building and Safety prior to issuance of building
permits. Form C — Reporting Form must be approved by the Riverside
County Waste Management Department and submitted to the Department
of Building and Safety prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy.

d. Mitigation Measure Utilities 4: The property owner shall require
landscaping contractors to practice grass recycling and/or grass
composting to reduce the amounts of grass material in the waste stream.
(Draft EIR, p. 4.16-44.) |

e. Mitigation Measure Utilities 5: The property owner shall require
landscaping contractors to use mulch and/or compost for the development
and maintenance of Project site landscaped areas. (Draft EIR, p. 4.16-44.)

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors that the following impacts
potentially resulting from the Project’s approval cannot be fully mitigated and will be only partially
avoided or lessened by the mitigation measures hereinafter specified; a statement of overriding findings

is therefore included herein:

N. Air Quality
1. Impacts:

The Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-37.) The Air Quality Management
Plan (AQMP) for the South .Coast Air Basin (SCAB) sets forth a comprehensive
program that will lead the SCAB into compliancé with all federal and state air
quality standards. The AQMP is created in consultation with local governments,
and conformance with the AQMP for development Projects is determined by
demonstrating compliance with local land use plans and/or population Projections
and meeting the land use designation set forth in the RCIP General Plan. (Draft
EIR, pp. 4.3-36.) The Project is located in the community of Mira Loma within
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Riverside Cdunty. It consists of vacant in-fill lots within a land use designation of
Community Development: Light Industrial (CD: LI) (0.25-0.60 Floor Area Ratio)
as set forth in the Riverside County General Plan. Uses ‘within Riverside
County’s Community Development: Light Industrial (CD: LI) (0.25-0.60 Floor
Area Ratio) designation are limited to warehousing/distribution, assembly and
light manufacturing, and repair faciiities. The plot plans located closest to
existing residences have been zoned Community Development: Industrial Park
(CD: LI) (0.25-0.60 Floor Area Ratio) while the other three plot plans have been
zoned Medium-Manufacturing (M—M).X The Project is consistent with the land
use designation in the RCIP General Plan. Therefore, since the Project is |
consistent with the local land use plan the Project will not conflict with the
implementation of the air quality management plan, and 1mpacts are considered
less than s1gmﬁcant, and no Project-specific mitigation measures are required.
(Draft EIR, p. 4.3-36 to 37.) |

The Project would not creafe a carbon monoxide hotspot and there are no
cumulative impacts for carbon monoxide hotspots. ((Draft EIR, p. 4.3-37, 47 to
49.) The Mira Loma Commerce Center has the potential to negatively impact the
Level of Service (“LOS™) on adjacent roadways, which could allow CO to
become a localized problem (“hot spot”) requiring additional analysis beyond
total Project emissions quantification due to traffic congestion and idling or slow-
moving vehicles. Screening procedures in the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality
Handbook determine the potential to create a CO hot spot. (Draft EIR, pi). 4.3-
47.) In consultation with SCAQMD, a traffic study was prepared through
modeling several intersections. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-47 to 48.) Emission factors
were estimated, with worse-case meteorologicai and sensitive receptor distance

scenarios were used. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-48.) The results are presented in Table

- 4.3-I of the Draft EIR by intersection where the receptor position with the highest
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CO concentration is shown. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-48 to 49.) For all of the
intersections modeled, the CO emissions from Project-generated traffic are much
less than the California and.national (federal) thresholds of significance; therefore,
the CO hotspot impacts are considered less than sighiﬁcant and even when the
cumulative impacts are analyzed, the peak CO hotspot concentrations are less
than the threshold values. Therefore, the Project will not contribute to either the
CAAQS or NAAQS for CO to be exceeded and will not form any CO hotspots in
the Project area. There are also no cumulative impacts for CO hotspots. (Draft
EIR, p. 4.3-49.) No‘Project-speéiﬁc mitigation measures are required since no
significant adverse impacts are anticipated.

The Project would not expose sensitive receptors to a hazard index of 1.0
or greater for chronic non-cancer risks associated with Deisel Particulate Matter
(“DPM™), which is a Toxic Air Contaminant or TAC. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-66.)
Non-cancer risks are considered less than significant from both the Project
operation alone and when considered with cumulative Projects. (Draft EIR, p.
4.3-72.) The relationship for the non-cancer health effects of DPM was modeled,
and based on the assumption of 10 minute idliﬁg per truck at the Project site, the
maximum DPM concentration of 0.087 pg/m3 occurs at the Project site with the
hazard index is 0.017, which is less than 2% of the allowed threshold. Based on
this, non-cancer risks from the Project’s DPM emissions are considered less than
significant. Therefore, despite MM Air 7 which prohibits all vehicles from idling
in excess of 5 minutes, even at 10 minutes, the impact is already less than
significant. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-66; 4.3-67.) Non-cancer risks are less than 5
percent of the SCAQMD recommended threshold from both Project operation
alone and when considered with cumulative Projects. Therefore, non-cancer risks
are considered less than significant, and no Project-specific mitigation measures

are required. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-76.)
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Without appropriate mitigation, the Project may have the potential to
expose a substantial number of people to objectionable odors. The Project
consists of six vacant “in-fill” lots, and a Community Development: Light
Industrial (CD: LI) (0.25-0.60 Floor Area Ratio) designation is limited to
warehousing/distribution, assembly and light manufacturing, and repair facilities.
(Draft EIR, p. 4.3-57.) It can be anticipated that the major potential sources of
odor from the Project would occur during construction. Given the fact that the
Project and its roadways for access are located adjacent to residential areas,
impacts related to odors during construction are considere’d significant, with
construction equipment exhaust the main source of odors. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-57.)
The Clean Air Nonroad\ Diesel Rule from EPA places new pollution controls on
diesel engines used in industries such as construction and is expected to ultimately
reduce emissions from nonroad diesel engines by over 90 percent. By 2010, this |
rule will reduce sulfur levels in nonroad diesel fuel 99 percent from 2004 Ievels.
This rule built upon the previously adopted Clean Diesel Truck and Bus Rule
(announced December 21, 2000), which required a 97 percent reduction in sulfur
content of highway diesel fuel and required new heavy-duty diesel highway
vehicles to meet new emission standards. On-highway compliance requirements
take effect with the 2007 model year. It is estimated that by 2030 when the current
heavy-duty highway vehicle fleet has been completely replaced by newer
vehicles, that emissions from such vehicles will be reduéed by over 90 percent.
Additionally, the Project will comply with SCAQMD Rule 402, which prohibits
the discharge of air contaminants or other material that may cause the detriment,
nuisanée, or annoyance to any considerable number of people. Pursuant to State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subdivision (2)(1), changes or alternatives have
been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or substantially

lessen the significant environmental effect identified in the Final EIR. The above-
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noted programs, along with incorporating limits on idling time during
construction from MM Air 2 and during Project operation from MM Air 7, will
help to reduce impacts related to odors from the Project to less than significant
levels. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-57.)

| The Project would generate significant levels of emissions and exceed
SCAQMD standards for several criteria pollutants, despite feasible mitigation,
and therefore will have a significant impact from both short-term emissions
during construction and long-term operational emissions. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-42,
47.) Changes or alterations have been required in, or \incori)orated into, the
Project that help red;ice the potential impacts, but impacts will remain significant
and unavoidable. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-67 to 4.3-69; Final EIR, pp. 1.0-14 to 1.0-16,
1.0-45.) The mitigation measures from the Draft EIR, MM Air 1 through MM Air

13, will be implemented, and several mitigation measures were added and

ramended by the Final EIR, as follows: MM Air 3a, MM Air 3b, MM Air 3¢, MM

Air 3d, MM Air 3¢, MM Air 3f, MM Air 8, MM Air 14, and MM Aifr 15. These
measures will be implemented to reduce emissions during construction and
operations activities (see infra discussion of mitigation), and the added and
amended measures will not result in a change in the level of significance related
to this potential impact. |

On a regional level, the Project will create short-term air quality impacts
from fugitive dust, other particulate matter, exhaust emissions generated by
earthmoving activities, and operation of grading equipment durfng site
preparation. Short-term impacts will also include emissions generated during
construction of the Buildings as a result of operation of equipment, operation of
personal vehicles by construction workers, and coating and paint applications.
(Draft EIR, p. 4.3-37.) The Project will be required to comply with existing
SCAQMD Rule 403 and application of standard best management practices in
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construction and operation activities, such as application of water or chemical
stabilizers to disturbed soils, covering haul vehicles, restricting vehicle speeds on
unpaved roads to 15 mph, sweeping loose dirt from paved site access roadways,
cessation of construction activity when winds exceed 25 mph and establishing a
permanent, stabilizing ground cover on finished sites. Based on the size of this
Project, a Fugitive Dust Control Plan or Large Operation Notification would be
required. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-37.) The thresholds contained in the SCAQMD
CEQA Air Quality Handbook were considered regional thresholds and are shown
in Table 4.3-D of the Draft EIR. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-39.) Short-term emissions
were evaluated using the URBEMIS 2007 version 9.2.2 for Windows computer
progfam, with default values reflecting a worse-case scenario, which means that
the actual Project emissions are expected to be equal to or less than the‘estimated
construction emissions.

Regional short-term emissions from construction activities will result in

ROG and NQy levels that exceed SCAQMD’s recommended daily regional
thresholds. (Final EIR, p. 1.0-6.) Short-term construction PM-10 emission levels,
as well as PM-2.5, CO, and SO; levels, will not exceed SCAQMD’s

recommended daily regional thresholds, even without implementing mitigation

"measures. (Final EIR, pp.1.0-6.) Notwithstanding the levels of PM-10 and PM-

2.5 being below the SCAQMD thresholds, mitigation measures MM Air 36 and
Air 3f have been incorporated for phasing the grading operations and providing
public monitoring of the air quality during construction, as indicated in the Final
EIR. (Final EIR, pp. 1.0-15, 3.0-8, see infra discussion of MM Air 3¢ and Air 3f.)
These miﬁgaﬁen measures will -help further reduce the already less-than-
significant levels of PM-10 and PM-2.5 further below SCAQMD’s threshold
levels. (Final EIR, pp.1.0-6.) Mitigation measures MM Air 3e and Air 3f, and
the other mitigation measures added and amended by the Final EIR, will not result
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in any change in the level of significance for these criteria pollutants. (Id.)

Also on a regional level, long-term emissions are evaluated for the
completed Project at the end of construction for on-road motor vehicle emissions
and Area Source emissions including stationary combustion emissions of natural
gas used for space and water heating, and yard and landscape maintenance. On a
regional level, long-term emissions from the daily operations of the Project will
exceed the daily regional thresholds set by SCAQMD for ROG, NOX, and CO in
both summer and winter. Therefore, using the regional significance threshold, the
Project is expected to exceed SCAQMD standards, and therefore will have a
significant impact during long-term operations. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-42.)

For localized short-term construction emissions, the Project involves the

individval grading of plot plans one at a time. (Final EIR, p. 1.0-6.) The
maximum daily on-site construction emissions estimated from URBEMIS were
used in this analysis (See Table 4.3-H on pages 1.0-7 to 1.0-8 of the Final EIR),
and SCAQMD LST lookup tables. (Final EIR, pp. 1.0-6 to 1.0-7.) According to
Table 4.3-H of the Final EIR, construction of PP16979, PP18876, PP18877, and

PP18877 will result in localized PM-10 and PM-2.5 impacts to sensitive receptors

in the Project vicinity, namely the neighborhoods of Mira Loma Village and
Country Village. Construction of PP17788 will result in localized PM-10 impaéts
to the sensitive receptors within the Country Village. Construction of PP18875
will not result in any localized impacts to sensitive receptors in the Project
vicinity. Looking at the entire Project as a whole, construction activities resuiting
from site grading will result in localized PM-10 and PM-2.5 impacts to sensitive
receptors in the Project vicinity. (Final EIR, p. 1.0-8.) A detailed dispersion
analysis (using ISCST3 (Industrial Source Complex Short Term Version 3)) was
completed for PM-10 and PM-2.5 emissions to determine if these thresholds

would still be exceeded for construction of each plot plan individually, as well as
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for concurrent construction of all six plot plans because the maximum emissions
of construction-related PM-10 and PM-2.5 occur during grading operations.
(Final EIR, p. 1.0-8.)

The Final EIR shows that PP16979, PP18876, and PP18877 exceed the
PM-10 LST, and when all plot plans are graded concurrently, the PM-10 LST is
exceeded. The results of the detailed dispersion modeling indicate an
improvement in findings which show that PP17788, PP1 8875, and PP18879 will
not exceed the LST. These results are better than Table 4.3-H because PP17788
and PP18879 will not exceed the LST; however, significant short-term impacts
will nonetheless remain because other plot plans will still exceed the PM-10
localized significant threshold. (Final EIR, p. 1.0-10.)

The Final EIR shows that PP16979, PP18876, and PP18877 exceed the
PM-2.5 LST, and when all plot plans are graded concurrently, the PM-2.5 LST is
exceeded. The results of the detailed dispersion modeling indicate that PP17788,
PP18875, and PP18879 will not exceed the PM-2.5 LST. These results are better
than those depicted in Table 4.3-H using the LST look-up tables because PPI 8879
will not exceed the LST; however, significant impacts nonetheless remain because
short-term emissions from other plot plans will still exceed the PM-2.5 localized
significance threshold. (Final EIR, p. 1.0-11.)

On a localized level, short-term emissions from construction activities will

result in PM-10 and PM-2.5 le;lels that exceed SCAQMD’s reqommended
thresholds, and therefore will result in significant localized impacts to sensitive
receptors in the Project vicinity. (Final EIR, pp. 1.0-6 to 1.0-11.) A revised
analysis was reported in the Final EIR to account for the Project proponent’s plan
to grade each site separately, which indicates that PM-10 and PM-2.5 emissions
will still exceed SCAQMD’s localized significance thresholds. (/d) Based on
these findings, localized air quality impacts related to PM-10 and PM-2.5 |
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emissions from the short-term construction of the Project are considered
significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-7; Final EIR, pp. 1.0-6 to 1.0-11.)
For localized long-term emissions from stationary sources or from

attracting mobile sources that may spend long periods queuing and idling at the

. site, such as at warehouse/transfer facilities, SCAQMD LST methodology was

applied. (Final EIR, p. 1.0-11.) Computer modeling was conducted under worse-

case scenarios for this Project to overestimate Project impacts. (Final EIR, p. 1.0-

12.) Localized long-term emissions from operational activities will not result in

exceedances of the SCAQMD’s localized siéniﬁcance thresholds for the criteria

pollutants. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-47.)

The following mitigation measures were considered in the Draft EIR, are
considered infeasible, and will not be incorporated into the Project:

a. Proposed Mitigation Measure Air 1: Provide a minimum 300 meter
setback from truck traffic to sensitive receptors/homes. All of the proposed
plot plans are closer than 300 meters from sensitive receptors. In order to
meet the SCAQMD’s recommended 300 meter distance from sensitive
receptors, the proposed plot plans would have to be relocated outside the
Mira Loma Commerce Center (mCC) complex. The area generally
surrounding the MLCC complex is generally developed with other similar
industrial uses or with residential uses. There are limited areas left other
than the proposed plot plan sites, for which the Project could be relocated
and they may or may not be able to be located 300 meters away from
residences at another site. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-68.) |

b. Proposed Mitigation Measure Air 2: Use "clean" strect sweepers. The
County of Riverside is responsible for street sweeping on Couﬁty
maintained roads. Street sweeping within vicinity of the Project is

performed by Burtec and administered by the Riverside County
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Environmental Health Department. Individual developers are not parties
to and do not control the administration of County contracts for street
sweeping. - Therefore, this mitigation measure is not feasible.
Additionally, street sweeping operations are réquired to comply with
SCAQMD Rules 1186 and 1186.1. Rule 1186 includes provisions for
street sweeper testing and certification to meet SCAQMD requirements.
Rule 1186.1 applies to any federal, state, county, city or governmental
department or agency, any special distript such as water, air, sanitation,
transit, and school districts, or private individual firm, association,
franchise, contractor, user or owner who provides sweeping services to a
governmental agency that owns or leases 15 or more vehicles, including
passenger cars, light-duty trucks, and medium- and heavy-duty on-road
vehicles. It requires governmental agencies to contract with sweeping
services that’use é.ltemative-fuel sweepers or solicit bids for sweeping
operations usiﬁg alternative-fuel sweepers. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-68.)
Proposed Mitigation Measure Air 3: Provide on-site services to minimize
truck traffic such as: meal or cafeteria service, ATMs, convenience stores
with basic amenities. The Project is in an industrially zoned area and are
industrial facilities; not commercial facilities. Additionally, the Project
does not include the parking requirements for commercial/service
facilities. Additionally, this mitigation measure is not needed because
there already is a currently operating commercial facility along Etiwanda
Avenue in close proximity to the propbsed plot plans that would serve the
same purpose as this mitigation measure offered up by the SCAQMD.
(Draft EIR, p. 4.3-68 to 69.)

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, subdivision (a)(2), and as

further discussed above, changes or alternatives that would avoid or substantially
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lessen the significant environmental effect identified in the Final EIR are within

the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency
making the finding, as related to the use of “clean” street sweepers. Such changes
have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be a&opted by such
other agency. (Jd) Also, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091,
subdivision (a)(3), specific economic, legal, social, technological or other
¢onside;ations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigaﬁon measures or Project alternatives
identified in the Final EIR. Although implementation of the above-listed
mitigation measures will reduce Project-generated emissions, there is no
quantitative reduction associated with them; therefore, there is no change in the
estimated emissions of the Project. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-69.)

The Project would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
criteria pollutants for which the Project region is non-attainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-50.)
In evaluating the cumulétive effects of the Project, Section 21100(e) of CEQA
states that “previously approved land use documents including, but not limited to, |
general plans, specific plans, and local coastal plans, may be used in cumulative
impact analysis.” In addressing cumulative effects for air quality, the AQMP
utilizes approved general plans and, therefore, is the most appropriate document
to use to evaluate cumulative impacts of the squect Project. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-
50.) The portion of the SCAB within which the Project is located is designated as
a non—aftaimnent area for ozone, PM-10, and PM-2.5 under state and federal
standards. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-50.)

On a regional level, in the Draft EIR, PM-10 emissions were initially
reported to be significant, based on the initial finding that the PM-10 emissions
would exceed the SCAQMD regional significance thresholds for short-term
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construction emissions. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-50, 4.3-40 to 4.3-41; See supra

discussion regarding SCAQMD criteria pollutants.) However, upon further
review of the air quality analyses, it was found that short-term PM-10 emissions
would not exceed the SCAQMD regional threshold prior to mitigation, and
therefore should not have been considered as a significant impact. (Final EIR, pp.
1.0-5 to 1.0-6; see supra discussion regarding SCAQMD criteria pollutants.) MM
Air 3¢ and MM Air 3f were added to further reduce the PM-10 and PM-2.5
emissions; however, no change in the level of signiﬁcance would occur as a result
of implementing these mitigation measures. (E.g., Final EIR, p. 1.0-45.)
Accordingly, the Final EIR indicates that only ROG and NOX would exceed the
SCAQMD regional signiﬁcénce thresholds for short-term construction emissions. |
(Final EIR, p. 1.0-45.)

Also on a regional level, long-term emissions from the concurrent
operation of all six plot plans exceed the daily regional thresholds for ROG, NOX,
and ’CO in both summer and winter. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-50.) The operaﬁonal
emissions from the cumulative Projects in the region will additionally exceed all
criteria pollutant thresholds, except for SO in both summer and winter. (Draft
EIR, pp. 4.3-50, 4.3-74.) Since the Project’s operational emissions already exceed
the SCAQMD regional thresholds, when this is combined with the cumulative
Project - emissions, the Project will result in a sigrliﬁcant contribution to
cumulative air quality impacts. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-50.) |
The Project can be considered to be in compliance with the AQMP based on land
use compatibility. However, both short-term and léng-term Project-generated
emissions have been shown to be significant on a regional level, which in turn
would mean the Project would have significant cumulative impacts. (Draft EIR,
p. 43-50; Final EIR, p. 1.0-45)) As a result. the Project will contribute to

cumulatively considerable net increases of criteria pollutants. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-
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50.)

