MINUTES OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA
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1:30 p.m. being the time set for public hearing on the recommendation from Transportation
and Land Management Agency/Planning regarding the Public Hearing on General Plan Amendment
No. 1079, Change of Zone No. 7799, Plot Plan No. 25337, Parcel Map No. 36564, Environmental
Impact Report No. 534 (Fast Track Authorization No. 2008-24) — Intent to Certify Environmental
Impact Report No. 534 — Applicant; William A. Shopoff — Engineer: Urban Environs — 5th District —
Cherry Valley Zoning District — Cherry Valley Gateway Policy Area, Cherry Valley Policy Area - The
Pass Area Plan — Community Development: Very Low Density Residential (CD:VLDR) (1 Acre
Minimum) and Rural: Rural Mountainous (R:RM) (10 Acre Minimum) — Location: Northerly of Cherry
Valley Boulevard, easterly of Interstate 15 and westerly of Vineland Street — 230.0 Gross Acres —
Zoning: Controlled Development (W-2) and Residential Agricultural (R-A-1) REQUEST: A General
Plan Amendment to change from Community Development: Very Low Density Residential
(CD:VLDR) (1 Acre Minimum) and Rural: Rural Mountainous (R:RM) (10 Acre Minimum) to
Community Development: Light Industrial (CD:LI) (0.25 — 0.60 Floor Area Ratio) Community
Development: Public Facility (CD:PF) and Open Space: Open Space Recreation (OS:0S-R) and
Rural: Rural Mountainous (R:RM) (10 Acre Minimum). The Change of Zone is a change from
Controlled Development Areas (W-2) to Industrial Park (I-P) with a portion remaining W-2. A Plot
Plan for a distribution facility consisting of two industrial buildings totaling 1,823,760 square feet,
located on 229 acres, of which approximately 140.23 acres would be included within the developed
portion of the project, and 84.8 acres would remain as natural open space. The Parcel Map
proposes to subdivide 229 gross acres into four parcels. APNs 407-220-004, 407-220-007, 402-
220-008, 407-220-009, 407-220-016, & 407-220-017. APNs 407-270-012, 407-270-013 are not part
of the project, but are part of improvements related to the project. [Applicant Fees 100%], the
Chairman called the matter for hearing.

Russell Brady, Planning Department Staff, presented the matter.
Bill Shopoff, Applicant

Brian Rupp, Applicant

The following people spoke in opposition:

Lloyd White Jeffery Lewis Erika Birky

Nancy Carroli Ron Roy Susan Pratt

Jack Carroll Colleen Partain Kathy Hamnemam
John Gray Doug Padgett Marianna Spatt
Pamela Smyth Joan Marie Patsky David Castaldo
Michele Delph James Robert Cruise |l Lynn Warren

Jay Honeyfield

Dr. Timothy Krantz
Dana Rochat
Carol Fleming
Lynn Jenkins
Steve Mehiman
Beverly Crowe
Nancy Honeyfield
Marti McCammon
Jon Heberling

Continued on page 2

Kristi Cruise

Joe Wheeler
Robert Gillume
Meagan Jackson
Tina Krummerle
Jennifer Hastings
Pat Doherty
George Eldridge
Linda Jean Foster
Steven Street

Diane Franklin
Patsy Reeley
Nancy Hall
Samuel Trussell
Mary Daniel
James Krausz
James Wright
Kathleen Dale
Robert DeCoster
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The following people spoke in favor:
Ken Our Michael Dea
Fernando Soto Loren Borstein
Daniel Brennan Kimberly Powell
Frank Staudenmaier Tonya Gallo
John Light

The following people spoke neutral:
Leonardo Gonzalez

Closed the Public Hearing
On motion of Supervisor Ashley, seconded by Supervisor Tavaglione and duly carried, IT

WAS ORDERED that the public hearing is closed and the matter is continued to Tuesday,
October 17, 2017 at 1:30 p.m. or as soon as possible thereafter.

Roll Call:

Ayes: Jeffries, Tavaglione, Perez and Ashley
Nays: None

Absent: Washington

| hereby certify that the foregoing is a full true, and correct copy of an order made and
entered on October 3, 2017 of Supervisors Minutes.

WITNESS my hand and the seal of the Board of Supervisors
Dated: October 3, 2017

Kecia Harper-lhem, Clerk of the Board of Superv_isors, in
(seal) and for joumof Riverside, State of California.

By: /dQ’L\J Deputy
XGENDA NO.