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the
Project that help reduce the potential impacts, but impacts will remain significant
and unavoidable. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.3 73 to 4.3-74, 4.3-69; Final EIR, p. 1.0-45.)
Mitigation measures MM Air 1 through MM Air 13 from the Draft EIR will be
implemented, and several mitigation measures were added and amended by the
Final EIR, and will be implemented, as follows: MM Air 3a, MM Air 3b, MM Air
3¢, MM Air 3d, MM Air 3¢, MM Air 3f, MM Air 8, MM Air 14, and MM Air 15.
These measures will be implemented to reduce emissions during construction and
operations. (See inﬁa discussion of mitigation) The measures added and
amended by the Final EIR will not result in a change in the level of significance
related to this potential impact. After mitigation, Project-generated emissions
would be reduced; however, there would be no quantitative reduction associated
with the imposéd mitigation measures. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-69.) Therefore, there
would be no change in the estimated criteria- pollutant emissions for the Project. |
(Draft EIR, p. 4.3-69; Final EIR, p. 1.0-45; see Draft EIR, Section 6.0 [further
discussing cumulative impacts related to Air Quality].) Pursuant to State CEQA
Guidelines section 15091, specific economic, legal, spcial, technological or other
considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or Project alternatives
identified in the Final EIR. (Subd. (a)(3).) |

The Project includes specific design considerations and mitigation
measures to reduce potential impacts related to greénhouse gas emissions and
climate change. Based on the EIR, short-term emissions related to construction
activities will not be cumulatively considerable. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-52 to 4.3-53.)
However, with no regulatory guidance or actual threshold of significance for

global warming or climate change, the Project’s emissions will result in a
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cumulatively considerable net increase of greenhouse gas pollutants that may
further lead to climate change or global warming impacts and the Project will
have a poténtially significant cumulative impact related to greenhouse gases.
(Draft EIR, p. 4.3-57; Draft EIR, p. 4.3-75.)

The following energy and environmental design features have been
incorporated into the Project in order to increase the energy efficiency and reduce
potential long-term air quality impacts, including Project-related greenhouse gas
emissions: the Project shall be constructed in accordance with the California’s
Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings, as set
forth in Title 24, Part 6, of the Califoinia Code of Regulations; use of éi(ylights to
allow more natural light; be painted white on the interior to create brighter interior
conditions; use a 4-ply roof system with a light grey color reflective cap sheet to
reduce the transference of heat; use roof insulation to creating higher light
reflection; use tankless water heaters for improved energy efficiency; use 3-phase
4-wire electrical service to allow the use of more energy -efficient motors and
drive devices than single-phase, with spare electrical conduits undef the floor slab
to minimize the energy use for future tenant improvements; usc reclaimed water-
for irrigation, where available; use drought-tolerant plants for Iandscapiﬁg and use
wood chips in planting beds to retain moisture content; use energy efficient
compact fluorescent bulbé or fluorescent tube lighting; use low-E (low-emissivity)
reflective coatings/glazing on windows; shield lighting to not cause glafe or
excessive light spillage; recycle construction and demolition waste generated
during construction activities; obtain coverage under the appropriate NPDES
General Construction Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with
Construction Activities, Order No. 99-08-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002 prior to
obtaining the grading permits and shall implement Best Management Practices as

set forth in their Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans. (See Draft EIR, pp.
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4‘3-34 to 4.3-36 [further discussing the Project’s design considerations}].)

Additionally, mitigation measures MM Air 1 through MM Air 13 will be
implemented, pursuant to the Draft EIR. (Sece infra discussion of mitigation
measures.) As previously noted, several mitigation measures were added and
amended by the Final EIR, as follows: MM Air 3a, MM Air 3b, MM Air 3¢, MM
Air 3d, MM Air 3e, MM Air 3f, MM Air 8, MM Air 14, and MM Air 15. These
added and amended mitigation measures, as implemented, will not result in a
change in the level of significance related to this potential impact. The measures |.
will be implemented to reduce emissions related to construction and operations
activities.

The Final EIR discussed Greenhouse Gas reduction measures and
guidelines that were recommended by the California Attorney General’s Office
CEQA Guidance, the California Air Pollution Control Officer’s Association
(CAPCOA) CEQA and Climate Change Guidelines, the proposed amendments to
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Thresholds, and the California Climate Action
Team Report. (See Final EIR, pp. 1.0-16 to 1.0-44.) Assessmeﬁt of these
measures and guidelines in the Final EIR does not result in changes to the level of
significance of Greenhbuse Gas-related impacts. As addressed in the Final EIR,
some of the measures were inapplicable to the Project, while others were already
addressed in the Project’s design features and mitigation measures, as described
above.

The analysis estimates of the Project’s GHG emissions during
construction and at build-out were primarily performed through the quantification
of carbon dioxide (CO;) emissions. Carbon dioxide emissions accounted for
approximately 84 percent of the state’s total GHG emissions in 2004. Methane
and NOyx accounted for 5.7 and 6.8 percent, respectively. Therefore, while not

intended to be an all-inclusion inventory of overall GHG emissions from the
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Project; the estimation of CO, from several sources of everyday Project

operations is illustrative of much of the Project’s potential contribution to GHG.

(Draft EIR, p. 4.3-50 to 51.)

It should be noted that the emission of GHG in general and CO;
specifically into the atmosphere is not of itself an adverse environmental impact.
It is the impact that increased concentrations of GHG in the atmosphere has upon
the Earth’s climate (i.e., climate change) and the associated consequences of
climate change that results in adverse environmental impacts (e.g., sea level rise,
loss of snowpack, severe weather events). (Dréft EIR, p. 4.3-50 to 51.)

For short-term emissions related to construction activities, the Final EIR
summarized the output results and presented emissions estimates in metric tonnes
(Mt) of CO;, per year. (Final EIR, p. 1.0-13.) Based on the analyses, emissions
are anticipated to be approximately 0.00002 percent of global CO; emissions from

fossil fuels, 0.00008 percent of the United States’ CO; equivalent emissions per

year, and 0.0012 percent of California’s CO, emissions per year. (Final EIR, p.

1.0-14.) Given the global nature of greenhouse gases, the short-term nature of
construction activities, and the Project’s infinitesimal contribution to annual
greenhouse gas emissions, the resulting impaéts on global climate change are not
cumulatively considerable. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-52 to 53, Final EIR, p. 1.0-14.)

For long-term emissions, the EIR analyzed emissions from electricity

‘generation from in-state and imported electricity, with average carbon intensity

for electricity supplied to the California grid equal to 342.12 Mt/GWh. (Draft
EIR, p. 4.3-53.) A conservative‘esﬁmate was used, as actual emissions will likely
be smaller due to implementation of SB 1368 which will phase-out the use of out-
of-state coal-fired power plants, and implementation of AB 32 which will likely
reduce carbon intensity throughout the state. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-53.) GHG

emissions associated with the combustion of natural gas used by the Project were
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estimated using the current URBEMIS model, which showed that the estimated

emissions annually are approximately 960 Mt/year. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-54.)
Landscape equipment servicing the Project site was also analyzed using the
current URBEMIS model, which estimatéd the Project’s annual landscape
equipment emissions to be 2.72 Mt. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-54.) URBEMIS was also
used to calculate the CO, emissions from Project-related vehicle usage as
approximately 14,776 Mt annually. Future reductions can be expected as a result
of AB 1493 (2002), which requires emissions reductions in California’s new light
duty vehicle fleet, starting in model year 2009, which could reduce vehicle
emissions by 27% by 2030. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-55.) The total carbon dioxide

emissions generated from Project operation is 17,954.72 Mt per year, primarily

- from vehicle use followed by electricity consumption at 82 and 12 percent. Not

included in this estimate are emissions from construction related electricity,‘
natural gas, and mobile sourcés nor are emissions from wgstewﬁter treatment and
landfill of solid waste during Project operaﬁon. Given the global nature of GHG
and their ability to alter thelEarth’s climate, it is‘ not anticipatéd that a single
development Project, even one this size, would have an éﬁect on global climate
conditions. It is, however, reasonably foreseeable that emissions resulting from
this Project in combination with statewide, national, and international emissions
could cumulatively contribute to a change in Earth’s climate, i.¢., global warming.
(Draft EIR, p. 4.3-56 to 57.)

To lessen the impacts related to global warming and GHG production, the
Project will be implementing the above-noted measures. However, there are no
quantitative reductions associated with them. Therefore, it can be concluded that
the Project’s resulting impacts on global climate change are considered to be
cumulatively considerable when considered in combination with other statewide,

national and international emissions, and the Project will have a potentially
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significant impact related to greenhouse gases. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-57.) Pursuant
to State CEQA Guidelines section 15091, specific economic, legal, social,
technological or other considerations, including provision of employment
opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures
or Project alternatives identified in the Final EIR. (Subd. (a)(3).)

The Project could expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations on-a regional level. Therefore, impacts are considered significant.
(Draft EIR, p. 4.3-58.) Changes or alterations have been required in, or
incorporated into, the Project that help reduce the potential impacts, but impécts
will remain significant and unavoidable. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-67 to 68.)

Additionally, mitigation measures will be implemented to reduce
emissions during construction and operations activities. (See infra discussion of
mitigation measures.) MM Air 1 through MM Air 13 will be implemented,
However, as previously noted, several mitigation méasu:es were added and
amended by the Final EIR, as follows: MM Air 3a, MM Air 3b, MM Air 3¢, MM
Air 3d, MM Air 3e, MM Air 3f, MM Air 8, MM Air 14, and MM Air 15. These |
added and amended mitigation measures, as implemented, will not result in a
change in the level of significance related to this potential impact.

~ Several sensitive receptors >are located immediately adjacent to Plot Plans
Nos. 18876, 18877 and 16979 (see Figure 4.3-2 of the EIR). Plot Plan No. 16979
is adjacent to the senior community of Country Village, and Plot Plan Nos. 18876
and 18877 are adjacent to Mira Loma Village. Although the Projéct does not
contribute to exceeding the localized significance thresholds on a long-term basis,
as discussed in the Draft EIR (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-47) and the findings within this
section, above, the Project’s emissions would exceed the long-term and short-term
regional significance thresholds. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-32, 58.) Therefore, on a

regional level, the Project could result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to
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substantial pollutant concentrations. Therefore, impacts are considered significant
despite mitigation. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-58.)

As previously indicated, emissions of ROG, NOX, and CO will be
significant based on SCAQMD’s regional significance threshold. (See supra
discussion of criteria pollutants; Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-41, 4.3-42; Final EIR, pp. 1.0-
6, 1.0-45.)  Additionally, short-term emissions of PM-10 and PM-2.5 will be
significant based on SCAQMD’s localized signiﬁcancé thresholds. (Draft EIR, p.
4.3-44; Final EIR, pp. 1.0-8 to 1,0-11; see supra discussion of criteria pollutants.)
In high concentrations, CO can cause serious health problems in humans by
limiting the red blood cells’ ability to carry oxygen. The health threat from lower
levels of CO is most serious for those whé suffer from heart disease, like angina,
clogged arteries, or congestive heart failure. In those persons, a single exposure
of CO at low levels may cause chest pain and reduce the ability to exercise;
repeated exposures may contribute to other cardiovascular effects. In healthy
people, breathing high levels of CO may result in vision problelhs, reduced ability
to work or learn reduced manual dexterity, and difficulty performing complex
tasks. At extremely high levels, CO is poisonous and can cause death. CO also
contributes to the formation of smog ground-level ozone, which can trigger
serious respiratory problems. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-7 [citing SCAQMD 1993].)

NOx’s most important oxides in air pollution are nitric oxide (NO) and
nitrogen dioxide (NO,). NO, at atmospheric concentrations is a potential irritant
and can cause coughing in healthy persons, due to increase resistance to air flow
and airway contraction. Larger decreases in lung functions are observed in
individuals with preexisting respiratory illness. Long-term exposure to NO, can
potentially lead to increased levels of respiratory illness in children. NOy is one of
the main ingredients involved in the formation of ground-level 6zdne,.which can

trigger serious respiratory problems. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-7)
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Although health-based standards have not been established for Reactive
Organic Gases/Volatile Organic Compounds (ROG/VOCs), health effects can
occur from exposures to high concentrations because of interference with oxygen
uptake. In general, ambient concentrations in the atmosphere are suspected to
cause coughing, sneezing, headaches, weakness, laryngitis, and bronchitis, even at
low concentrations. Some hydrocarbon components are thought or known to be
hazardous. Benzene, for example, is a hydrocarbon component of VOC
emissions that is known to be a human carcinogen. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-9.)

Both PM-10 and PM-2.5 can be inhaled into the deepest part of the lung,
attributing to health effects. The presence of these fine particles by themselves
causes lung damage and interfere with the body’s ability to clear its respiratory
tract. Said particles can also act as a carrier of other toxic substances (SCAQMD
1993). Several studies have assessed the effects of long-term particulate matter
exposure and have found it associated with symptoms of chronic bronchitis and
decreased lung function. A lower rate of grewth in lung function was has beén
found in children living in areas with higher levels of particulate pollution. The
sources contributing to particulate matter pollution include road dust, windblown
dust, agriculture, construction, fireplaces and wood burning stoves, and vehicle
exhaust. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-8.)

| As shown in Figure 2.0-1 of the Final EIR, a setback of 1,000 feet (300
meters) from the boundaries of nearby residential development, as recommended
in one of the éomment letters, would encompass the entirety of three of the
proposed plot plan sites (PP18876, PP18877 and PP18879) and most of the other
three plot plan sites (PP16979, PP17788 and PP18879). (Final EIR, pp. 2.0-96,
2.0-98.) A 1,500-foot setback would encompass the entire Project site. (/d.)
Thus, either setback would prevent development of the Project site in accordance

with the current land use designation as Community Development: Light
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Industrial (CD: LI) (0.25-0.60 Floor Area Ratio) and zoning as Medium-
Manufacturing (M-M) and Industrial Park (I-P). (Final EIR, p- 2.0-96.)

These setbacks are equivalent to the Draft EIR’s “No Project Alternative,”
which is evaluated in the “Alternatives to the Proposed Project” dlscusswn
beginning on page 6. 0-31 of the Draft EIR. As discussed, therein, the “No Project
Alternative” fails to meet any of the Project Objectives listed in the Draft EIR |
(Draft EIR, pp. 6.0-31, 6.0-32). Accordingly, and consistent with both the
Handbook and Draft EIR’s explanation, such a setback requirement is infeasible.

- (See infra discussion of buffers for exposure of sensitive receptors to diesel

exhaust and related health effects.) Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines, section
15091, specific economic, legal, social, technological or other conéiderations,
including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers,
make infeasible the mitigation measures or Project alternatives identified in the
Final EIR. (Subd. (a)(3).)

The Project would expose sensitive receptors‘ to diesel exhaust, a toxic air
contaminant, at a level Vthat exceeds 10 excess cancer cases per one million
people. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-66; 4.3-72.) Changes or alterations have been
required in, or incorporated into, the Project that help reduce the potential
impacts, but impacts will remain significant and unavoidable. (Dratt EIR, pp. 4.3-
67, 4.3-72.)

The Mira Loma Village neighborhood is located adjacent to Plot Plan Nos.
18876 and 18877, and the retirement community of Country Village is located
directly east of Plot Plan No. 16979. The nearest schools to the Project site are
Mission Bell Elementary School located approximately % mile southeast of the
Project site, Granite Hill Elementary School located approximately 1%4 mile east
of the Project site and Jurupa Valley High School located approximately 1% mile
south of the Project site. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-58.) Therefore, there are no schools

87




oy

. DN = et e e et e b b el e
8 I 88 RVRIYIRNB S &3 36238 2 5

- - " R N U R N

located within % mile of the Project site.

The Project includes distribution center warehouses, which will result in
Toxic Air Contaminant emissions in the form of DPM emissions from Project-
generated vehicles. Because a primary component of the Project’s emissions will
be diesel exhaust and diesel has been determined to be a carcinogen by the State
of California, a mobile source diesel emissions Health Risk Assessment (HRA)
was prepared for the Proje;t using the mobile source HRA guidelines established
by SCAQMD, and was designed to produce conservatively high estimates of the
risks posed by DPM. The HRA is contained in its entirety in Appendix B of the
Draft EIR. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-58.) ‘

Cancer risks are based upon mathematical calculations which estimate the |
proi:ability of the number of people who will develop cancer after 24-hour-a-day,
365-days-a-year exposure to DPM at the same concentration for a period of 70
years. The cancer risks from DPM occurﬁexclusively through the inhalation
pathway. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-58 to 59.) Cancer risk represents the probability
that a person develops some form of cancer; the estimated risk éoes not represent V
actual mortality rates. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-59.)

The existing cancer risks from DPM emissions were modeled and
indicated that, without the Project, the sensitive receptors in the Mira Loma
Village and Rancho Mira Loma are already exposed to cancer risks ﬁom DPM
exceeding 10 in one million, and 25 of the 40 receptors are exposed to cancer
risks from DPM, which exceed the SCAQMD threshold of 10 in one million.
(Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-61 to 63.) There exists 5 strong relationship between cancer
risk from DPM and proximity to Etiwanda Avenue, Philadelphia Street, Jurupa
Street, and Mission Boulevard/Van Buren Boulevard (all roadways are ﬁsed
heavily by diesel trucks). (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-63.)

The Project’s DPM emissions will result in cancer risks greater than 10 in
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one million to the mapped sensitive receptors in the Mira Loma Village
development east of Etiwanda Avenue and north of SR-60. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-63
t0 4.3-65.) The cancer risk faced by sensitive receptors (rgsidences) in the Project
vicinity froin DPM emissions from Project-generated traffic ranges from 0.4 in
one million to 222 in one million, which will exceed the SCAQMD
recommended threshold of significance of 10 in one million. Therefore, cancer
risks from Project-generated DPM emissions without implementing any
mitigation measures are considered significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-66.)
Implementation of mitigation measures MM Air 4, MM Air 5 and MM
Air 7 will reduce DPM emissions from Project-generated traffic, with only MM

Air 7 producing a quantifiable reduction. The implementation of these mitigation

measures will not reduce DPM-related cancer risk to a level of less than
significant. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-70 to 4.3-71.) Even when mitigated, the Project’s
DPM emissions will result in cancer risks of greater than 10 in one million in the
Mira Loma Village deveiopment east of Etiwanda Avenue and north of SR-60.
(Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-70 to 4.3-72.) Additionally, the cancer risk faced by sensitive
receptors (residences) in the Project vicinity from DPM émissions from Project-
generated traffic will range from 0.4 in one million to 21.5 in onc million, and
thus will still exceed the SCAQMD recommended threshold of significance of 10
in one million and are still considered significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-72)
Regarding the use of setbacks from diesel sources, the Draft EIR identiﬁes
the provision of a minimum 300 meter setback (1,000 feét) from truck traffic to
sensitive receptorsthomes as a potential mitigation measure. However, this
potential mitigation measure and other set-backs like it are considered infeasible
because in order to meet the SCAQMD’s recommended 300 meter distance from
sensitive receptors, the proposed plot plans would have to be relocated outside the

Mira Loma Commerce Center (MLCC) complex, the area surrounding the MLCC
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complex is generally developed with other similar industrial uses or with

residential uses, and there are limited areas left other than the proposed plot plan
sites, for which the Project could be relocated and they may or may not be able to
be located 300 meters away from residences at another site. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-
68.)

The California Environmental Protection Agency and the California Air
Resources Board recommends that setbacks should be considered when siting
sensitive land uses near particular uses, such as freeways and distribﬁtion centers,
but this is not mandatory; This Project encompasses approximately/ 60 acres
within the already existing 288-acre Mira Loma Commerce Center, which is
already largely developed with other uses. (Final EIR, p. 2.0-96.) Accordingly,
imposing setback requirements would introduce conflicts within the existing land
uses. (Final EIR, p. 2.0-96.)

A setback of 1,000 fect (300 meters) from residential development would
cnconipassv the éntirety of three of the proposed plot plan sites (PP18876,
PP18877 and PP18879) and most of the other three plot plan sites (PP16979,
PP17788 and PP18879). (Final EIR, pp. 2.0-96, 2.0-98.) A 1,500-foot setback
would encompass the entire Project site. (Id) Thus, either setback would prevent
development 6f any portion of the Project site in accordance with the cufrent land
use designation and zoning. (Final EIR, p- 2.0-96.) The setbacks are equivalent
to the Draft EIR’s “No Project Alternative,” which was evaluated in the EIR and
fails to meet the Project Objectives listed in the Draft EIR (Draft EIR, pp. 6.0-31,
6.0-32). Accordingly, a setback requirement is infeasible.

The Project is located in an area where the existing background DPM
concentrations ‘currently cause sensitive receptors in the Project vicinity to be
exposed to cancer risks from DPM of greater than 10 in one million. Therefore,

the Project’s contribution to this pre-existing problem is considered a significant
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cumulative impact. (p. 4.3-75 of Draft EIR) The Project’s impacts related to
DPM are unavoidable adverse impacts, as the Project- related and cumulative

impacts to air quality cannot be successfully mitigated to a level below

- significance, and therefore unavoidable adverse impacts remain. (p. 6.0-28 of

Draft EIR.) Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines, section 15091, specific
economic, legal, social, technological or other considerations, including provision

of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the

- mitigation measures or Project alternatives identified in the Final EIR. (Subd.

@3)) |
Regarding cumulative impacts, air pollutant emissions associated with
RCIP Genefal Plan build-out would occur over the short-term from individual
construction éctivities, such as fugitive dust from site preparation and grading and
emissions from equipment exhaust. Long-term local CO emissions at
intersectiqns in the County would be affected by Project traffic. Future sources
and types of air polluténts generated at build-out of the RCIP General Plan will be
similar to those presently produced although the amounts generated will be
greater. The vast majority of long-term pollutants at build-out of the RCIP
General Plan will be from vehicular traffic, with the rest generated from stationary
sources such as power plants and industrial facilities. Although implementation
of the RCIP General Plan’s policies will mitigate air quali{:y impacts, even after
implementation of all feasible mitigation measures, the RCIP General Plan EIR
concludes that air quality impacts caused by construction and long-term stationary
and mobile emissions remain significant. Air quality impacts on sensitive
receptors, however, would be mitigated to below the level of significance through
implementation of the RCIP General Plan’s policies. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-11.) The
Riverside County General Plan would contribute to the regional air pollﬁtant

emissions during construction periods and at build-out, and thus the RCIP General
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Plan will have significant and unavoidable cumulative air quality impacts. (Draft
EIR, p. 6.0-11))

The Project site is located within a non-attainment region of the South
Coast Air Basin (SCAB) and any new contribution of emissions would be
considered significant and adverse. Locally, the Project’s traffic would be added
to surrounding roadways and may potentially create micro-scale impacts to
sensitive receptbrs adjacent to traveled roadways. Continued local and regional
growth not only contributes vehicle emissions, but often creates a slowing of all
other cars to less pollution efficient speeds as roadways reach their capacity. A
number of small secondary sources may contribute pollutants to the regional
burden such as temporary construction activity emissions, off-site or non-basin
emission from power plants supplying electricity, natural gas combustion, or the
use of gas-powered landscape utility equipment. Air quality impacts of Project
implementation, when considered in concert with other existing, approved and
planned and not yet built Projects, would therefore, result in an incremental
contribution to the degradation of air quality in the SCAB. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-
12)

The Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) for the SCAB sets forth a
comprehensive program that will lead compliahce with all federal and state air
quality standards. Conformance with »the AQMP for development Projects is
determined by demonstrating compliance with local land use plans and/or
population Projections or evaluation of assumed emissions. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-
12.) ‘

The Project is within Riverside County located in the éommunity of Mira
Loma. The Project consists of vacant in-fill lots within a land use designation of
Community Development: Light Industrial (CD: LI) (0.25-0.60 Floor Area Ratio)

which is limited to warehousing/distribution, assembly and light manufacturing,
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and repair facilities. The plot plans located closest to existing residences have
been zoned Industrial Park (I-P) while the other three plot plans have been zoned
Medium-Manufacturing (M-M). The Project is consistent with the land use
designation, will not conflict with the implementation of the AQMP, and
therefore, impacts can be considered less than significant. (Draft EIR, pp. 6.0-12
t0 6.0-13.) '

As discussed in the Air Quality Section of the Draft EIR, operational
emissions from the cumulative Projects will exceed the regional thresholds for
ROG, NOx, CO, PM-10, and PM-2.5 in both summer and winter. (Dfaft EIR, p.
6.0-13; Draft EIR, p. 4.3-74 [indicating that SO, was only criteria pollutant of
which the threshold was not exceeded in both summer and winter].) Since the
Project’s operational emissions already excéed the SCAQMD regional thresholds
for ROG, NOy, and CO in both summer and winter; when this is combined with
the cumulative Project emissions, the Project will result in a significant
contribution to cumulative air quality irﬁpacté. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-13.) Since the

Project area is non-attainment area for ozone, PM-10, and PM-2.5 under state and

 federal standards, emissions of any criteria pollutant, will result in cumulative

impacts. Therefore, the Project will result in cumulative impacts to air quality.
(Draft EIR, p. 6.0-13.)

In addition to the analysis of Project-related air quality impacts, the Air
Quality Study and the health risk assessment analyzed the cumulative impacts
associated with diesel exhaust attributed to the Project, RCIP General Plan build-
out, and other reasonably foreseeable Projects in the area. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-13.)
In 2006, the backgrouhdv diesel PM cancer risks exceed the threshold of
significance at 25 of the 40 receptor locations. When other Projects are
considered, the background diesel PM concentrations and cancer risks will exceed

the SCAQMD threshold. Therefore, by adding more sources of diesel PM in the
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- Project vicinity, the Project will result in a cumulatively significant impact.

(Draft EIR, p. 6.0-13.)

Regarding global warming and GHG emissions, implementation of the |
Project design features will help reduce the intensity of Project-related emissions.
It is reasonably foreseeable that emissions resulting from this Project in
combination with statewide, national, and international emissions could
cumulatively contribute to a change in Earth’s climate. Although implementation
of the Project’s design features will reduce Project-generated GHG emissions,
there are no quantitative reductions in GHG emissions aésociated with them;
therefore, it can be concluded that the Prc;ject’s resulting impacts on global
climate change are considered to be cumulatively considerable when considered

in combination with other statewide, national and international emissions, and the

‘Project will have a potentially significant cumulative impact related to greenhouse

gases. (Draft EIR, pp. 6.0-13 t0 6.0-14.)

Mitigation measures MM Air 1 | through MM Air 15, addressing
construction and operations activities, have been incorporated into the Project to
reduce Project-level impacts. (See infra discussion of mitigation; Draft EIR, p.
6.0-14.) However, the Project will contribute incrementally'to an existing air
quality problem. The cumulative air impacté cannot be avbided and will remain
significant and unavoidable. Adoption of a Statement of Overriding
Considerations will be required prior to Project approval. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-14.)
It can be concluded that the Project’s resulting impacts on global climate change
are cumulatively considerable when considered in combination with other

statewide, national and international emissions, and will be potentially significant.

(Draft EIR, p. 6.0-14.) Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines, section 15091,

specific economic, legal, social, technological or other considerations, including

provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make
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infeasible the mitigation measures or Project alternatives identified in the Final

EIR. (Subd. (2)(3).)

Mitigation:
The Project has been modified to mitigate or avoid these potentially significant

impacts by the following mitigation measures, which are hereby adopted and will

be implemented as provided in the Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Program.

a.

Mitigation Measure Air 1: During construction, mobile construction
equipment will be properly maintained at an off-site location, which
includes proper tuning and timing of engines. Equipment maintenance
records and eciuipment design specification data sheets SMI be kept on-
site during construction. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-67.) 7

Mitigation Measure Air 2: The Project proponent shall assure that the
following requirement be incorporated into all relevant construction
drawings and the contract between the ‘Project proponent and the general
contractor: Construction vehicles shall be prohibited from idling for a
period in excess of 5 minutes both on-site and off-site. Each subcontractor
or material supplier shall be responsible for compliance with this provision
and the general contractor will have responsibility to oversee
implemehtation. Further, the general contractor shall place a sign at each
building driveway notifying equipment operators that idling times shall
not exceed five minutes. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-67.)

Mitigation Measure Air 3: Configure construction parking to rmmmxze
traffic interference. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-67.)

Mitigation measures were added or amended by the Final EIR. However,

there is no change in the level of significance for the above-noted potential

impacts relative to that indicated in the Draft EIR. Additions and
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amendments were made, as follows:

i

ii.

ifi.

Mitigation Measure Air 3a: The Project developer shall
require, by contract specification, that, low sulfur diesel
powered vehicles with Tier 4 engines(once available on the
market) or retrofitted/repowered—to meet equivalent
emissions standards as Tier 4 engines—be used in
construction equipment. Contract specifications shall be
included in Project construction documents, which shall be
reviewed by the Department of Building and Safetys
Grading Division prior to issuance of a grading permit.
(Final EIR, p. 3.0-4.)

Mitigation Measure Air 3b: Prior to issuance of grading
permits, the Project developer shall submit a traffic control
plan that will provide temporary traffic control {e.g., flag
person) during construction activities. To reduce traffic
congestion, and therefore NOx, thls plan shall include, any
or all of the following measures, as may be needed to
achieve the requirement that during construction activities
both construction and on-street traffic will have idling
times of five minutes or less: dedicated turn lanes for
movement of construction trucks and equipment on- and
off-site, scheduling of construction activities that affect
traffic flow on the arterial system to off-peak hour, and/or
signal synchronization to improve traffic flow. (Final EIR,
pp. 1.0-14 to 1.0-15.) |
Mitigation Measure Air 3c: Electricity from power poles

shall be used instead of temporary diesel- or gasoline-
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iv.

powered generators to reduce the associated emissions.
Approval will be required by the Department of Building
and Safety’s Grading Division prior to issuance of a
grading permit. (Final EIR, p. 1.0-15.)

Mitigation Measure Air 3d: The Project developer will
implement the following dust control measures consistent
with SCAQMD Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust during
construction phases of the Project: Application of water
and/or approved nontoxic chemical soil stabilizers
according to manﬁfacturer’s specification to all inactive
construction areas (previously gradéd areas that have been
inactive for 10 or more days). (Final EIR, p. 1.0-15.)
Periodic watering for short-term stabilization of disturbed
surface areas and haul roads to minimize visible fugitive
dust emissions. Watering, with complete coVeragc, shall
occur at least three times a day, preferably in the mid-
morning, afternoon and after work is done for the day. 7
(Final EIR, p. 1.0-15.) Suspension of all excavation and
grading operations when wind speeds (as instantaneous
gusts) exceed 25 miles per hour over a 30-minute period.
(Final EIR, p. 1.0-15.) Requiring all trucks hauling dirt,
sand, soil, or other loose materials are to be covered. (Final
EIR, p. 3.0-7.) Sweeping of streets at the end of the day if
visible soil material is carried over to adjacent roads. (Final
EIR, p. 1.0-15.) Installation of wheel washers or gravel
construction = entrances ‘where vehicles enter and exit

unpaved roads onto paved roads, or wash off trucks and
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any equipment leaving the site each trip. (Final EIR, p.
1.0-15.) Posting and enforcement of traffic speed limits of
25 miles per hour or less on all unpaved roads. (Final EIR,
p- 1.0-15.) |

V. Mitigation Measure Air 3e: No more than one plot plan

| site (Plot Plan No. 16979, Plot Plan No. 17788, Plot Plan
No. 18875, Plot Plan No. 18876, Plot Plan No. 18877 and
Plot Plan No. 18879) shall be graded at one time in order to
reduce the total daily emission of fugitive dust. Approval |
of a grading schedule shall be submitted to the Department

. of Building and Safety’s Grading Division prior to issuance
of a grading permit. (Final EIR, p. 1.0-15.)

vi. Mitigation Measure Air 3f: Prior to issuance of grading
permit, the project developer shall post contact information
on the construction site for the public to call if specific air
quality issues arise. .

Mitigation Measure Air 4: Project-generated trucks shall be instructed to
avoid residential areas and schools. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-67.)

Mitigation Measure Air 5: Where transport refrigeration units (TRUs) are
in use, electrical hookups will be installed at all loading énd unloading
stalls in order to allow TRUs with electric standby éapabilities to use
them. Trucks shall be equipped to connect with the electrical hookups
provided and be prohibited from running TRUs when the truck is not in
use. (Final EIR, p. 3.0-9.)

Mitigation Measure Air 6: Service equipment at the facilities will be

 either low-emission propane powered or electric. (i.e., forklifts). (Draft

EIR, p. 4.3-67.)
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Mitigation Measure Air 7: Prohibit all vehicles from idling in excess of
five minutes. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-67.)

Mitigation Measure Air 8: In order to promote alternative fuels, and help
support “clean” truck fleets, the developer/successor-in-interest shall
provide building occupants and businesses with information related to
SCAQMD’s Carl Moyer Program, or other State programs that restrict the
operation to “clean” trucks, such as 2007 or newer model year or 2010
compliant vehicles. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-67.)

Mitigation Measure Air 9: Provide specific entrances and exits that

- minimize truck emissions to homes.. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-67.)

Mitigation Measure Air 10: Implement signal‘synchronizatioﬁ to improve |
track flow. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-68.)

Mitigation Measure Air 11: Each plot plan proponent shall be responsible
for providing information about park-and-ride programs for employees.
(Draft EIR, p. 4.3-68.)

Miﬁgation Measure Air 12: The Project develdper on each plot plan shall
provide information to building occupants on incentives and programs
related to low-sulfur fuels and particulate traps, as well as other
technologies available to business or truck ﬂeeté that reduce diesel
particulate matter created by the SCAQMD. (Draft EIR, P 4.3>-68.)
Mitigation Measure Air 13: Although the nature of the Projef:t does not
include the use of many appliances, if appliances are installed, they will be
new; and therefore, in compliance with the moét current energy usage
standards. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-68.) A

Mitigation Measure Air 14: In order to promote energy efficiency and
reduce energy consumption, the developer/successor-in-interest shall

supply building occupants and businesses with information on energy
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efficiency and/or Energy Services Companies. (Final EIR, p. 1.0-16.)

p- Mitigation Measure Air 15: The Project developer of each plot plan shall
designate parking spaces for high-occupancy vehicles and provide larger
parking spaces to accommodate vans used for ride sharing, Proof of
compiiance will be required prior to the issuance of occupancy permits.

(Final EIR, p. 1.0-16.)

Impacts:

The Project would not expose people residing or working in the Project
area to excessive noise levels from a public airport or public use airport within
two miles of the Project site or a private airstrip within vicinity of the Project site,
as none are present. (Draft EIR, p. 4.11-8.) The Project is not located within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport and is not in the vicinity of a private
airstrip. Therefore, the Project will not expose people residing or working in the
Project area to excessive airport-related noisé levels, there will be no impact, and
no Project-specific mitigation measures are required since no significant adverse
impacts are anticipated.

The Project would not expose people residing or working in the Project
area to excessive railroad noise levels, as railroad noise levels will be less than
significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.11-8.) There are existing rail spurs within the Project
site, and trains create intermittent noise impacts, but the distance and the quantity
of existing structures between the Project site and the railroad are expected to
provide adequate noise attenuation to the Project site for railroad noise. Potential
impacts from railroad noise will be less than significant, and no Project-specific
mitigation measures are required since no significant adverse impacts are
anticipated.

The Project would not result in a substantial permanent increase in
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ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the

Project. (Draft EIR, p. 4.11-9.) The RCIP General Plan utilizes a threshold of 5

dBAas criterion for substantial change in noise. Off-site noise impacts would
derive primarily from traffic, which weuld be superimposed upon an existing
elevated baseline at locations away from the Project site. Impacts would therefore
be primarily cumulative in nature. Traffic noise was calculated along 23 area
roadways, with the maximum Project-related noise increase is +8 dB along
Hopkins Street east of Etiwanda Avenue, along industrial property where the
noise/land use standard is 75 dB(A) CNEL: There are no sensitive receptors
along Hopkins Street. Since the “with Project” traffic noise level of 68 dB(A)
CNEL at 100 feet from the centerline will only be experienced by industrial uses
rather than sensitive receptors and the noise level falls within acceptable ranges
and will not significantly impact any edjacent land uses. Near Mira Loma
Village, the Project-related noise contribution is 0 to 1"dB(A) CNEL, which is
undetectable for humans, and thus Project-related traffic noise impacts at noise-
sensitive land uses are less than significant, and no Project-specific mitigation
measures are required.

Without mitigation, the Project was determined to not result in a
substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels above levels
existing without the Project. Therefore, construetion—related noise mpacts will be
less than significant. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.11-13; see also Final EIR, p. 1.0-56
[noting less than significant prior to mitigation].) Construction noise generates
temporary ambient noise from transport of workers and construction equipment to
the Project area and operation of equipment. Transportation will increase noise
on access roads in high single-event noise exposure potential from passing trucks
(i.e., to 87 Ly dBA at 50 feet). Truck traffic on public roads is regulated by

federal and state governments and exempt from local government regulations.
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Therefore, shbrt-term construction-related noise associated with worker commute
and equipment transport to the Project site will be less than significant. (Draft
EIR, p. 4.11-11.) Excavation, grading and building erection on the Project site is
performed in discrete steps, each with its own noise characteristics and levels.
The worse-case combined noise level at the éensitive receptors during this phase
of construction would be 91 dBA Lmax at a distance of 50 feet from an active
construction area. (Draft EIR, p. 4.11-12.) Actual construction noise levels at
each sensitive receptor may be somewhat less depending upon several factors: 1)
the distance between construction activity and the sensitive receptors, 2) the types
of equipment used, and 3) the hours of construction operations, among others.
(Draft EIR, pp. 4.11-12 to 13.) At the nearest residence from the center of the
Project site (around 1,000 feet) peak noise levels during construction will be
around 64 dB(A)._ Such levels will be noticeable above the background, but
comparable to existing single-event noise from trucks, aircraft, etc. For three of
the Project developments (Plot Plan No. 18876, Plot Plan No. 18877 and Plot Plan
No. 18879), the distance between the nearest éonstruction activities and occupied
residences may be less than 100 feet, with peak noise levels as high as 85 dB(A,
which would adversely affect both outdoor uses of yards or patios, or indoor uses
such as sleeping, reading or having a quiet conversation. Noise impacts would be
significant if they caused a violation of any adopted standards. However,
Riverside County Ordinance No. 847, Section 2 specifically exempts motor
vehicles (other than off-highway vehicles) and private construction Projects
located within one-quarter of a mile from an inhabited dwelling provided that
construction does not occur between the hours of 6:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. during
the months of June through September or between the hours of 6:00 p.m. and 7:00
am. during the months of October through May. Riverside County Community
Health Agency, Department of Public Health concluded that based upon their
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calculations, the recommendations should provide sufficient attenuation to reduce

the exterior noise levels to below 65 dB(A) during the day and 45 dB(A) at night.
(See Draft EIR, Appendix 1) Due to compliance with the ordinance,
construction-related noise impacts will be less than significant. Nonetheless, the
recommendations of the Depariment of Public Health are further included as
mitigation measures MM Noise 1, MM Noise 5, MM Noise 6, and MM Noise 7.
(Draft EIR, p. 4.11-13; see infra discussion of Mitigation.) MM Noise 1 pertains
to construction noise and highlights the requirements imposed by Section 1.G.1 of
Riverside County Ordinance No. 457. Although the impacts are already less than
significant, additional mitigation measures have been added to further reduce
construction-related noise through MM Noise 2 requiring maintenance of proper
mufflers on equipment, and MM Noise 3 and MM Noise 4, assuring that
construction staging and equipment operation areas are not located clbse to
existing sensitive receptors. (Draft EIR, p.4.11-13.)