19-1

I

xc: Planning, COB



Oppose
Gateway

Offices of Miller, Rivera, Catlin
October 3, 2017

No. 19 5243

San Gorgonio Crossing

Semi and Full tractor Trailer Rigs do not need to be traveling up Cherry Valley and
further negatively impacting the air quality and opening another area for Truck Traffic.
These fossil fuel emissions, the worse in the Nation,will connect the Long Beach 1-10
and 1-60 Pollution Corridor from The Long Beach Harbor thru San Bernardino branching
off down I-15 and continuing toward Palm Springs along 1-10 where it visibly drops past
Mecca. America needs to stop consuming so much that they think they need to open
more distribution Centers. America needs to stop grading more precious Nature for over
consumption and market driven buying. We don’t need to support these Demon and
Reptilian Holidays that cause more mass consumption. People even worry that these
smaller tract housing areas don’t have enough space for their decorations. How
superficial and consumeristic and forest destructive is that? Jehovah did not say to fill
up garages and storage areas with Holiday decorations. We are to take care of the land
upon which we stand or it will turn into raging micro bursts and mini tornadoes. This
overdevelopment is causing overheating and fueling the hurricanes from heat collecting
in the upper atmosphere and Gateway will contribute to this grave situation.

The citizens who oppose Mr. Shopoffs dangerous plan represent 10 or more citizens a
piece who don’t know what is going to happen from a 2.6 million square foot assemblage
of buildings and truck bays in Calimesa, Beaumont and Cherry Valley. This will impact
all of Southern California by contributing more heat and polluting gasses absorbed by all
citizens, agricultural crops, wildlife, vegetation, soils.......

We need to stop more Orange County developers like Shopoff Group from Irvine from

planning any more Distribution Centers. There are no tenants. Major online and retail
stores have enough space and Bill Shopoff should not have this change of zone upheld by
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Riverside County who never should have passed this. Seriously, do not reelect any
Supervisor who voted for this colossal resource and carbon footprint.

Sadly, there are many empty Distribution Centers in Perris

1.
2.

3.
offs.

and those need to fill up before the County permits anything

and businesses coming in already built Distribution Centers need to be carefully
considered as necessary.

This County needs to be sued for allowing warehouses to be built just for tax write

These developers take off their losses for lack of renting the massive buildings

from their taxes. Without tenants that produce a necessary service and products,
warehouse and distribution centers will not be constructed unless the Board wants to
receive massive opposition. Not another building without data basing the ones we
already have .

This is probably the worst project by the
County of Riverside ever.

There is no Designation for Massive Distribution Center and there needs to be a
designation which will hopefully be fought by Communities like this one. This
isn’t Open Space or Light Industrial: This is Massive Distribution Center and
needs to be called what it is. Until this designation occurs, then, we need to
make thisa No Project Designation.

This property could not be zoned for Massive Distribution Center because it has
the potential CFD of 560 homes as is the adjoining development.This means
there is already tract housing as neighbors and another 500 plus planned which
also should be stopped. That is a lot of upcoming traffic and these thousands of
cars are supposed to sit in stalled traffic with houndreads of trucks. The truck
traffic around Pomona all the way out to San Bernardino is already beyond
healthful. This will cause major pollution barreling into Cherry Valley from
too many houses and too many trucks.

There are strong winds in this area to cause pollution distribution throughout
the area. ROG Reactive Organic Gases and NOx Nitrous Oxides will have
significant accumulation and will connect the I-10 Corridor pollution with San
Bernardino’s pollution. This pollution added to winds blowing from North will
continue to travel further down thru Menifee and Murrieta. Air Quality will be
at all time low and hospital trips will rise from asthma and emphysema attacks.
The amount of pollution decreased by Tier One standards and new trucks will
be outweighed by the number of trucks increasing to distribute goods to 478
truck bays at Gateway. 3PC
This truck traffic will cause massive traffic congestion.

It will be a long time before Vegetation matures to remove the stark massive

Industrial buildings that are 47 feet high. Trees would have to be very tall tree
species to cover this much action
Detailed description of manufactured slopes has not pleased the Sierra Club and
this project must be sent back to the Planning Comrgiﬁsj?puv £- 170 1182
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This project will disturb nocturnal wildlife and spring mating habits and violate

the animal species from Wildlife Corridor activities with photometric lighting

for the estimated 3,300 truck and car trips coming and going to this site a day.
Sensitive Vegetative Species

Sensitive vegetation communities THAT NEED TO REMAIN TO SUPPORT Botonical

Communities on the property that will not be the San Gorgonio Crossing project site:

mule fat scrub,
Riversidean sage and coastal sage scrub of which only 50
square miles is left of habitat.
Coastal sage chaparral scrub
Scrub oak chaparral
Yucaipa onion was observed on-site. Allium marvinii with only two other habitats
suitable for this species,

Reptile Species that occur on the property

Coastal whiptail occur in the Open coastal sage scrub, chaparral, woodlands
Dangerous snakes Red diamond because burrowing rodents hang here.