Even without mitigation, the Project would not likely expose persons to an
excessive amount of vibration or groundbome noise impacts. Construction
activity can result in varying degrees of ground vibration that spread thrbugh the
ground and diminish in strength with distance. Sensitive receptors that may be
affected by construction-related vibration associated with the Project include
residences located to the east and south of the Project boundary. The use of heavy
construction equipment generates vibration levels that would not exceed the
annoyance threshold of 80 Vdb. The nearest sensitive receptor is the Mira Loma
Village residential development located south and west of the Prdject site.
Vibration levels at these receptors would not exceed the potential building
damage threshold of 0.5 PPV. (Draft EIR, p. 4.11-19.) The majority of
construction activity would be more than 60 feet from these residential structures

and would not be considered annoying and would comply with Riverside County
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Ordinance No. 457, Section 1.G.1, which requires that whenever a construction
site is within one-quarter mile of an occupied residence or residences, no
construction activities shall be undertaken between the hours of 6 p.m. and 6 a.m.
during the months of June through September and between the hours of 6 p.m.
and 7 a.m. during the months of October through May. Compliance with this
regulatory requirement would further minimize potential impacts due to
constfuction—related vibration. Therefore, potential impacts upon persons or
structures due to construction-related vibration will be considered less than |
significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.11-18.) Although the impacts will be less than
significant, the incorporation of MM Noise 1 further ensure that impacts remain
less than significant by highlighting the requirement for complying with Riverside
County Ordinance No. 457. (Draft EIR, p. 4.11-18)

Without mitigation, the Project may expose persons to or generate noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies. The baseline noise levels are under the
required 75 dB(A) CNEL threshold and are acceptable for the Project_. The
presence of State Route 60 and adjacent existing industrial uses are anticipated to |
act as a buffer to mask any of the noise effects from the Project site. Near any
Mira Loma Villaige residences along site access roads, the Project-related noise
contribution of 0 to 1 dB(A) CNEL is undetectable for humans, Project-related
traffic noise impacts at any noise-sensitive land uses are therefore less than
significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.11-16.) Operations have potential to create adverse
noise impacts from loading operations or truck movements, Nighttime dock
operations would be sufficient for the impact to be significant, unless mitigated
and exacerbated if trailers are delivered or picked up at night. Daytime
operational noise is not considered a source of significant impact if a barrier

shields the visibility of the loading activity from any ground-floor observers.
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Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines section 15091, subdivision (a)(l)
changes or alternatives have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project
which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect identified |
in the Final EIR. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.11-16 o 17.) Mitigation measures MM Noise
3, MM Noise 6, MM Noise 7, MM Noise 8, and MM Noise 9 would reduce or
éliminate impacts related to the Project exceeding Riverside County General Plan
standards. Mitigation Measure MM Noice 9 requires no nocturnal activities at
Plot Plan Nos. 18876 and 18877, near the residences, (Draft EIR, p. 4.11-17; see
infra discussion of MM Noise 9.) Due to building orientation, mtervemng Iand
uses and the orientation of the nearest residences, the noise impacts from potential
nocturnal operatlons associated with Plot Plan No. 18879, Plot Plan No. 17788
and Plot Plan No. 16979 will be mitigated to below the level of signiﬁcance
through implementation of the remaining mitigation measures, MM Noise 5
indicates the county’s nighttime/daytime noise standards, MM Noise 6 requires
the placement of an 8-foot noise barrier for certain activities and distances from
residences, MM Noise 7 requires further acoustic analysis to evaluated the
effectiveness of mitigation measures, and MM Noise 8 prohibits nocturnal loading
activities within certain distances from residences. (Draft EIR, p. 4.11-17; Final
EIR, p. 1.0- -57.) Implementation of the above-listed mitigation measures will
reduce these potential operational noise effects to below the level of significance.
(Draft EIR, pp. 4.11-17, 4. 11-20; see supra discussion regarding mitigation
measures.)

Although mitigation measures MM Noise 1 through MM Noise 9 would
help reduce noise impacts from the Project, but not to a level of less than
significant, (see infra discussion of MM Noisé 1 through MM Noise 9; Draft EIR,
pp- 4.11-19 to 4.11-20), the Project will have cumulative impacts associated with

noise because the existing noise environment already exceeds County standards
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without incorporation of the Project and the Project will be adding to that noise

environment. While mitigation measures have been incorporated which will
reduce Project-related noise impacts to less than significant levels, no mitigation
measures have been included in the Project that can reduce the Project’s
contribution to a cumulative impact related to the already noisy environment.
(Draft EIR, pp. 6.0-22 to 6.0-23.)

Implementation of the Riverside County General Plan would result in
potential Project-related long-term vehicular noise that would affect sensitive land
uses along roads., New development, particularly residential uses along and

adjacent to major transit corridors, could be exposed to excessive traffic-related

and railroad noise levels, RCIP General Plan build-out could also expose

sensitive receptors to stationary noise sources such as industrial and/or
commercial uses. However, implementation of RCIP General Plan pohmes and
RCIP General Plan EIR mitigation measures would reduce these impacts to less
than significant levels. Implementation of the RCIP General Plan would not
result in significant unmitigated cumulative noise levels, and thus would not
substantially contribute to cumulative noise impacts. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0—22.)

Constmcﬁon of the Project would result in short—term’ noise impacts that
can be mitigated to less than significant with controls on constructlon time periods
and equipment use. These noise impacts are not regarded as cumulatively
significant. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-22))

Impacts associated with vehicles coming to and leaving the Project include
increases in noise levels along roadways in the Project vicinity, This would affect
land uses along specific streets and could be adverse for sensitive land uses.
However, the County‘ requires that noise impacts and mitigation be analyzed at
full capacity of the roadways. Thus, individual Projects would provide noise

control beyond existing noise levels in anticipation for future development. As
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such, individual Project mitigation would serve to reduce Project related noise
impacts to less than significant levels, (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-22)) However, because
the existing noise enwronment already exceeds County standards without
incorporation of the Project, and since the Pro_]ect will be adding to that noise
environment, the Project will have cumulative impacts associated with noise.
(Draft EIR, p. 6.0-22.) |

Mitigation measures have been incorporated which will reduce Project-
related noise impacis to less than significant levels. No mitigation measures have

been included in the Project that can reduce the Project’s contribution to a

- cumulative impact related to the already noisy environment, (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-

22.) After incorporation of mitigation measures, the Project noise impacts will be
reduced to levels below significance. However, cumulative impacts remain, and a
Statement of Overriding Considerations will be required prior to Project approval,
(Draft EIR, p. 6.0-23.) Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines section 15091,
subdivision (a)(3), specific economic, legal, social, technblpgical or other
considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or Project alternatives
identified in the Final EIR.

Mitigation:

The Project has been modified to mitigate or avoid these potentially significant

* impacts by the following mitigation measures, which are hereby adopted and will

be implemented as provided in the Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Program.

a. Mitigation Measure Noise 1: To reduce construction—related’ noise, site
preparation, grading and construction activities within one-quarter mile of
occupied residences shall be limited to those hours as set forth in Section

1.G.1 of Riverside County Ordinance No. 457. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.1 1-19.)
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Mitigation Measure Noise 2: All construction equipment, fixed or mobile,
shall be equipped with properly operating and maintained mufflers. (Draft
EIR, pp. 4.11-19.)

Mitigation Measure Noise 3: Construction staging areas shall not be
located within 200 feet of any occupied resideﬁce. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.11-
19

Mitigation Measure Noise 4: No combustion powered equipment, such as
pumps or generators, shall be allowed to operate within 500 feet of any
occupied residence unless the equipment is surrounded by a noise
protection barrier. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.11-1 9.) ‘
Mitigation Measure Noise 5: Facility-related noise must not exceed the
following worst-case noise levels 45dB(A) - 10 minute noise equivalent
level ("leq"), between the hours of 10 p.m. to 7 am. (nighttime standard)
and 65 dB(A) — 10 minute leq, between 7 am. and 10 p-m. (daytime
standard) as measured at any habitable dwelling, hospital, school, library,
nursing home or dther similar noise sensitive land use, (Draft EIR, p.
4.11-20.)

Mitigation Measure Noise 6: An 8-foot high perimeter barrier shall be
required if nocturnal (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) loading dock materials handling
activities are conducted within 300 feet of any residence. If ﬁoctumal
trucking activities are conducted simultaneously Wiﬂl the operation of the
warehouse/loading dock, the 8-foot-high barrier shall be required if such
combined activities occur within.600 feet of an existing home. These wall
heights can be reduced by performing a subsequent acoustical analysis
after the final grading plan is complete. (Draft EIR, p. 4.11-20.)
Mitigation Measure Noise 7: Prior to the issuance of building permits for

Plot Plan No. 16979 and Plot Plan No. 18879, an acoustical analysis shall
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be submitted for the Plot Plan for which a building permit is being
requested to the Riverside County Planning Department and the Riverside
County Department of Public Health, Office of Industrial\ Hygiene
verifying that the perimeter barrier required by mitigation measure MM
Noise 6, above, reduces potential nocturnal (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) noise
impacts for that Plot Plan to noise levels mandated by Riverside County
Ordinance No. 847. If the acoustical analysis determines that a higher
perimeter barrier is required to bring nocturnal noise impacts to Riverside
County Ordinance No. 847 levels, the required perimeter barrier shall be
raised, as required by the acoustical analysis, to a maximum beight of 12
feet to reduce potential noise impacts to Ordinance No. 847 levels. (Draft
EIR, p. 4.11-20.)

h. Mitigation Measure Noise 8: No nocturnal loading/unloading shall occur
within 100 feet of any residence. No combined trucking movements and
unloading/loading shall occur within 200 feet of any residence from 10
pm07am DeRERp.41120)

i Mitigation Measure Noise 9: No nocturnal operations within Plot Plan

‘ No. 18876 and Plot Plan No. 18877 shall take place between the hours of
10 pm. and 7 am. (Draft EIR, p. 4.11-20.)

Transportation and Traffic
1.

Impacts:

The Project would not result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial
safety risks (Draft EIR, p. 4.15-17.) The Project site is located approximately 8
miles from the nearest airport, Ontario International Airport, and does not fall
within any airport influence area. The Project does not include any components

that could alter air traffic patterns at Ontario or any other airport. This issue is
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considered to be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required.

The Project would not result in inadequate emergency access. (Draft EIR,
p. 4.15-18.) The Project is the construction and operation of industrial buildings,
roadways are already developed and provide adequate emergency access, and the
Project site will be developed pursuant to all County of Riverside conditions of
approval and permits related to emergency access. This issue is considered to be
less than significant and no mitigation measures are required.

The Project would not result in inadequate parking. (Draft EIR, p. 4.15-
18.) The Project requires parking spaces in accordance with the parking
requirements contained in Riverside County’s Zoning Ordmance No. 348 and will
meet these standards by providing the 1,158 required parking spaces. As
currently proposed on the plot plans, 1,417 spaces will be provided, exceeding the
amount of requlred parking spaces by approx1mately 259 spaces. This issue is
considered to be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

The Project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
Supporting alternative transportation. (Draft EIRM pp. 4. 15 18 to 4.15-20)) The
Project is in an industrial park, and the Project will increase truck traffic. One
proposed plot plan provides bike racks, promoting the use of an alternative mode
of transportation for future employees. The County of Riverside also provides
park and ride facilities within the County, to promote carpoolmg The PI‘O] ect site
currently is not serviced by the RTA. The RTA has determined that based upon
existing and future transit plans for the Project’s service area; no additional
developer-installed transit amenities are required. Impacts related to adopted
policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative forms of transportation are
therefore considered less than significant, and no Project-specific mitigation
measures are required. Regardless, addiﬁonat mitigation measure MM Trans 8 is

provided to include bicycle racks promoting alternative transportation. This
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~ The Project would not significantly impact planned or existing bike trails in the

mitigation measure will help ensure that this potential impact tlueshold remains
below the level of significance. (See infra discussion regarding MM Trans 8;
Draft EIR, p. 4.15-20.) )

The i’roject would not alter waterborne, rail or air traffic, (Draft EIR, p.

4.15-19.) It does not include any waterborne, rail or ajr traffic, and will not

require the alteration of such traffic, Therefore, there will be no impacts, and no
Project-specific mitigation measures are required.

The Project would not cause an effect upon, or a need for new or altered
maintenance of roads. (Draft EIR, p. 4.15-19.) It will not involve the
construction of public roadways. There may be potential impacts to existing
roadways resulting in the peed for increased road maintenance from increased
truck traffic, but this is addressed through County conditions of approval, plan
check and permit procedures, and code enforcement practices, therefore impacts
upon public facilities, such as roads, will be less than significant, and no Project-
specific mitigation measures are required.

 The Project would not cause an effect upon circulation during the Project’s
construction. (Draft EIR, p. 4.15-19.) Considering the temporary nature of
construction activity, the nature of traffic circulation in the Project area, and
established County requirements for traffic control on public‘ roadways during
construction, there will be no impactsrupon circulation during the Project’s

construction, and no Project-specific mitigation measures are required.

study area. (Draft EIR, p- 4.15-19.) RCIP General Plan identifies the location of
trails and bikeways. There are no existing or planned bike trails in the area.
Therefore, no impact will occur to bike trails due to the development of the
Project, and no Project-specific mitigation measures are required.

Without mitigation, the Project may exceed, either individually or
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cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or highways. When all six plot plans
are implemented, the Project‘ is expected to generéte 8,540 total daily trip-ends,
including 1,018 trip-ends during the AM Peak hour and 933 trip-ends during the
PM Peak hour. When the Project is added to the other Projects, four additional
intersections fail the LOS standards, without i Improvements (Draft EIR, pp. 4.15-
16 to 17.) All Project study intersections experience some LOS degradation with
the implementation of the Project as compared to existing cond1t10ns (Draft EIR,
p. 4.15-17)) Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines section 15091, subdivision
(@), changes or alternatives have been required in, or incorporated into, the
Project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect
identified in the Final EIR. Mitigation measures MM Trans 1 through MM Trans
8 will be required to reduce the significant impacts through improvements from
installation of signs and 31gnals, and the alteration of intersections, as well as the |

payment of mitigation fees for assisting with off-site improvements and through

installing bike racks to facilitate alternative modes of transportation. (See infra

discussion regarding mitigation.)  Once these mitigation measures are
implemented, impacts will be reduced to less than significant. (Draft EIR, p

4.15-17)) After the implementation of the mitigation measures, the potentlal
s1gmﬁcant adverse environmental impacts are reduced to below the threshold of
significance. (Draft EIR, p. 4.15-21.)

Without mitigation, the Project may cause an increase in traffic which is
substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system,
The Project will contribute to the overall violation of County LOS standards in
ten of the nineteen study area intersections, However, six of the intersections will
violate the LOS standards even without the construction of the Project. Pursuant
to State CEQA Guidelines section 15091, subdivision (a)(1), changes or
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alternatives have been required in, or mcorporated into, the Project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect identified in the Final
EIR. Mitigation measures MM Trans 1 through MM Trans 8 w:Il be required to
reduce the significant impacts by improvement of signs, signals, and intersections,
as well as the payment of mitigation fees for assisting with off-site improvements
and through installing bike racks to facilitate alternative modes of transportation.
(See infra discussion regarding mitigation; Draft EIR, pp. 4.15-17; 4.15-19 10 20, )
The Project will be required to pay development and impact fees (i.e., TUMF and |
RBBD) to fund improvements cumulatively necessitated by area development ,
Once mitigation measures are implemented, impacts will be reduced to less than
significant. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.15-17; 4.15-19 to 4.15-20.)

| Without mitigation, the Project may substantially increase hazards dueto a
design feature or incompatible uses related to the residential traffic assbmated
with the Mira Loma Village nelghborhood The proposed six plot plans will be
similar and compatible with uses within the existing development, as well as with
the other existing industrial development to the north and west. The increased.
truck traffic generated by the Project may create a hazard or increase incompatible
uses related to the residential traffic assoc1ated with the Mira Loma Vxllage
neighborhood.  (Draft EIR, p. 4.15-17.) The Project wxll be condmoned to
improve various segments of surrounding roadways, which will lessen hazards
related to trucks traveling on roadways near smaller vehicles. Pursuant to State
CEQA Guidelines section 15091, subdivision (a)( 1), changes or alternatives have
been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or substantially
lessen the significant environmental effect identified in the Final EIR. Mitigation
measures MM Trans 1 through MM Trans § will be required to reduce the
sign;‘ﬁcant impacts by improvement of signs, signals, and intersections, as well as

the payment of mitigation fees for assisting with off-site improvements and
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through installing bike racks to facilitate alternative modes of transportation. (See
infra discussion regarding mitigation; Draft EIR, pp. 4.15-18 to 4.15-20.) After
the implementation of the mitigation measures, the potential significant adverse

environmental impacts are reduced to below the threshold of significance. (Draft

ERR, p. 4.15-21.)

The Project will pay fees to mitigate the Project’s impact on cumulative
traffic levels; however, the actual construction schedule for required off-sité
improvements is unknown, and as a result,. the Project’s impacts will remain
significant and unavoidable. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-26.) Mitigation measures ‘MM
Trans 1 through MM Trans § would help reduce traffic impacts from the Project,
but will not reduce the cumulative impacts to a level of less than significant, (See
infra discussion in the findings for MM Trans 1 through MM Trans 8; Draft EIR,
Pp. 4.15-19 t0 20.) ‘

Build-out of the RCIP General Plan has the potential to degrade roadway
and freeway performance below applicable performance standards. However, |
implementation of RCIi’ General Plan policies and RCIP General Plan EIR
mitigation measures would reduce a majority of the potential impacts on the
County’s arterial transportation and circulation system to less than significant,
However, at some locations, Level of Service threshold LOS D will not be met
and the impact will be considered significant. Cumulative impacts will also
remain significant at some locations, (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-24.)

Vehicle trips from the Project and related Projects would create or add to
traffic congestion on State Route 60 and Interstate IS, and selected roadway
Segments and intersections. Adverse impacts to the circulation network would
occur if roadway impfovements and trip reduction measures and programs are not
implemented. The existing level of service for the study area intersections vary

from LOS A to F. - The following intersections currently operate at an

114




10
11
12
13
14
15
16

17

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

\OOO\]O\UI&MM

unacceptable level of service: SR-60 Westbound On-Ramp/ Mission Boulevard;
SR-60 Eastbound Off-Ramp/ Mission Boulevard; Etiwanda Avenue/ Inland
Avenue; Etiwanda Avenue/ Airport Drive — Slover Avenue(Draft EIR, p. 6.0-25.).

The effect of Project-generated traffic is that aj] the studied intersections will have

longer delay due to the inclusion of traffic-generated traffic, absent the
incorporation of off-site impfovements. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-25 )

Following implementation of area-wide offsite improvements as required
by identified mitigation measures, delays at study area intersections will be
substantially reduced and all of the intersections within the study area will operate
at LOS D or better. In future conditions, including the cumulative impact of
development within the Project area, intersections within the study area will
operate at LOS D or better following implementation of arca-wide offsite
improvements. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-25.)

Mitigation measures have been incorporated which will reduce Project- |
related traffic impacts to less than significant levels, Increase_s in traffic brought |
about by new development can be mitigated through payment of mitigation fees |
and County-wide and Project-level roadway improvements. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-
26.) The cumulative effects of the Project can be reduced by the payment of fees
(e.g, TUMF, DIF). These fees may be used by the County to upgrade
intersections and roadway segments. Although the development will pay fees to
mitigate cumulative impacts, the actual construction of the required off-site
improvements cannot be determined with certainty. Thus, it is possible that the
required improvements will not be constructed in time to mitigate the Project’s

cumulative impacts to below the level of significance. Therefore, after mitigation,

 the Project’s cumulative trafﬁc.impacts will remain significant, Adoption of a

- Statement of Overriding Considerations will be required prior to Project approval.

(Draft EIR, p. 6.0-26.)
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Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines section 15091, subdivision (@)(3),
specific economic, legal, social, technological or other considerations, including
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make
infeasible the mitigation measures or Project alternatives identified in the Final
EIR.

Mitigation: .

The Project has been modified to mitigate or avoid these potentially significant

impacts by the following mitigation measures, which are hereby adopted and will

be implemented as provided in the Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Program.

a. Mitigation Measure Trans 1:' Modify the intersection of Etiwanda Avenue
and Hopkins Street to include the following geometn'cs; Northbound: One
left-turn lane, Two through lanes, and One shared through and right-turn
lane; Southbound: One left-turn lane, Two through lanes, and One shared
through and right-turn lane; Eastbound: One left-turn lane, and One shared
through and nght-turn lane; and Westbound: One left-turn lane, and One
shared through and right-turn lane. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.15-19.)

b. Mitigation Measure Trans 2: Install a traffic signal at the intersection of
Etiwanda Avenue aud Inland Avenue to include the following geometrics:
Northbound: One lefi-turn lane, Two through lanes, One shared through
‘and nght—turn lane; Southbound One left-turn lane, Two through lanes,
and One shared through and right-turn lane; Eastbound: One shared lefi-
turn, through, right-turn lane; Westbound: Oue shared left-turn, through,
and right-turn lane. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.15-20.)

c. Mitigation Measure Trans 3: Inotall stop signs at all Project driveways
exiting onto De Forest Circle, Noble Court, and Dulles Drive. (Draft EIR,
pp. 4.15-20.)
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d. Mitigation Measure Trans 4: Sight distance at the Project entrance

roadway shall be reviewed with respect to standard County of Riverside
sight distance standards at the time of preparation of final grading,
landscape and street improvement plans. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.15-20.)

e.  Mitigation Measure Trans 5: Participate in the phased construction of off- |
site traffic signals through payment of traffic signal mitigation fees. (Draft
EIR, pp. 4.15-20.)

f Mitigation Measure Trans 6: Signing/striping should be implemented in
conjunction with detailed construction plans for the Project site. (Draft
EIR, pp. 4.15-20.)

g | Mitigation Measure Trans 7: The Project will participate m the cost of
off-site improvements through payment of the Transpoftation Uniform
Mitigation Fee (TUMEF), the Tréfﬁc Signal Mitigation Fee, the Mira Loma
Road and Bridge Benefit District (RBBD), Zone A, and site development
impact fees. These fees shall be collected and utilized as needed by the

- County of Riverside to construct the improvements necessary in the
Project inﬂuencé area to maintain the required level of service and build

roads to the general plan build-out level. (Draft EIR, pp 4.15-20.)

h. Mitigation Measure Trans 8: Install bike racks on all six of the plot plans.

(Draft EIR, pp. 4.15-20.)

‘BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors that it has considered the

following alternatives identified in EIR No. 450 in light of the environmental impacts which cannot be

fully mitigated, avoided or substantially lessened and has rejected those alternatives as infeasible for the

reasons hereinafter stated:

A. No Project Alternative

3.

Under Section 15126.6(3)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines, the “No Project”

alternative should consider what would be reasonably expected to occur in the
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10.

foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based upon the site’s existing
zoning, General Plan designation, and abiiity to be served with available
community services. The No Project Alterﬁative assumes that no development
would occur on the site, including the submitted proposals for Plot Plan Nos,
17788, 16979, 18875, 18876, 18877, and 18879 within the foreseeable future.
(Draft EIR, p. 6.0-33.)

For aesthetics impacts, the No Project Alternative is better as compared to the
Project. No change in visual characteristics of Project site and thus no significant
impact. . ‘

For air quality impacts, the No Project Alternative is better as compared to the
Project. No development will not result in increase in ambient air quahty
conditions.

The No Projéct Alternative is better as compared to the Project with regards to
biological impacts. No loss of Burrowing Owl habitat and raptor foragmg habitat
and thus no significant i Impact.

The No Project Alternative’s cultural resources impact is the same as compared to
the Project. No loss of known or unknown cultural resource sites. No significant
impact.

The No Project Alternative’s geology and soils impact is the same as compared to
the Project. No significant impact, 4

The No Projec“c Alternative’s hazards and hazardous materials impact is better as
compared to the Project. No potential for hazardous materials or emissions from
the Project site, although the Project site would likely continue to be the location
of illegal dumping of debris, household waste, tires and other materials.

For hydrology and water quality impacts, the No Project Alternative is better as
compared to the Project. No change in Project site runoff and runoff from paved |

parking areas and streets, contaminated with oil and grease, heavy metals and
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18.

sediment will be avoided. Less than significant impacts.

The No Project Alternative’s land use/planning impacts are worse as compared to
the Proje;ct. Not consistent with Jurupa Community Plan, and not consistent with
existing zoning, ,

The No Project Alternative’s mineral resources impact is the same as compared to
the Project. No mineral resource potential for the Project site and thus no
environmental impacts.

The No Project Alternative’s noise impact is better as compared to the Project.

- No construction related noise, Existing use will not add additional noise to

existing noise environment. There will be no cumulgtive impacts.

For the population and housing impact, the No Project Alternative is worse as
compared to the Project. No benefit to Jobs to housing ratio.

The No Project Alternative’s impact to public services is worse as compared to
the Project. No impacts upon fire services, sheriff services, libraries and schools,
But no fair share mitigation fees paid pursuant to Ordinance No. 659 and State-
mandated school impact fees will be paid.

The No Project Alternative’s recreation impact is worse as compared to the |
Project. Will have no impact upon existing recreational facilities. But no fair
share mitigation fees for regional parks and trails pursuant to Ordinance No. 659
will be pald

The No Project Alternative’s impact on transportation and traffic is better as
compared to the Project. No generation of new daily trips and therefore no impact
upon the Level of Service on existing area roads. But there would be no payment
of fair share fees for regional improvements.

The No Project Alternative’s impact on utilities is better as compared to the
Project. Will not result in increases in solid waste amounts, However the No

PrOJect Alternative is the same with respect to water and sewer services as there
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19.

20.

21.

would be no significant effect on water and sewer services.

The No Project Alternative’s regional element impact is worse as compared to the
Project. The No Project Alternative will not generate any JObS to improve area’s
Jjobs/housing ratio. No significant impact,

Environmentally Superior Alternative. Of the alternatives evaluated, the No

Project Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative with respect to
reducing impacts created by the Project. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd.
©)2).)

Infeasibility of the No Project Alternative. Although the No Project Alternative is

environmentally superior to the Project, it fails to meet the several Project

objectives. (Draft EIR, p- 6.0-56; see also, supra, discussing failings of the No
Project Alternative relative to the Project.) It fails to meet several Proy.ct
objectives because it involves leaving the Project site as highly disturbed vacant

area covered with non-native weedy vegetation, and it is indisputable that this

~ alternative would not establish an industrial manufacturing and warehouse

environment, would not optimize the economic potential of the paroels would not
create an array of new employment opportunities to utilize the skilled labor pool
within Riverside County, would not implement the RCIP, General Plan, and
Jurupa Area Plan land use designations and policies, would not continue the ‘
adopted Mira Loma Commerce Center theme and design standard qualities, and
would not complement the architectural style, landscaping, site details, and
signage of the Mira Loma Commerce Center. (Annotated Final EIR, Pp. 3.0-18,
6.0-36 to 6.0-39.) Therefore, the No Project Alternative is inconsistent with the
project objectives and undesirable from a policy standpomt and it is rejected as
infeasible based on the economic, social, technological, and other factors
identified. (Draft EIR, p- 6.0-57; see Cal. Native Plant Soc ¥y v. Santa Cruz,
supra, 177 Cal.App.4th at p. 998.)
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Q.

Di Tommaso Property Alternative Site

L.

This alternative considers the development of the Project on an alternative site:

the Di Tommaso property, in western Riverside County, located in the Mira Loma

A area, east of Interstate 15, north of Galena Street and west of Wineville Road.

(Draft EIR, p. 6.0-39.) ‘

For aesthetic impacts, the Di Tommaso Property Alternative Site is worse as
compared to the Project. This alternative will result in the development of vacant
parcels with business park and warehouse/ distribution buildings. But the Project
design will not be subject to design and landscaping guidelines in the MLCC
Design Guidelines. (See discussion on Draft EIR pages 1.0-14, 3.0-18, 6.0-32,
and Draft EIR Appendix K.) Potential impacts will be below the level of
significance. '

The Di Tommaso Property Altemative Site’s air quality impact is the same as
compared to the Project. This alternative will exceed SCAQMD regional short-
term threshold for ROG and NOx, regional long-term threshold for ROG, Nbx, '
and CO, and localized short-term threshold for PM-10 and PM-2.5. This
alterﬁative will also exceed significance thresholds for cancer risk due to diesel
exhaust. The Di Tommaso Property Alternative Site’s air quality impact is
cumulatively significant. It contributes to exceedance of air quality standards and
cumulative cancer risk due to diesel exhaust. This alternative in combination with
statewide, national, and international emissions could cumulatively contribute to a
change in Earth’s climate, i.e., global climate change.

The ’Di Tommaso Property Alternative Site’s biological resources impact is the
same as compared to the Project. Project development will likely result in

potential loss of Burrowing Owl habitat and raptor foraging habitat. No

significant effect, with mitigation,

The Di Tommaso Property Alternative Site’s cultural resources impact is the same
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10.

11.

12.

as compared to the Project. No s1gmﬁcant effect with same mitigation measures

as the Project.

The Di Tommaso Property Alternative Site’s geology and soils impact is the same
as compared to the Project. Standard of conditions of approval and compliance
with regulatory requirements will reduce impacts to below the level of
significance.

The Di Tommaso Property Alternative Site’s hazards and hazardous material
impact is the same as compared to the Project. Hazardous materials, emissions
and contaminants for the Project would be approved and monitored by Riverside
County Health Department and state and federal agencies. Impacts will be less
than significant,

For hydrology and water quality impacts, the Di Tommaso Property Alternative
Site is the same as compared to the Project. No Significant Effect, as storm
drainage facﬂltles will be constructed and mitigation measures nnplemented

The Di Tommaso Property Alternative Site’s land use/planning impact is the same

. s compared to the Project. Consistent with Jurupa Area Plan land use

designation and zoning and surrounding land use designations and zomng

For mineral resources impacts, the Di Tommaso Property Alternative Site is the

Same as compared to the Project. No mineral resource potential for the Project
site and thus no environmental Impacts,

The Di Tommaso Property Alternative Site’s noise impact is the same as
compared to the Project as it is is cumulatively Significant, Existing environment
along some road segments are above outdoor noise standards, Project will
contribute to increased noise levels on these roads.

For population and housing impacts, the Di Tommaso Property Alternative Site is
the same as compared to the Project. Project will not result in the displacement of

existing residents. Same positive impact upon jobs to housing ratio.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

The Di Tommaso Property Alternative Site’s impact on public services is the
Same as compared to the Project. No significant impact upon fire services, sheriff
services, libraries and schools. Fair share mitigation fees will be paid pursuant to
Riverside County Ordinance No, 659 and State- mandated schoo! i impact fees.

The Di Tommaso Property Alternative Site’s impact on recreation is the same as
compared to the Project. Will have no impact upon existing recreational facilities.
Project will pay fair share mitigation fees for regional parks and trails pursuant to
Ordinance No. 659.

The Di Tommaso Property Altematlve Site’s transportation and traffic impact is
the same as compared to the Project. This alternative will generate 8,540 trips
daily. Impacts will be less than significant with implementation of mitigation,
Cumulative impacts will be significant due to uncertain timing of required off-site
improvements.

The Di Tommaso Property Alternative Site’s impact on utilities is the same as
compared to the Project. This alternative will generate approximately 2,939.78
tons of solid waste annually, but will have no 31gmﬁcant impact and no significant
eﬁect on water and sewer services.

The Di Tommaso Property Alternative Site’s regional element impact is the same
as compared to the Project. This alternative will generate approximatély the same
number of jobs and will have a positive impact upon area’s job/housing ratio. No
significant i lmpact

Infeasibility of Di Tommaso Alternative. The Di Tommaso alternative will have

no change from the Project with regards to the regional element because the
alternative generates approximately the same number of jobs and will have a
similar positive impact on the area’s job-to-housing ratio. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-56.)
The alternative meets some Project objectives, buts is not environmentally

superior to the Project or superior with regards to the Project objectives. (See,
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supra, discussion of failings of the alternative relative to the Project.) Notably,

the alternative does not optimize the economic potential of the undeveloped
parcels within the Mira Loma Commerce Center, continue the adopted Mira
Loma Commerce Center theme and design standard qualities, or contribute to the
Mira Loma Commerce Center project’s identity. (Annotated Final EIR, p. 3.0-
18.) Therefore, the Di Tommaso alternative is inconsistent with the project
objectives and undesirable from a policy standpoint, and it is rejected as infeasible
based on the economic, social, technological, and other factors identified, (Draft
EIR, p. 6.0-57; see Cal. Native Planf Soc’y v. Santa Cruz, supra, 177 Cal.App.4th

atp.998)

R. March JPA Meridian Specific Plan Alternative Site

1.

This alternative considers the development of the Project on an alternative site:
site in the developing March JPA Meridian Specific Plan, located west of
Interstate 215 and both north and south of Van Buren Boulevard. (Draft EIR, p.

6.0-42.)

The March JPA Meridian Specific Plan Alternative Site’s aesthetics impact is the |
same as compared to the Project. This alternative will result in the development
of vacant parcels with business park and warchouse/ distribution buildings.
Although Project design will not be subject to design and landscgping guidelines
in the MLCC Design Guidelines (see discussion on Draft EIR pages 1.0-14, 3.0-
18, 6.0-32, and Draft EIR Appendix K), the March Business Center Design
Guidelines applicable within the Meridian Specific Plan will provide similai |
design and landscaping requirements. Potential impacts will be below the level of
significance.

The March JPA Meridian Specific Plan Alternative Site’s air quality impact is the
same as compared to the Project. This alternative wﬂl exceed SCAQMD reglonal
short-term threshold for ROG and NOx, regional long-term threshold for
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ROG,NOx, and CO, and localized short-term threshold for PM-10 and PM-2.5. It
will also exceed significance thresholds for cancer risk due to diesel exhaust.
This alternative’s air quality impact is cﬁmulatively significant. It contributes to
exceedance of air quality standards and cumulative cancer risk due to diesél
eXh';\ust. This alternative in combination with statewide, national, and
international emissions could cumulatively contribute to a change in Earth’s
climate, i.e., global climate change. |

The March JPA Meridian Specific Plan Alternative Site’s biological resources
impact is the same as compared to the Project. Project development will likely
result in potential loss of Burrowing Owl habitat and raptor foraging habitat. No
significant effect, with mitigation.

The March JPA Meridian Specific Plan Alternative Site’s cultural resources |

impact is the same as compared to the Project. No significant effect with same |

. mitigation measures as the Project.

For geology and soils, the March JPA Meridian Specific Plan Alternative Site’s
impact is the same as compared to the Project. Standard of conditions of approval
and compliance with regulatory requirements will reduce impacts to below the
level of significance.

For hazards and hazardous materials impact, the March JPA Meridian‘Speciﬁc
Plan Alternative Site is the same as compared to the Project. Hazardous
materials, emissions and contaminants for the Project would be approved and
monitored by Riverside County Health Department and state and federal agencies.
Impacts will be less than significant.

The March JPA Meridian Specific Plan Alternative Site’s impact on hydrology
and water quality is the same as compared to the Project. No Significant Effect,
as storm drainage facilities will be constructed and mitigation measures

implemented.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

The March JPA Meridian Specific Plan Alternative Site’s impact on land use and

planning is worse compared to the Project. This alternative is not consistent with
land use designation and zoning and surrounding land use designations and
zoning.

The March JPA Meridian Specific Plan Alternative Site’s impact to mineral
resources is the same as compared to the Project. No mineral resource potential
for the Project site and thus no environmental impacts.

The March JPA Meridian Specific Plan Alternative Site’s impact on noise is
worse as compared to the Project. Project site and surrounding area subjectb to
airport noise from March Air Base. The March JPA Meridian Specific Plan
Alternative  Site’s impacts are also cumulatively significant. Existing
environment along some road segments are above outdoor noise standards,
Project will contribute to incteased noise levels on these roads.

For population and housing impact; the March JPA Meridian ,Speci_ﬁc Plan
Alternative Site is the same as compared to the Project. Project will not result in
the displacement of existing residents. Same positive impact upon -jobs to
housing ratio;

The March JPA Meridian Specific Plan Alternative Site’s impact to public
services is the same as compared to the Project. No significant impact upon fire
semces, sheriff services, libraries and schools. Fair share mmgatmn fees will be
paid pursuant to Riverside County Ordinance No. 659 and State- mandated school
impact fees.

The March JPA Meridian Specific Plan Alternative Site’s impact on recreation is

the same as compared to the VProject. This alternative will have no impact upon

-existing recreational facilities. Project will pay fair share mitigation fees for

regional parks and trails pursuant to Riverside County Ordinance No. 659.
The March JPA Meridian Specific Plan Alternative Site’s impact on
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16.

17.

18.

transportation and traffic is the same as compared to the Project. This alternative
will generate 8,540 trips daily. Impacts will be less than significant with
implementation of mitigation. Cumulative impacts of this alternative will be

significant due to uncertain timing of required off-site improvements.

- The March JPA Meridian Specific Plan Alternative Site’s impact on utilities is the

same as compared to the Project. This alternative will generate approximately
2,939.78 tons of solid waste annually, but will have no significant impact and no

significant effect on water and sewer services.

For regional element impacts, the March JPA Meridian Specific Plan Alternative

Site is the same as compared to the Project. This alternative will generate
approximately the same number of jobs and will have a positive impact upon
area’s job/housing ratio. No significant impact.

Infeasibility of March JPA Alternative. The March JPA alternative will have no

change from the Project with régards to the regional element because the
alternative generates approximately the samé number of jobs and will have a
similar positive impact on the area’s job—to-housing ratio. (Draft EIR,‘ p. 6.0-56.)
The alternative meets some Project objectives, but is not environmentally superior
to the Project or superior with regards to the Projéct objectives. (See, supra,
discussion of failings of the alternative relative to the Project) Notably, the
alternati\{e does not optimize the economic potential of the undeveloped parcels
within the Mira Loma Commerce Center, continue the adopted Mira Loma
Commerce Center theme and design standard qualities, contribute to the Mira
Loma Commerce Center projvect’s identity, or improve the economic development
potential of the Mira Loma area by utilizing the Project site location and
proximity to transportation corridors. (Annotated Final EIR,‘» p. 3.0-18)
Therefore, the March JPA alternative is inconéistent with the project objectives

and undesirable from a policy standpoint, and it is rejected as infeasible based on
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S.

Reduced Project Scope Alternative

the economic, social, technological, and' other factors identified. (Draft EIR, p.
6.0-57; see Cal. Native Plant Soc* Y v. Santa Cruz, supra, 177 Cal. App.4th at p.
998.).

L.

percent of the building square-footage in the Project. Building coverage for Plot

of industrial buildings rather than 97,010 sf of bmldmgs Plot Plan No. 18875, at

The Reduced Scope Alternative proposes development of approximately 58.5

Plan No. 17788, the 20.48 acre parcel would have a 223,027 square foot building
rather than the proposed 426,212 square foot building. Plot Plan No. 16979, at
11.01 acres, would have a 117,147 square-foot (“sf) building rather than a
200,734 sf building. Plot Plan No. 18879, at 7.99 acres, would have a 84,154
square foot industrial building rather than a 155,480 sf building. Plot Plan No.
18877, at 12.75 acres, would have 123 242 sf of industrial buildings rather than
144,594 sf of buildings. Plot Plan No. 18876, at 6.83 acres, would have 61,253 sf

5.99 acres, would have a 54,450 sf industrial building rather than a 104,210 sf

buildiné The remainder would be developed as parking, storage, and landscaped

area. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-46.) Comparmg the Reduced Scope Alternative’s
1mpacts to the Project reveals;

a. Aesthetic impacts are the same — resulting in development of vacant
parcels into business park and warehouse/ distribution buildings — and still
less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-47.)

b. Air quality impacts are better, but still significant and unavoidable.
Specifically, long term emissions will be less but will still exceed the
thresholds of significance. Emissions will also exceed significance
thresholds for cancer risk due to diesel exhaust. Emjsé.ions are also
cumulatively significant as the alternative contributes to exceeding air

quality standards and cumulative cancer risk due to diesel exhaust.
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Further, in combination with statewide, national, and international

emissions, emissiohs could cumulatively contribute to a change in Earth’s
climate, i.e., global climate change; although the impacts would be less
than those of the Project. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-47 through -48.)