San Diego horned lizard

Coast horned lizard

San Diego horned lizard

Coast patch-horned lizard

Coast patch nosed snake

Western spadefoot

Two-striped garter snake

South Coast garter snake

Birds of Sensitive Recognition

Grasshopper sparrow which is expected to be seen in grassland
which occurs on site.
Southern Calif crowned sparrow could appear because Coastal sage scrub
habitat is present
Loggerhead shrike Grassland, open sage scrub, chaparral, and desert scrub
Merlin in grasslands can occur in any habitat
California horned lark prefers open plains with sparse vegetation
and plowed fields of bare dirt

Mammals

North Western San Diego pocket mouse Habitat coastal sage scrub and
grassland occurs on-site.
San Diego desert wood rat open chaparral and coastal sage scrub.
Open sage occurs on-site.
MSHCPCA focuses on 146 species.



H. Where is proof that the design complies with CalGreenCode Title 24 building
energy efficiency requirements that offer builders better windows, insulation,
lighting, ventilation systems that reduce energy consumption. The roof top Solar
will only account for 23 percent of the electrical needs of the building and the
buildings are magnamous energy consumers. Can you even image the amount of
electricity needed to cool these buildings? That is an average of 500 2000 square
foot houses, a major tract. In a disaster, these buildings will tip the scale of
whether we face a black out or not. They just can’t come on line in the scale of
fragile energy resources.

[ Sketchers at 1.8 million Square Feet did not create the jobs that were promised
and many of these warehouses are going to robotics which supplied jobs for
engineers for awhile and, then, the automation trumps the people. And once again
there are no clients and this is a tax write off.

J. Gateway will create a Heat Island and strong thermal activity off the adjoining
fields. This will impact the cherry crops and other agricultural enterprises.
Cherry blossoms could be blown away by strong wind.

This is too much building, grading, draining the Earth for resources to create another
slab of concrete and massive buildings.  Stop the Gateway and donate the property
to the Riverside County Habitat Conservation Authority




Maxwell, Sue
s . —————
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From: Maxwell, Sue
Sent: Tuesday, October 03, 2017 2:27 PM
To: George Johnson (GAJohnson@RIVCO.ORG); Perez, Juan (JCPEREZ@RIVCO.ORG); Leach, Charissa

(cleach@RIVCO.ORG); Young, Alisa; COB-Agenda (COB-Agenda@rivco.org); Dawson, Brett
(BDawson@RIVCO.ORG); District 4 Supervisor V. Manuel Perez (District4@RIVCO.ORG); District2;
District3; DistrictS; Supervisor Jeffries - 1st District (districtl@rivco.org)
Subject: FW: Public Comment - October 3, 2017 Item 19.1 (Opposition to Cherry Valley Warehouse)
Attachments: DC cherry Valley---rc-bos.doc

Good afternoon,

The attached letter of opposition to the Cherry Valley Warehouse project has been printed, logged, and added as back-up to
Agenda ltem 19.1 for the October 3, 2017 Board Meeting.

Thank you for your attention to this, and have a nice afternoon,

Sue Maxwell

Board Assistant

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

4080 Lemon Street, 1% Floor, Room 127
Riverside, CA 92501

{951) 955-1069 Fax (951) 955-1071
Mail Stop #1010

smaxwell@rivco.org

http://rivcocob.org/

NOTICE: This communication is intended for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is privileged,
confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If the reader of this communication is not the intended recipient or the employee or agent
responsible for delivering this communication to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this
communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by reply email or by telephone and
immediately delete this communication and all its attachments.

From: COB

Sent: Tuesday, October 03, 2017 11:41 AM

To: "albia miller' <stopbuildinganything@gmail.com>

Subject: Public Comment - October 3, 2017 Item 19.1 (Opposition to Cherry Valley Warehouse)

Good morning Ms. Miller,

The Clerk of the Board is in receipt of your letter sent via email regarding the San Gorgonio Crossing Project in Cherry
Valley, Agenda Item 19.1, and has included it in the record for the October 3, 2017 Board Meeting.

With thanks and warm regards,

Sue Maxwetl

Board Assistant
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors



4080 Lemon Street, 1t Floor, Room 127
Riverside, CA 92501

(951) 955-1069 Fax (951) 955-1071
Mail Stop #1010

smaxwell@rivco.org

http://rivcocob.org/

NOTICE: This communication is intended for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is privileged,
confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If the reader of this communication is not the intended recipient or the employee or agent
responsible for delivering this communication to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this
communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by reply email or by telephone and
mmediately delete this communication and all its attachments.