Biological resource impacts are the same — likely resulting in potential loss
of Burrowing Owl habitat and raptor foraging habitat — resulting in no
significant effect, with mitigation. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-48.)

Cultural resource impacts are the same, resulting in no significant effect
with the same mitigation measures. (Draft EIR, p. 6. 0-48 )

Geology and soils impacts are the same, resulting in no significant
geology and soil issues, with standard conditions of approval and
compliance with regulatory requirements reducing impacts below the level
of significance. (Draft EIR, p- 6.0-49))

Hazards and hazardous materials impacts are the same, resulting in less
than significant impécts, with hazardous materials, emissions and
contaminants approved and monitored by Riverside County Health
Department and state and federal agencies. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-49.)
Hydrology and water quality i impacts are the same, resultmg in no
significant effect, as storm drainage facilities will be constructed and
mitigation measures implemented. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-49.) |
Land use and planning impacts are the same, with the alternative generally
being consistent with the Jurupa Area Plan land ﬁse designation and
zoning and surrounding land use designations and zoning. (Draﬂ:EH{, P.
6.0-50.)

Mineral resource impacts are the same, because there is no mineral

resource potential for the site and thus no environmental impacts. (Draft

EIR, p. 6.0-50.)
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Noise impacts are better; however, the alternative is still cumulatively

significant as the existing environment along some road segments are
above outdoor noise standards and the Project will contribute to noise
level increases, although less than that of the Project. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-
50.)

Population and housing impacts are worse — the alternative would not
result in the displacement of existing residents, but it would produce less
Jobs than the Project, and thus the positive impact upon the jobs-to-
housing ratio would be less. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-50.)

Public service impacts are the same, with no significant impact on fire
services, sheriff services, libraries and schools. However, less fair share
mitigation fees will be paid pursuant to Riverside County Ordinance No.
659 and State-mandated school impact fees. (Draft EIR, p- 6.0-51.)
Recreation impacts are the same, resulﬁng in no impact upon existing
recreational facilities, and paying fair share mitigation fees for regional
parks and trails pursuant to Riverside County Ordinance No. 659, (Draft
EIR, p. 6.0-51.) | | |
Transportation and traffic impacts are better — generating approximately
41.5 percent fewer trips daily than the Project. However, impacts will still
be less than signiﬁcant with implementation of mitigation, and cumulative
impacts will still be significant due to uncertain timing of required off-site
improvements. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-51.)

Utilities impacts are better - generating approximately 41.5 percent less
solid waste annually — but still considered to be less than significant.
Water and sewer service impacts are the same, with no sigrﬁﬁcant effect.
(Draft EIR, p. 6.0-56.)

Regional element impacts are worse — generating fewer jobs and reducing
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the positive impact on the area’s job/housing ratio — but still considered
not to be a significant impact. (Draft EIR, pp. 6.0-52 to 6.0-56.; Final
EIR, p. 1.0-65.)

Environmentally Superior Alternative, As discussed above, the No Project

Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative. However, where the No
Project Alternative is environmentally superior, CEQA also requires that an
environmentally superior alternative be identified from among the remaining
alternatives. (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(e)(2).) As set forth in the EIR,
that other environmentally superior altérnative is the Reduced Scope Alternative,
(ld.; Draft EIR, p. 6.0-56.) Compared to the Project, the Reduced Scope
Alternative would result in reduced daily traffic trips, less associated air emissions
(including reduced health-risk impacts), less noise resulting from development of
the site, émd less impact upon local landfills due to reduced solid waste
generation. However, even with the reductions set forth above, it must be noted |
fhat the Reduced Scope Alternative would still create all of the same significant
and unavoidabl¢ environmental effects as the Project would, in that it would cause
significant impacts to air quality, health risk, greenhouse gases, noise, and traffic.
Project-related impacts to aesthetics, biological resources, cultural resources,
geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology/water quality, land
use and planning, mineral resources, public services, and recreation would remain
the same as compared to the Project. (See Draft EIR, Table 6.0F .) The Reduced
Scope Alternative. has worse impacts vupon Population and Housing and
Consistency with Regional Plans due to the reduced number of jobs that will be
created. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-55.) Cumulative transportation and traffic impacts —
due to the uncertainty of the construction of regional improvements — would
remain significant with the Reduced Scope Alternative. (Draft EIR, pp. 6.0-56 to
6.0-57.) In summary, the Reduced Scope Alternative would reduce Project- |
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related significant impacts. However, the Reduced Scope Alternative would not
reduce any of those impacts to less than significant levels.

Infeasibility of Reduced Scope_Alternative. A lead agency has substantial

discretion for selecting and comparatively evaluating the merits of Project
alternatives. (State CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(a).) The decisionmaking body
may reject the alternatives upon project approval based on whether they are
actually feasible, which involves “[bJroader considerations of policy” including
““desirability’ to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing of
relevant economic, environmental, social, and technoiogical factors.”  (Cal.
Native Plant Soc’y v. Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, 999, 1000-1001.)
Each of the considerations set forth below constitutes a basis founded upon a
reasonable balancing of relevant economic, environmental, social, technological,

and other factors and warranting rejection of the reduced scope alternative as

- infeasible, independent of each other consideration, and thus no further

consideration of developing the Reduced Scope Alternative in lieu of the Project

is required for the reasons stated, as follows:

A The Reduced Scope Alternative would result in a drastic reduction in

utilization of the Project site — cutting the scale of the Projéct to only
58.5% of the building square-footage in the Project. (Aﬁnotated Final EIR,
pp. 6.0-46, 6.0-47.) This scale of reduction is much greater than merely
removing one building or one plot plan from consideration because the
Reduced Scope Alternative would essentially cut each and every Plot Plan
in half by dramatically reducing the development density on each one.
 (See also, infra, items dealing with reduced utility of each parcel.)

b. The Reduced Scope Alternative does ﬁot avoid any of the significant and
unavoidable impacts observed under the Project. (Annotated Final EIR,
pp. 6.0-52 to 6.0-56.) As already noted, and although the Project’s
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significant environmental impacts would be somewhat reduced, the
Reduced Scope Alternative would also have significant and unavoidable
impacts, including all of those that are significant and unavoidable with
the Hoj ect. (See, supra, discussing impacts under Reduced Scope
Alternative.)

The Reduced Scope Alternative would fail to establish an industrial
property of lasting quality and value based upon adopted land use and
zoning regulations and anticipated user groups because the alternative fails
to optimize the use of the Project site. (Annotated Final EIR, pp. 6.0-46,
6.0-47.) The reduced scale of the alternative results in a commensurate
reduction in the utility of the site, quality and value of the overall project,
and anticipated number of users and user groups that will be able to find
value in using the site. (See id.)

The Reduced Scope Alternative would not optimize the economic
potential of the undeveloped parcels within the Mira Loma Commerce.
Center in compliance with the site’s land use designation. (Draft EIR, p.
6.0-57.) The Project site’s land use designation is “Light Industrial,” and
the reduced scale of the alternative would commensurately reduce the
economic potential for the site by reducing the square-footage of industrial
manufacturing or warehousing space that can be utilized, thus reducing its
earnings potential. (Annotated Final EIR, pp. 6.0-46, 6.0-47.)

The Project site’s zoning designation is “M-M” (manufacturing — medium)
and “I-P” (industrial park) pursuant to the County’s zoning designations
set forth in Ordinance No. 348. (Annotated Finai EIR, pp. 4.9-4, 4.9-13.)
Just as the Reduced Scope Alternative would fail to optimize use of the
Project site consistently with its land use désignation in the General Plan,

the alternative similarly would fail to optimize such use consistently with
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its Zoning designations. (Annotated Final EIR, pp. 6.0-46, 6.0-47.)
Although creating some jobs, the Reduced Scope Alternative would fail to
create the array of new employment opportunities to utilize the skilled
labor pool within Riverside County that would otherwise be produced by
the Project. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-57.) The reduced square-footage of the
alternative would likewise result in a commensurate reduction in the
estimated number of jobs that would be created for temporary
construction, temporary employment within the region for related
businessés, and permanent jobs in the finished space that would be
created. (Annotated Final EIR, pp. 5.0-4, 6.0-46, 6.0-47, 7.0-3, 7.0-10.)
The Reduced Scope Alternative also wﬁl not improve the economic
development potential of the Mira Loma area by utilizing the sité’s
location and proximity to major interstate transportation corridors pursuant
to the Mira Loma Warehouse/Distribution Center policy in the Jurupa
Area Plan to the same extent as the Project. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-57.) The
reduction in scale of the Project, as previously stéted,' redticeé‘ the square-
footage of warehouse and mariufacturing space ahd the number of jobs
that can be supported by the project, thus reducing its economic potential

and underutilizing the site’s location and proximity to major tranisportation

corridors. (Annotated Final EIR, pp. 6.0-46, 6.0-47.)

In addition to thé above-noted failure to utilize the Jocation and proximity
of the site pursuant to the Jurupa Area Plan, the Reduced Scope
Alternative also fails to implement important portions of the Riverside
County Integrated Project, General Plan and Jurupa Area Plan land use
designations and policies by not fully utilizing the Project site, and thus
failing to provide the highest priority to infill space pursuant td Jurupa
Area Plan policy 5.3. (Draft EIR, pp. 3.0-1, 3.0-18, 6.0-32.)
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By failing to maximize the use of infill space, the Reduced Scope
Alternative promotes sprawl by forcing the warehousing and
manufacturing uses that would otherwise be located at the Project site into
potentially non-urbanized areas — unlike the Project site — thus thwarting
the policies underlying beneficial anti-sprawl initiatives and laws, such as
SB 375. (Annotated Final EIR, pp. 4.3;-32, 4.3-34,3.0-1, 3.0-18, 6.0-32.)
Due to its reduced scale, reduced square-footage, reduced industrial
production, and reduced jobs, the Reduced Scope Alternative will result in
fewerfegs, taxes, and tax increment that would otherwise be collected
under the Project for the Cdunty to use for providing servicesrto citizens.
(Annotated Final EIR, pp. 7.0-1 to 7.0-10.)

The Reduced Scope Alternative will also place a higher burden on the
propcrt); owner for per-acre fees and taxes that are applied to the property

regardless of income and square-fbotage because reducing the scale of the

project 6ommensurately reduces the income attainable for paying those’

fees. (Annotated Final EIR, pp. 6.0-46, 6.0-47, 7.0-1 to 7.0-10.)

Based on the above-noted considerations, the Reduced Scope Alternative does not
meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the Project, will not avoid any of
the significant and unavoidable impacts caused by the Project, and is infeasible
based on policy, econqmic, social, technological, and other factors identified
above and in the record as a whole. (E.g., Draft EIR, p. 6.0-57.)

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors that it has balanced the economic,
legal, social, technological, and other benefits of the Project, including provision of cmpldyment
opportunities for highly trained workers, against the unavoidable adverse environmental effects of the
Project, and has adopted all feasible mitigation measures with respect to the significant impacts. Each of
the below-listed benefits is determined to be, unto itself and independent of all other Project benefits, a

basis for overriding all unavoidable adverse environmental impacts identified in these Findings. Each of
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the following Project benefits constitutes an overriding consideration warranting approval of the Project,

independent of other benefits, despite each and every unavoidable impact:

A.

The Project site’s land use designation is “Light Industrial.” (Annotated Final EIR, Pp-

. 4.9-8, 4.9-12.) The Project will develop previously disturbed, vacant, infill parcels into

an industrial uses in a manner consistent with the land use designation and in a manner to

maximize the site’s economic potential within that land use designation. (Annotated
Final EIR, pp. 3.0-18, 4.9-8, 4.9-12.)

The Project site is zoned “M-M” (manufacturing — medium) and “I-P” (industrial park)
pursuant to the County’s zoning designations set forth in Ordinance No. 348. (Annotated
Final EIR, pp. 4.9-4,4.9-13.) The Project w111 develop previously disturbed, vacant land
in a manner conszstent with the zoning desxgnatlons and in a manner to maximize the
site’s economic potential within those zoning designations. (Annotated Final EIR, pp.
3.0-18,4.9-4,4.9-13)

Land use designations and zoning criteria exist to provide an orderly and appropriate
scheme for development across large areas of land. The Project’s compliance wrch those
designations furthers that orderly development and implements the County General
Plan’s land use designations — which are required under state law — thus providing a
benefit to the area. (Annotated Final EIR, pp. 4.9-4, 4.9-8.) |

The Project complies with the County General Plan - Jurupa Area Plan’s policy 5.3 of
giving infill development the highest priority. (See Annotated Final EIR, pp. 3.0-1, 3.0-
18, 6.0-32.)

By maximizing they development of the facilities at the Project’s location, the Project
complies with and supports the Mira Loma Warehouse/Distribution Center policy for
locating warehouse and distribution facilities in the area to maximize the use of their
proximity to the major transportation corridors. (Draft EIR, pp. 6.0-57.)

The Project will optimize the use of the site’s location and proximity to major interstate

transportation corridors pursuant to the Mira Loma Warehouse/Distribution Center policy
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in the Jurupa Area Plan. (Draft EIR, pp. 6.0-39, 6.0-43, 6.0-46, 6.0-47, 6.0-57.)

The prevention of sprawl is one of the driving factors behind SB 375, a relatively new
law that strongly encourages local land use jurisdictions to use infill development and
restrict growth to w1thm existing urbanized areas. (Annotated Final EIR, pp. 4.3-32, 4.3-
34) The Project ﬁnthers the policies supporting SB 375 by creating an infill
development in an existing industrial park, thus utilizing the undeveloped parcels in the
Mira Loma Commerce Center. (Annotated Final EIR, pp. 3.0-1, 3.0-18, 6.0-32.)

The Project will provide mitigation fees and tax increment to the County of Riverside.
(Annotated Fmal EIR, p. 7.0-7 t0 7.0-9.) As limited examples the Project will pay over |
$2,000 per acre in fire fees, over $2,000 per acre for shenff services, and over $2 million
total in TUMF fees. (E.g., Draft EIR pp. 4.13-4, 4.15-10.) Expenditure of these funds
will further benefit the area by creating revenues that contribute to employment
opportunities for the skilled labor pool within Riverside County. (Annotated Final EIR,
p. 3.0-18.)

Through creating an in-fill commercial development -+ within an  existing A
business/warehouse park, the Project will provide additional employmenf opportunities
for skilled labor in the region, (Draft EIR, p. 3.0-18; Annotated Final EIR, pp- 4.13-6,
5.0-4 to 5.0-5, 6;0-32), which is recognized by CEQA as an acceptable project benefit.
(See State CEQA Guidelines, § 15091(a)(3) (“provision of employment opportunities for
hlghly tramed workers™),

The Project will generate several hundred jobs and provide a substantial percentage of the |
forecasted employment needed in Western Riversidé County. (Annotated Draft EIR p.
5.0-4; Annotated Final EIR, p. 7.0-10.))

The Project Will generate construction-related employment. (Annotated Final EIR, p.
7.0-10.) The project will also generate temporary employment in associated job
categories, such as business services, manufacturing, and retail trade, as a result of the

construction activity. (Annotated Final EIR, p. 7.0-10.)
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The Project’s short-term and kmg-term jobs will stimulate the economy in Riverside
County, which has suffered tremendously from the slow down that began in
approximately 2007, which has depressed housing construction since that time.
(Annotated Final EIR, p. 4.16-12.) ' |

The construction of the Project would support the utilization of the skill labor pool of
previously laid-off construction workers that resulted from the economic slow down in
Riverside County’s construction industry beginning in approximately 2007. (Annotated
Final EIR, pp. 3.0-16, 4.16-12.) ‘

Annual permanent wages created by the Project are estimated to total $52.66 million — an
average annual Wage of $36,597. (Anhotated Final EIR, p. 7.0-10.)

The Project will improve the jobs/housing balancé. The SCAG region as a whole is |
balanced, with a projected 1.33 jobs per housing unit in 2035 under SCAG’s 2008 RTP
Growth Forecast. (Annotated Final EIR, p. 5.0-4.) Although Western Riverside County
as a whole is projected to be balanced, the unincorporated portions of Western Riverside
County are project to be generally jobs podr, with ratios of 0.83 in 2015, 0.96 in 2025,
and 1.06 in 2035. (id)

The Project provides bike racks to promote alternative modes of transportation within the
region. (Annotated Final EIR, p. 4.15-10.)

The Project will take advantage of the site’s location near existing major transportation
corridors, thus co-locating development with the freeways th_at will service it. (Annotated
Final EIR pp. 3.0-3; 3.0-18.) | o

In addition to promoting infill development, using existing transportation cdrridors
adjacent to the Project site furthers the public policies in SB 375 for restricting
development to urbanized areas. (Annotated Final EIR, pp. 4.3-32, 4.3-34, 4.3-72.)

The Project’s location adjacent to existing transportation corridors provides a local
benefit by ensuring that truck traffic primarily travels on existing truck roadways — rather
than through residential developments. (Annotated Final EIR, pp. 3.0-18, 4.3-72, 4.9-9,
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4.16-12.)

The Project will convert an existing graveled and highly disturbed vacant area covered by
weedy vegetation into a landscaped area surrounding the exterior of the Project, with an
overall cohesive design and theme with the existing structures and landscaping. (Eg.,
Draft EIR, pp. 3.0-18; 4.13; 4.1-5 to 4.1-8.) Again, this is a visual benefit provided by
the Project building out infill parcels in the Mira Loma Commerce Center.

The Project is located within an existing 288-acre industrial park started approximately
two decades ago, and will build out and make economical use of the remaining vacant
parcels in the industrial park. (Draft EIR, p. 3.0-1, 3.0-6.)

In order to minimize impacts and ensure consistent land use planning, the Project will be
built on the most appropriate‘ site from a regional pérspec,tive. (E.g., Draft EIR, p. 6.0:56

[looking at other sites but confirming that the Project site is the most appropriate one].)

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors that the State CEQA Guidelines
(Section 15126 (g)) requires an EIR to discuss how a Project could directly or indirectly lead to-
€conomic, poﬁulation, or housing growth. A project may be growth-inducing if it removes obstacles to
growth, taxes community service facilities or encourages other activities which cause significant

environmental effects. The discussion is as follows:

Economic, Population, or Housing Growth

L. Urbanization of the Project site could potentially influence continued
development within adjacent properties by providing or extending roadways,
extending water and sewer service, or providing utility and energy services to the
immediate area. This could eliminate potential constraints for future development
in this area. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-29.)

2. If access to the area were limited, improvement of roadways into the area might
encourage development of vacant land. However, the Project site currently has
access from existing paved streets within the developed portion of the Mira Loma

~ Commerce Center and adjacent areas. These existing roads currently provide
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access to various portions of the Project site. No new pavéd access roads will be

constructed to serve the Project vicinity. Since these roads currently provide

access to vacant land near the site, they would support the development within

vicinity of the Proj ect, with or without the Project. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-29.)

Potable water will be provided to the proposed development by the Jurupa

Community Services District. A system of water lines was constructed on the site

through the development of the Mira Loma éommerce Center in the early 1990s.

These facilities will be utilized by the Project for the provision of water-
throughout the Project. The Project will tie into these existing water lines. Based

on the Water Supply Assessment created f"or the EIR, JCSD has sufficient water

supplies for the Project from JCSD’s existing and planned entitlements and

resource conservation programs. No new or expanded entitlements are expected

as a result of the Project. Since potable water pipelines currently exist at the site,

there will be no requirement to extend water lines past properties without current .
potable water service. Therefore, the Project will not increase the number of
parcels where water service is currently available. (Draft EIR, p- 6.0-29.)

Sewer lines were also constructed on the Project site during the development of
the Mira Loma Commerce Center in the early 1990s. These facilities will be

utilized by the Project for the provision of sewer service throughout the Project.

No new or expanded entitlements are expected as a resﬁl_t of the Project. Since

sewer lines currently exist at the site, there will be no requirement to extend sewer

lines past properﬁes without sewer service. Therefore, the Project will not |
increase the number of parcels where sewer sérvice is currently available. (Draft
EIR, pp. 6.0-29 to 6.0-30.) .

As discussed in the Consistency with Regional Plans section of the EIR (Section
5.0 of the Draft EIR) the Project can be projected to generate between 567 and
1,101 employees. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-30.) The creation of 567 new employees
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(i.e., jobs) comprises 0.09% of the forecasted employment for the Subregion in
2015 and 0.07% in 2025. For the unincorporated areas of the Western Riverside
County, the Project will constitute 0.29% of the forecasted employment in 2015
and 0.21% in 2025. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-30.) The creation of 1,101 new employees
(i.e., jobs) compriées 0.17% of the forecasted émployment for the Subregion in
2015 and 0.13% in 2025. For the unincorporated areas of the Western Riverside
County, the Project will constitute 0.56% of the forecasted employment in 2015
and 0.40% in 2025. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-30.)

The SCAG region as a whole is Projected to have 1.39 jobs per housing unit in

- 2025 under SCAG’s 2004 RTP Growth Forecast. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-30.) The

Jobs/housing ratio for Western Riverside County is projected to be 1.04 in 2010
and 2015, 1.05 in 2020 and 1.06 in 2025. Therefore, Western Riverside County is
projected to be a jobs/housing balanced area. However, the jpbs/housing ratio for
the unincorporated portion of the Western Riverside County subarea is projected
to be 0.63 in 2010, 0.67 in 2015, 0.69 in 2020 and 0.71 in 2025. This indicates
that the unincorporated portion of Westem Riverside County is projected to be a
jobs-poor area. Overall, SCAG’s The New Economy and Jobs/Housing Balance
in Southern California Projects the Jurupa area, within which the Project is
located, will be housing-rich in 2025, while the areas i;xlmediately south and eést.

(Riverside, Corona, and Norco and Moreno Valley) will be jobs-rich and the areas

- immediately north and west (San Bernardino County) will be very jobs-rich.

According to the RCIP General Plan, the most populated unincorporated area of
the County is the Jurupa Area Plan, with approximately 22 percent of the
population and 30 percent of the employment. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-30.)

According to the RCIP General Plan, new employees from commercial and
industrial development, and new . population from residential development

represent direct forms of growth. These direct forms of growth have a secondary
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effect of expanding the size of local markets and inducing additional economic
activity in the areas. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-30.)

8. Due to the economic impacts of the Project, it can be concluded that the Project
will have some growth-inducing impacts. However, because the Project is
consistent with the Project site’s General Plan land use designations; will not
require the extension of infrastructure into an area that currently lacks water and
sewer lines and roads; and will not require the development of new water sources
or the expansion of sewer treatment facilities; these growth inducing impacts are
not considered to be significant. (Draft EIR, p. 6.0-31.)

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors that the Projéct will implement
applicable elements of the Riverside County General Plan as follows:
A. Land Use Element

Develdpment of the site is permitted by the Riverside County’s Community
Development: Light Industrial (CD: LI) (0.25-0.60 Floor Area Ratio) land use
designation. The Project is therefore consistent with the Land Use Element in that
the property would be developed in accordance with the Community
Development Foundation Component land use designation applied to the site by
the General Plan, and in accordance with the Community Development: Light
Industrial (CD: ‘LI) (0;25-0.60 Floor Area Ratio) land use designation applied to
’ the site by the Jurupa Area Plan. |
B. Circulation Element "
The Project will construct or contribute its fair share of the costs associated’with
the construction of signalization intersections, the improvement of certain
intersections and/or the construction of additional turn lanes. As described above,
the Project will implement mitigation measures that address Project-specific and
cumulative transportation and traffic impacts, and based thereon, the Board of

Supervisors finds that the Project is consistent with the General Plan Circulation
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Element. All required improvements that are directly attributable to the Project

would be constructed as part of the Project and costs would be contributed for
- improvements to affected off-site roadways through payment of the
Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fees (TUMF), Mira Loma Road and Bridge'
Benefit District, Zone A fees and Development Impact Fees (DIF).
C. Multipurpose Open Space Element
The Multipurpose Open. Space Element of the RCIP General Plan describes an
open space system which includes methods for the acquisition, maintenarice, and
operation of a variety of open spaces. The County’s open spaces are utilized for
visual relief, natural resources protection, habitat protection, recreational uses, and
protection from natural hazards for public health and safety. A review of the
Multipurpose Open Space Element indicates that the Project site is primarily
’ designated as urban built-up land. Based on this determination, it is reasonable to
conclude that this land is not included in the inventory of areas of significant open
space and conservation value. (Draft EIR, p. 4.9-6.)
D. Safety Element |
The Safety Element of the RCIP Géneral Plan indicates that the subject property
is not located within a 100 or 500-year flood plain area (General Plan Figure S-9,
100- and 500~ Year Flood Hazard Zones) or within an area of low liquefaction
susceptibility.
E. Noise Element
| The EIR assesses the full range of concerns with regards to the projected noise
impacts associated with the Project. As described above, the Project will
implement mitigation measures that address Project-related noise impacts, and
based thereon, the Board of Supervisors finds that the Project is consistent with
the RCIP General Plan Noise Element.

F. ‘Housing Element
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The Project is consistent with the land use designations.. The site does not
currently contain housing, is not designated by the RCIP General Plan to provide
housing, and the Project does not propose housing; therefore, the Housing
Element is not applicable to the Project site. The Project also would not disrupt or
divide any established community because the Project site is is composed of
vacant in-fill lots located within the Mira Loma Commerce Center (MLCC), an
existing industrial park.

G. Air Quality Element

The Project is required to implement mitigation measures intended to reduce
direct air quality impacts to the greatest feasible extent. Implementation of the
mitigation measures would ensure consisteﬁcy with the Air Quality Element. Not
unlike other development projects in Riverside County, and as disclosed in the
EIR prepared for the RCIP General Plan, direct and cumulative air quality impacts
would remain significant and unmitigable. Although the Project will hgve
significant direct air quality impacts and-its contribution to air quality impacts is
cumulatively considerable, mitigation measures presented would reduce those
impacts to the greatest extent possible, in conformance with SCAQMD, EPA, and
_ CARB requirements.
H. - Administration Element
The Administration Element contains information regarding the structure of the
General Plan as well as general planning principles and a statement régarding the
- vision for Riverside County. No policy directives are included in this Element.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors that the Project is in conformance
with the conservation requirements of the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (MSHCP) in that:
A. The Project site is not located within a MSHCP Criteria Area and as such is not

designated for conservation by the MSHCP. Thus, the Project would not conflict with
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Reserve Assembly, because the Project sité is not identified for conservation.

The Project complies with the policies of Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP that prétect
species associated with vernal pools and riparian/riverine areas. No vernal pools and no
riparian/riverine areas exist on the Project site; therefore no vernal pool and no
riparian/riverine species are expected to occur. Section 6.1.2 of tﬁe MSHCP focuses on
protection of riparian/riverine areas and vernal pool habitat types based on their value in
the conservation of a number of MSHCP covered species, none of which has any
potential to occur on the Project site. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-12.) ;

Within identified Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Areas (NEPSSA), site-specific
focused surveys for Narrow Endemic Plant Species are required. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-12.)
The Project site is located within the Narrow Endemic Plant survey area fof the Brand’s
phacelia (Phacelia stellaris) (Area 7) as shown on Figure 6-1 of the MSHCP. (Id)
However, the Conservation Summary Report Generator identified three narrow endemic
plan species, San Diego ambrosia (Ambrosia pumila), Brand’s phacelia (Phacelia
stellaris) and San Miguel savory (Satureja chandleri) as potentially occﬁrring on the
Project site. (Id)’ Sectibn 6.1.3 of the MSHCP describes the habitat for the San Diego
ambrosia as beingv open floodplain terraces or in the watershed mérgins of vernal pools.
(Id) San Miguel savory habitat consists of coastal sage scrub, chaparral, cismontane
woodland, riparian woodland, and valley and foothill grasslands. (Jd) Habitat for
Brand’s phacelia is described as sandy washes and/or benches in alluvial flood plains.
({d) A Narrow Endemic Plant Species Habitat Assessment, dated August 15, 2009, was
completed for the Brand’s Phacelia, San Miguel Savory and San Diego Ambrosia by
Ecological Sciences, Inc. (Final EIR, p. 1.0-52.) Suitable habitat !;o support Brand’s
phacelia, San Miguel savory, or San Diego ambrosia was not recorded onsite during the
survey effort, which was conducted in July 2009. (/d.) Given the site’s exposure to
extensive anthropogenic disturbances associated with historic mass grading,

infrastructure development, and recurring weed abatement activities, absence of sandy
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washes and/or benches associated with alluvial flood plains, dense coverage of non-

native vegetation and extreme rarity of the species, Brand’s phacelia is not expected to
occur on the subject parcels. (/d.) Likéwise, due to the absence of rocky, gabbroic and
metavolcanic substrates within coastal sage scrub, chaparral, cismontane woodland,
riparian woodland, and valley and foothill grasslands, San Miguel savory is not expected
to occur on site. (Id) Finally, given the absence of open floodplain térraces, vernal
pools, sparse non-native grasslands or ruderal habitats in association with river terraces,
vernal pools, and/or alkali playas, the San Diego ambrosia is also not expected to occur
on the subject site due to lack of suitable habitat, ({d) Based on the lack of suitable
habitat for San Diego ambrosia, Brand’s phacelia and San Miguél savory on the Project
site and the lack of any NEPSSA species being observed during biological surveys, the
Project is consistent with MSHCP Section 6.1.3. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-13.)

Based on the lack of suitable habitat for San Diego ambrosia, Brand’s phacelia
and San Miguel savory on the Project site and 'the lack of any NEPSSA species being
observed during biological surveys, the Project is consistent with MSHCP Section 6.1.3.
(Draft EIR, pp. 4.4-12 to 4.4-13))

Section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP sets forth guidelines which are intended to address indirect
effects associated with locating development in proximity to the MSHCP Conservation
Area, where applicable. Section 6.1.4 states that as the MSHCP Conservation Area is |
assembled, “hard-line” boundaries shall be established and development inay occur
adjacent to the. MSHCP Conservation Area. Future development in proxhﬁW fo the
MSHCP Conservation Area may result in Edge Effects that will adversely affect
biological resources within the MSHCP Conservation Area. To minimize such Edge
Effects, the following guidelines shall be implemented in conjunction with review of
individual public and private development Projects in proximity to the MSHCP
Conservatidn Area. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-13.) The Project site is located approximately

2,000 feet west of Subunit 2 [Jurupa Mountains] of the Jurupa Area Plan (i.e., Criteria
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Cell 2048). However, the land located between the Project site and Criteria Cell 2048
consists primarily of existing residential development. The Project site is also located
approximately 7,800 feet east of Subunit 3 [Dethi Sands Area] of the Jurupa Area Plan |
(i.e., Criteria Cell 2045). The land located between the Project site and Criteria Cell 2045
consists primarily of developed industrial land and Interstate 15. Due to the distance
between the Project and pfoximat‘e criteria cells, the urban/wildlands interface guidelines
set forth in Section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP is not applicable to the Project. (Draft EIR, p.
4.4-13)

Pursuant to MSHCP Section 6.3.2, additional surveys for certain species are required if
the Project is located in criteria areas shown on Figure 6-2 (Criteria Area Species Survey
Area), Figure 6-3 (Amphibian Species SM@ Areas With Critical Area), Figure 6-4
(Burrowing Owl Survey Areas With Criteria Area) and Figure 6-5 (Mammal Species |
Survey Areas With Criteria Area) of the MSHCP. The Project site is located outside of
any Critical Area Speéies Survey Area (CASSA) for plants and mammals and no CASSA

plant species were observed during the focused surveys for the site. However, the Project

site is located within the area shown on Figure 6-4 (Burrowing Owl Survey) of the

MSHCP. The biological survey of the Project site found potentially suitable burrowing
owl habitat on all parcels within the Project, however, burrowing owl was not observed
during either the 2002 biological survey of the site or the 2005 focused burrowing owl
survej. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-13) It was also not observed in the 2009 focused burrowing
owl survey, as described above. (Final EIR, p. 1.0-53.) Pursuant to burrowing owl
Objective 6 in Section B of the MSHCP Reference Document, a 30-day pre-construction
presence/absence survey for burrowing owl is required where suitable habitat is present
due to the presence of potential habitat on portions of the Project site. If burrowing owls
are present, they shall be relocated by passive or active relocation as agreed to by the
Riverside County Environmental Programs Department. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-15.)

Pursuant to the MSHCP Conservation Objectives for DSFLF, the subject site is not
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located within a MSHCP Criteria Area (Jurupa Area Plan), Cell, Special Linkage Area, or
Sub Unit for DSFLF. (Final EIR, p. 1.0-53.) However, portions of the site are mapped
as containing Delhi Soils, a habitat component strictly associated with DSFLF. (Id.) The

Delhi Sands flower-loving fly is found at low numbers and is narrowly distributed within

- the Plan Area. (Jd) This species is restricted by the distribution and availability of open

habitats within the fine, sandy Dethi series soils. (/d.) USFWS has identified three main
population areas are known to currently or to have at one time existed in the Plan Area.
d) Oneis located in the northwestern corner of the Plan Area, a second is located in
the Jurupa Hills, and the third is located in the Agua Mansa Industrial Center area. )
According to the MSHCP, the Delhi Sands flower-loving fly requires a specific habitat- _
type and will require site-specific considerations, protecﬁon and enhancement of this
limited habitat-type, and species-specific management to maintain the habitat and
populations. (Id.) B |

| Pursuant to the MSHCP, conservation for the DSFLF within the Plan Area will
occur according to the process described in either Objective 1A, Obj'ecti\ve 1B or

Objective 1C. (Final EIR, p. 1.0-53.) Under Objective 1A, surveys for the DSFLF will

‘not be required on a Project-by-Project basis. (Id) Under Objectives 1B and 1C,

Project-by-Project surveys in accordance with USFWS “Interim General Survey
Guidelines for the Delhi Sands flower-loving fly” will be required. (Jd.) Currently,
Riverside County is only implementing Objegtive 1B, in accordance with the USFWS-
approved Section 10(2)(1)(B) permit, Federal Fish and Wildlife Permit No. TE088609-0,
which states that “The Permittees shall implement species Objective 1B for fhe Delhi
Sands flower-loving fly in accordance with Table 9-2 of the MSHCP.” (Final EIR, pp.
1.0-33 to0 1.0-54) Pursuant to Objective 1B, if a Project site is determined to be occupied,
seventy-five percent conservation of the mapped Delhi soils and/or suitable habitat onsite
would be conserved. (Final EIR, p. 1.0-54.) Ifit is determined that seventy-five percent

conservation on the occupied site is infeasible or the USFWS concurs that such
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conservation woﬁld not contribute to the long-term conservation of the species,
conservation may occur within the conservation areas identified in Objective 1A at a ratio
of three-times-to-one (3:1) the mapped Delhi soils or subject to Service concurrence, the
habitat of the species as identified by survey biologist on the identiﬁed‘ occupied site.
- ()

Thé discussion of Objéctive 1B states that “surveys shall be conducted for future
Projects within the approximately 5,100 acres of mapped Delhi Soils within the Plan
Area.” (Finalv EIR, p. 1.0-54.) It further states that “it is understood that surveys would
be conducted within suitable habitat areas of the mapped Delhi soils as determined by the
surveyihg biologist.” (Ild.) As described abp{re, the Project site remains highly altered
due to extensive anthropogenic diSturbanceS and does not currenily contain potential
DSFLF habitat for these reasons. (Jd) Therefore, pursuant to Objective 1B, focused
surveys for the DSFLF are not required and no onsite conservation is required, and the

Project is consistent with the MSHCP’s conservation objectives for the DSFLF. (/d)
G. Pursuant to Section 6.4 of the MSHCP, fuel management is required to be considered.
" Because the Project sit;a is not located adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area,

~ impacts of fuel management would not affect the Conservation Area. .

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors that Plot Plan No. 16979, Plot
Plan No. 18875, Plot Plan No. 18876, Plot Plan No. 18877 and Plot Plan No. 18879 are consistent with

-the County of Riverside General Plan as adopted by the Riverside County Board of Supervisors on

October 7, 2003.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors that it has reviewed and
considered EIR No. 450 in evaluating the Project, that EIR No. 450 is an accurate and objective
statement that complies with the California Environmental Quality Act and reflects the County’s
independent judgment, and that EIR No. 450 is incorporated herein by this reference.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors that it CERTIFIES EIR No. 450
and ADOPTS the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan specified therein.
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors that Plot Plan No. 16979, Plot
Plan No. 18875, Plot Plan No. 18876, Plot Plan No. 18877 and Plot Plan No. 18879, on file with the
Clerk of the Board, including the final conditions of approval and exhibits, are hereby approved for the
real property described and shown in such plot plans, and said real property shall be developed
substantially in accordance with Plot Plan No. 16979, Plot Plan No. 18875, Plot Plan No. 18876, Plot
Plan No. 18877 and Plot Plan No. 18879, unless these plot plans are amended by the Board of
Supervisors.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of }Supcrvisors that copies of Plot Plan No.
16979, Plot Plan No. 18875, Plot Plan No. 18876, Plot Plan No. 18877 and Plot Plan No. 18879 shall Bg
placed on file in the Clerk of the Board, in the Office of the Planning Director, and in the Office of the
Building and Safety Director, and that no applications for other development approvals shgll be accepted
for real property described and shown in the project, unless such applications are substanﬁélly in
accordance herewith.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors that the Clerk of the Board is
directed to file the Notice of Determination with the County Clerk for filing and posting.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supf_:rvisors. that the custodians of the |
documents upon which this decision is based are the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors and the County ,

Planning Department and that such documents are located at 4080 Lemon Street, Riverside, California.

ROLL CALL:

Ayes: Buster, Tavaglione, Stomne, Benoit, and Ashley
Nays: None '
Absent: None

The foregoing is certified to be a true copy of a resolution duly
adopted by said Board of Supervisors on the date therein set forth.

KECIA HARPER-IHEM, Clerk of said Board

By:

Deputy
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Carplyn Syms Luna

Director : JUN 29 201

TO: [ Office of Planning and Research (OPR) FROM: Riverside County Planning Department LAR&E
P.0. Box 3044 X] 4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor & ey
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 P. O. Box 1409 "Jﬂ-ﬁ’al Cah 82211
£ County of Riverside County Clerk Riverside, CA 92502-1409 Mayer
Depu
SUBJECT: Filing of Notice of Determination in compliance with Sectfon 21152 of the California Public Resources Code. ¥
COUN
50, Plot Plan Nos. 16979, 18875, 18876, 18877 and 18879 Neg D TY CLERK
Project Tite/Case Numbers ad per PH C 21 152 it Eﬂbﬁ
Christian Hinojosa (951) 855-0972
County Contact Person Phone Number -, U N
2002121128 27 201
State Clearinghouse Number (i submitted to the State Clearinghouse)
) Removed: _
Obayashi Comp. 420 E 3rd Street, Suite 600; Los Angeles, CA 13 —
Project Apphicant Address Y e
) . : Coun!}: of Ri Dept.
Northerly of State Highway 60, southerly of Philadelphia Avenue, easterly of Etiwanda Avenue and westerly of Grape: mg!ﬂi{dﬂ. State of Califomis
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This is to advise that the Riverside County Board of Supervisots, as the lead agency, has approved the above-referenced project on
made the following determinations regarding that project: .

June 14, 2011, and has

The project WILL have a significant effect on the environment.

An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for the project pursuant to the provisions of the California Envirenmental Quality Act ($2,839.25 + §64.00).
Mitigation measures WERE made a condition of the approval of the project.

A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan/Program WAS adopted.

A statement of Overriding Considerations WAS adopted for the project.

ISARI Tl

This is to certify that the Final Environmental Impact Report, with comments; responses, and record of project approval is available to the general public at:

Riversjde County Planning Department, 4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor, Riverside, CA 92501.
RV T apo_ Boavd_Pegichant Jone 120
: Dole

(. Sig Title

Date Received for Fili nd Posting at OPR:
OM#j Revisad 8/25/2009  Y:\Planning Case Files-Riverside office\EIR00450\0H-PC-BOS Hearings\BOS\06-14-11\PP16979, 18875-77, 1887GANCD Form.docx

JUN14200 2.3

Please charge deposit fee case#: ZEIR00450 ZCFG02693 .
FOR COUNTY CLERK'S USE ONLY




STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

ENVIRONMENTAL FILING FEE CASH RECEIPT
Receipt #: 201100534
State Clearinghouse # (if applicable):

Lead Agency: COUNTY PLANNING Date:  06/22/2011

County Agency of Filing: Riverside Document No: 201100534

Project Tirte: EIR 00450; PP 16979; 18875; 18876; 18877 18879

Praject Appficant Name: OBAYASHI CORP Phone Number:

Project Applicant Address: 420 E. 3RD STREET SUITE #600 LOS ANGELES CA 500013

Project Applicant;  Private Entity

CHECK APPLICABLE FEES:

X} Environmental Impact Report 2839.25

[ Negative Declaration

3 Application Fee Water Diversion (State Water Resources Control Board Only)

71 Project Subject to Certified Regulatory Programs

[&] County Administration Fee $64.00

] Praject that is exempt from fees (DFG No Effect Determination (Form Attached))
[ Project that is exempt from fees (Notice of Exemption)

Total Received 2903.25

T

Signature and title of person receiving payment:

Notes:



COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE
TRANSPORTATION AND LAND MANAGEMENT AGENCY

George A. Johnson - Agency Director

Planning Department

Carolyn Syms Luna - Planning Director

TO: @ Office of Planning and Research (OPR) FROM:  Riverside County Planning Department

P.O. Box 3044 Pl 4080 Lemon Street, Sth Floor O 38686 El Cerrito Road R
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 P O Box 1409 Palm Desen, California 92211
[ County of Riverside County Clerk Riverside. CA 92502-1409

SUBJECT: Filing of Notice of Determination in compliance with Section 21152 of the California Public Resources Code.

EIR00450 (Mira Loma Commerce Center), Plot Pfa%ﬁgﬁ-,@@ﬁ_ﬁ%ﬂ 7788, 18875, 18876, 18877 and 18879

Project Title/Case Numbers Neg Declaration JI[L *il‘(:f ! Jiﬂ%‘i?%gtti””‘.‘ {f__U [
. N 0 N : £ F4R v S —T
Christian Hinojosa 95180072 LI ,;.,w!, L = —
Counly Coniact Persen Phone Numbe "'F\\qf[')F-' ;';,-J,Mﬁ‘n f{“) Y
2002121128 APR 07 250 APR i g,
State ClearingRouse Number ot submitted 10 the State Cleannghouss) I[f-\ f}r ) U h’
TRy w
OC Real Estate Management, LLC i By g1 _""’A""?u. CLERK
54 De Forest Partnership, L.P. BY oo DB ey o
Sroject Applizant r:?;;ﬂw.s_sf Riversids, Staie o1 California a m'”;:'ey’f'.
ey

Community of Glen Avon of the Jurupa Area Plan in Western Riverside County, more specifically, northerly of State
Highway 60, southerly of Philadelphia Avenue, easterly of Etiwanda Avenue and westerly of Grapevine Street.

FProject Locaticn

The project evaluated in the EIR consists of development of six plot plans located within existing Mira Loma
Commerce Center, as follows:

A Plot Plan No. 16979 proposes to develop 200,731 square feet of industrial building with 190,731 square feet
of warehouse space and 10,000 square feet of office and mezzanine space on 11.01 gross (10.76 net) acre site with
a floor area ratio of G.42 (Light Industrial requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio).

B. Plot Plan No. 17788 proposes to develop 426,212 square feet of industrial building with 418,212 square feet
of warehouse space and 8,000 square feet of office space, 106,980 square feet of landscaping area (12%), 257
parking spaces and 51 loading docks on a 20.48 gross (18.73 net) acre site with a floor area ratio of 0.48 (Light
Industrial requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio).

C. Plot Plan 18875 proposes to develop 104,210 square feet of industrial building with 93,350 square feet of
warehouse space, 10,860 square feet of office and mezzanine space, 41,669 square feet of landscaping area (16%),
96 parking spaces and 18 loading docks on a 5.99 gross (5.00 net) acre site with a floor area ratio of 0.40 (Light
Industrial requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio).

D. Plot Plan No. 18876 proposes to develop twelve (12) industrial buildings, with a total building area of 97,010
square feet, with 83,810 square feet of storage space, 13,200 square feet of office space, 42,948 square feet of
landscaping area (15%) and 243 parking spaces on a 6.83 grass (6.42 net) acre site with a floor area ratio of 0.33
(Light Industrial requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio).

E. Plot Plan No. 18877 proposes to develop eight (8) industrial buildings, with a total building area of 144,594
square feet, with 92,094 square feet of storage space, 52,500 square feet of office space, 122,307 square feet of
landscaping area (22%) and 444 parking spaces on a 12.75 gross (10.23 net) acre site with a floor area ratio of 0.26
(Light Industrial requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio).

F. Plot Plan No. 18879 proposes to develop a 155,480 square feet industrial building with 145,480 square feet of
warehouse space, 10,000 square feet of office and mezzanine space, 53,941 square feet of landscaping area (16%),
131 parking spaces, 30 trailer parking spaces and 25 loading docks on a 7.99 gross (net) acre site with a floor area
ratio of 0.45 (Light Industrial requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio).

On October 28, 2010 the Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice (CCAEJ) filed an appeal of the



Planning Director’'s October 18, 2010 approval of the project.

On April 8, 2011 the Planning Commission Certified the Environmental Impact Report No. 450 (EIR No. 450); denied
the appeal in part and approved Plot Plan Numbers 16979, 18875, 18876, 18877 and 18879; and, upheld the appeal
in part and denied Plot Plan No. 17788.

Project Description

This is to advise that the Riverside County Planning Commission as the lead agency, has approved the above-referenced project on April 6, 2011,
and has made the following determinations regarding that project:

The project will have a significant effect on the environment.
Environmental impact Report No. 450 was prepared for the project pursuant to the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act
($2792.25+ $64.00).

Mitigation measures WERE made a condition of the approval of the project.
A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan/Program WAS adopted.

A statement of Overriding Considerations Wa$s adopted for the project.

Findings were adopted pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines section 15091

N

Mo rw

This is to certify that the Final Environmental iImpact Report. with comments, responses, and record of project approval is available to the general
public at: Riverside County Planning Department, 4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor, Riverside, CA 92501.

Divestor 0f Plannig md GIviwoct-€ i) 417(1]
Sigrbiur m M A w‘”’ﬁb % M\ h,_f_ 20 Date

Date Received for Filing and Posting at OPR:

DM/rj
Revised 8/25/2009
C:DOCUME-TALISHA~1, WIMLOCALS~\TempiMetaSaveiObayashi_ NOD for Planning Commission Aclion on 04-08-11.dog.DOCX

Please charge deposit fee case#: ZEA ZCFG 3
FOR COUNTY CLERK’S USE ONLY




STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

ENVIRONMENTAL FILING FEE CASH RECEIPT
Receipt #: 201100294

State Clearinghouse # {if applicable):

Lead Agency:  COUNTY PLANNING Date:  04/07/2011

County Agency of Filing: Riverside Documens No: 201100294

Project Title: BIR00450; PP 16979, 11788, 18875, 18876, 18877 AND 18879

Project Applicant Name: OC REAL ESTATE MGMT, LLC, 54 DE FOREST Phone Number: 213 687-8700

Project Applicant Address: 420 E. 3RD STREET, SUITE 906 LOS ANGELES CA 90016-1645

Project Applicans:  Private Entity

CHECK APPLICABLE FEES:

3 Environmental Impact Report

[ Negative Declaration

[C] Application Fee Water Diversion (State Waler Resources Conirol Board Qnly)

[ Praject Subject 1a Certified Regulatory Programs

County Administration Fee $64.00

Project that is exempt from fees (DFG No Effect Determination (Form Attached))
[T Project that is exempt from fees (Notice of Exemption)

Total Received $64.00
~F j,.-‘ =
F . ) - -
. . . 7 /N )-
Signature and title of person receiving payment: ¢ A
i

Notes!



STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

ENVIRONMENTAL FILING FEE CASH RECEIPT
Receipt#: 201000955

State Clearinghouse # (if applicable):

Lead 4gency:  COUNTY PLANNING Date: 10/20/2010

County Agency of Filing:  Riverside Document No: 201000955

Project Title: ETRD0450 PP NOS, 16979,17788,188, 18876, 18877 AND 188795

Project Applicant Name: COUNTY PLANNING Phone Number:  951-955-0972

Project Applicant Addvess: 4080 LEMON ST RIVERSIDE, CA 92502

Project Applicant:  Local Public Agency

CHECK APPLICABLE FEES:

Environmental Impact Report 2792.25

[[] Negative Declaration

[ Application Fee Water Diversion (State Water Resources Control Board Only)

[J Project Subject 1o Certified Regulatory Programs

& County Adminisiration Fee $64.00

[C] Project that is exempt from fees (DFG No Effect Determination (Form Attached))

[0 Project that is exempt from fees (Notice of Exemption)
Total Received 2856.25

. . Y s !
Signature and title of person receiving payment: el y

Notes:



COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE
TRANSPORTATION AND LAND MANAGEMENT AGENCY

George A. Johnson - Agency Director

Planning Department

Carolyn Syms Luna - Planning Director

TO: E] Office of Planning and Research (OPR) FROM: Riverside County Planning Department '
P.O. Box 3044 BX] 4080 Lemon Street, Sth Floor [ 38686 El Cerrito Road
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 P. O. Box 1409 Palm Desert, California 82211

X County of Riverside County Clerk Riverside, CA 92502-1409

SUBJECT: Filing of Notice of Determination in compliance with Section 21152 of the California Public Resources Code.

EIR00450 (Mira Loma Commerce Center), Plot Plan Nos. 16979, 17788, 18875, 1887 8%7 and 1 9
Project Title/Case N(umbers ) COUNTY CLERK elﬁ ﬁ L 8]% KD\

- — ration/Ntc Determination RIVERSIDE COUNTY
Christian Hinojosa %Q%Edﬁgmc 21152
County Contact Person Phone Number - POSTED JUN 1 5 20 4”
2002121128 g
State Clearinghouse Number (if submitted fo the State Clearinghouse) JU N 1 5 20" 5 LARRY W, WARD, CLERK

y 4o | . §
SP 4 Dulles, L.P. Removad: — R
Project Appticant Address De PT

By: :
Community of Glen Avon of the Jurupa Area Plamgﬁm\ﬁ!eisésm RieyGii®@ @ unty; more specifically, northerly of State
Highway 60, southerly of Philadelphia Avenue, easterly of Etiwanda Avenue and westerly of Grapevine Street.

Project Location

The project evaluated in the EIR consists of development of six plot plans located within existing Mira Loma
Commerce Center, as follows:

A. Plot Plan No. 16979 proposes to develop 200,731 square feet of industrial building with 180,731 square feet
of warehouse space and 10,000 square feet of office and mezzanine space on 11.01 gross (10.76 net) acre site with
a floor area ratio of 0.42 (Light Industrial requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio).

B. Plot Plan No. 17788 proposes to develop 426,212 square feet of industrial building with 418,212 square feet
of warehouse space and 8,000 square feet of office space, 106,980 square feet of landscaping area (12%), 257
parking spaces and 51 loading docks on a 20.48 gross (18.73 net) acre site with a floor area ratio of 0.48 (Light
Industrial requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio).

C. Plot Plan 18875 proposes to develop 104,210 square feet of industrial building with 93,350 square feet of
warehouse space, 10,860 square feet of office and mezzanine space, 41,669 square feet of landscaping area (16%),
96 parking spaces and 18 loading docks on a 5.99 gross (5.00 net) acre site with a floor area ratio of 0.40 (Light
Industrial requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio).

D. Plot Plan No. 18876 proposes to develop twelve (12) industrial buildings, with a total building area of 97,010
square feet, with 83,810 square feet of storage space, 13,200 square feet of office space, 42,948 square feet of
landscaping area (15%) and 243 parking spaces on a 6.83 gross (6.42 net) acre site with a floor area ratio of 0.33
(Light Industrial requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio).

E. Plot Plan No. 18877 proposes to develop eight (8) industrial buildings, with a total building area of 144,594
square feet, with 92,094 square feet of storage space, 52,500 square feet of office space, 122,307 square feet of
landscaping area (22%) and 444 parking spaces on a 12.75 gross (10.23 net) acre site with a floor area ratio of 0.26
(Light Industrial requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio).

F. Plot Plan No. 18879 proposes to develop a 155,480 square feet industrial building with 145,480 square feet of
warehouse space, 10,000 square feet of office and mezzanine space, 53,941 square feet of landscaping area (16%),
131 parking spaces, 30 trailer parking spaces and 25 loading docks on a 7.99 gross (net) acre site with a floor area
ratio of 0.45 (Light Industrial requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio).

On June 14, 2011 the Board of Supervisors Certified the Environmental Impact Report No. 450 (EIR No. 450);

"I



approved Plot Plan Number 17788.

Project Description

This is o advise that the Riverside County Board of Supervisors as the lead agency, has approved the above-referenced project on June 14, 2011,
and has made the following determinations regarding that project:

1. The project Will have a significant effect on thé environment,
Environmental Impact Report No. 450 was prepared for the project pursuant to the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act
($2792.25+ $64.00).

Mitigation measures WERE made a condition of the approval of the project.
A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan/Program WAS adopted.

A statement of Overtiding Considerations Was adopted for the project.

Findings were adopted pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines section 15091

N

o U hw

This is to certify that the Final Environmental Impact Report, with comments, respanses, and record of project approval is available to the general
public at: Riverside County Planning Department, 4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor, Riverside, CA 92501.

/%j /\ Director, Planning & Environmental Services [0 ! Iq’ / } I

V) sy \_~ Albert A. Webb Associates Date

Date Received iling and Posting at OPR:

DM/ij
Revised 8/25/2009
CADOCUME~1\ALISHA~1.WIN\LOCALS~1\Temp\MetaSave\Obayashl_ NOD for Planning Commission Action on 04-06-11.doc.DOCX

Please charge deposit fee case#: ZEA ZCFG .
FOR COUNTY CLERK’S USE ONLY
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l COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE
TRANSPORTATION AND LAND MANAGEMENT AGENCY

George A. Johnson - Agency Director

Planning Department

Carolyn Syms Luna - Planning Director
10: [X] Office of Planning and Research (OPR) FROM: erside County Planning Department )
P.O. Box 3044 4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor [0 38686 El Cerrito Road
P. 0. Box 1409 Palm Desert, California 92211

Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 -0 E
X County of Riverside County Clerk Riverside, CA 92502-1409

SUBJECT: Filing of Notice of Determination in compliance with Section 21152 of the California Public Resources Code.

EIR00450 (Mira Loma Commerce Center), Plot Plan Nos. 16979, 17788, 188 16?]876[]:1.8877 and 18879

Project Title/Case Numbers

= e RIVE D /
Christian Hinojosa 951-955-0972 ok GOUNN D
County Contact Person Phone Number JU N

COUNTY 15 2011
2002121128 Neg D,??’&faﬁonmrc%oﬁgk - LARR
State Clearinghouse Number (if submitted to the State Clearinghouse) iled pga PR.C. 21 {g"zfnall'ﬂn Y W. WARD, CLERK
STED B .

OC Real Estate Management, LLC L . /‘”}“’"‘MD\gm

54 De Forest Partnership, L.P. - JUN 1

Project Applicant P Address 5 20”
R .

Community of Glen Avon of the Jurupa Ar gn%fgwmmmwirside County; more specifically, northerly of State

Highway 60, southerly of Philadelphia Avep y tiwaagq Avenue and westerly of Grapevine Street.

Project Location O Riversj 8, State of canfwﬁ,é

The project evaluated in the EIR consists of development of six plot plans located within existing Mira Loma
Commerce Center, as follows:

A. Plot Plan No. 16979 proposes to develop 200,731 square feet of industrial building with 190,731 square feet
of warehouse space and 10,000 square feet of office and mezzanine space on 11.01 gross (10.76 net) acre site with
a floor area ratio of 0.42 (Light Industrial requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio).

B. Plot Plan No. 17788 proposes to develop 426,212 square feet of industrial building with 418,212 square feet
of warehouse space and 8,000 square feet of office space, 106,980 square feet of landscaping area (12%), 257
parking spaces and 51 loading docks on a 20.48 gross (18.73 net) acre site with a floor area ratio of 0.48 (Light
Industrial requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio).

C. Plot Plan 18875 proposes to develop 104,210 square feet of industrial building with 93,350 square feet of
warehouse space, 10,860 square feet of office and mezzanine space, 41,669 square feet of landscaping area (16%),
96 parking spaces and 18 loading docks on a 5.99 gross (5.00 net) acre site with a floor area ratio of 0.40 (Light
Industrial requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio).

D. Plot Plan No. 18876 proposes to develop twelve (12) industrial buildings, with a total building area of 97,010
square feet, with 83,810 square feet of storage space, 13,200 square feet of office space, 42,948 square feet of
landscaping area (15%) and 243 parking spaces on a 6.83 gross (6.42 net) acre site with a floor area ratio of 0.33
(Light Industrial requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio).

E. Plot Plan No. 18877 proposes to develop eight (8) industrial buildings, with a total building area of 144,594
square feet, with 92,094 square feet of storage space, 52,500 square feet of office space, 122,307 square feet of
landscaping area (22%) and 444 parking spaces on a 12.75 gross (10.23 net) acre site with a floor area ratio of 0.26
(Light Industrial requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio).

F. Plot Plan No. 18879 proposes to develop a 155,480 square feet industrial building with 145,480 square feet of
warehouse space, 10,000 square feet of office and mezzanine space, 53,941 square feet of landscaping area (16%),
131 parking spaces, 30 trailer parking spaces and 25 loading docks on a 7.99 gross (net) acre site with a floor area
ratio of 0.45 (Light Industrial requires a 0.25-0.60 floor area ratio).



On June 14, 2011 the Board of Supervisors Certified the Environmental Impact Report No. 450 (EIR No. 450);
approved Plot Plan Numbers 16979, 18875, 18876, 18877, and 18879.

Project Description

This is to advise that the Riverside County Board of Supervisors as the lead agency, has approved the above-referenced project on June 14, 2011,
and has made the following determinations regarding that project:

1. The project Will have a significant effect on the environment.
2. Environmental Impact Report No. 450 was prepared for the project pursuant to the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act
($2792.25+ $64.00).

Mitigation measures WERE made a condition of the approval of the project.
A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan/Program WAS adopted.

A statement of Overriding Considerations Wa$s adopted for the project.

Findings were adopted pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines section 15091

oo AW

This is to certify that the Final Environmental Impact Report, with comments, responses, and record of project approval is available to the general
public at: Riverside County Planning Department, 4080 Lemon Street, Sth Floor, Riverside, CA 92501.

Director, Planning & Environmental Services [0 ! ILl[ } ”

\J Signarl v Albert A. Webb Associates | pate

Date Received for Filing and Posting at OPR:

DM/

Revised 8/25/2009
CADOCUME~NALISHA~1. WIN\LOCALS~1\Temp\MetaSave\Obayashi_ NOD for Planning Commisslon Action on 04-08-11.doc.DOCX

Please charge deposil fee caseft: ZEA ZCFG :
FOR COUNTY CLERK’S USE ONLY