From: albia miller [mailto:stopbuildinganything@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 03, 2017 9:57 AM

To: COB <COB@RIVCO.0ORG>

Subject:

Dear Ms Maxwell

I did not get to come to Board today. My partner has Colon Cancer. I must get yelled at for not making his food
correctly.

Here is opposition to Gateway.

I wish I had more time to study these and some way to make a difference.

Ms. Miller
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING BEFORE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF RIVERSIDE COUNTY ON A
FAST TRACK GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 1079, CHANGE OF ZONE NO. 7799, PLOT PLAN NO
25337, AND PARCEL MAP NO 36564, IN THE FIFTH SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT AND NOTICE OF
INTENT TO CERTIFY AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that a public hearing at which all interested persons will be heard, will be held before
the Board of Supervisors of Riverside County, California, on the 1** Floor Board Chambers, County Administrative
Center, 4080 Lemon Street, Riverside, on Tuesday, October 3, 2017 at 1:30 P.M. or as soon as possible thereafter, to
consider an application submitted by William A. Shopoff - Urban Environs, on (FTA 2008-24) General Plan
Amendment No. 1079, which proposes to change the land use from Community Development: Very Low Density
Residential (CD:VLDR) (I Acre Minimum) and Rural: Rural Mountainous (R:RM) (10 Acre Minimum) to
Community Development: Light Industrial (CD:L1) (0.25 - 0.60 Floor Area Ratio) Community Development: Public
Facility (CD:PF) and Open Space: Open Space Recreation (OS:0S-R) and Rural: Rural Mountainous (R:RM) (10 Acre
Minimum); Change of Zone No. 7799, which proposes to change the zoning from Controlled Development Areas
(W-2) to Industrial Park (I-P) with a portion remaining W-2, or such other zones as the Board may find appropriate;
Plot Plan No. 25337, which proposes an industrial distribution facility consisting of two industrial buildings totaling
1,823,760 square feet, with 306 bay doors 30,000 square feet of office space, located on 229 gross acres, of which
approximately 140.23 acres would be included within the developed portion of the project, and 84.8 acres would
remain as natural open space (approximately 36 percent of the project site);, and Parcel Map No. 36564, which
proposes to subdivide 229 gross acres into four parcels (“the project”). The project is located northerly of Cherry
Valley Boulevard, easterly of Interstate 10 and westerly of Vineland Street, within the Cherry Valley Policy Area,
Cherry Valley Gateway Policy Area and the Pass Area Plan, Fifth Supervisorial District.

The Planning Department is recommending approval of the project and found that the environmental effects have
been addressed and recommends certification of Environmental Impact Report No. 534, which can be viewed at:
http://planning.rctlma.org/Home/PlanningNotices/EIRN0534-SanGorgonio.aspx

The project case file may be viewed from the date of this notice until the public hearing, Monday through Friday, from
8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. at the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at 4080 Lemon Street, 1st Floor, Riverside, California
92501, and at the Riverside County Planning Department at 4080 Lemon Street, 12 Floor, Riverside, California 92501.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION REGARDING THIS PROJECT, PLEASE CONTACT BRETT DAWSON,
PROJECT PLANNER, AT (951) 955-0972 OR EMAIL Bdawson@rivco.org.

Any person wishing to testify in support of or in opposition to the project may do so in writing between the date of
this notice and the public hearing, or may appear and be heard at the time and place noted above. All written
comments received prior to the public hearing will be submitted to the Board of Supervisors and the Board of
Supervisors will consider such comments, in addition to any oral testimony, before making a decision on the project.

If you challenge the above item in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at
the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence to the Planning Commission or Board of
Supervisors at, or prior to, the public hearing, Be advised that as a result of the public hearing and the consideration of
all public comment, written and oral, the Board of Supervisors may amend, in whole or in part, the project and/or the
related environmental document. Accordingly, the designations, development standards, design or improvements, Or
any properties or lands within the boundaries of the project, may be changed in a way other than specifically
proposed.

Alternative formats available upon request to individuals with disabilities. If you require reasonable accommodation,
please contact Lisa Wagner at (951) 955-1063, at least 72 hours prior to the hearing.

Please send all written correspondence to: Clerk of the Board, 4080 Lemon Street, 1st Floor, Post Office Box 1147,
Riverside, CA 92502-1147

Dated: September 19, 2017 Kecia Harper-Them, Clerk of the Board
By: Cecilia Gil, Board Assistant
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1736 Desert Almond Way
Beaumont, CA 95835

September 23, 2017

Riverside County Board of Supervisors
Clerk of the Board

P.0.Box 1147

Riverside, CA 92502-1147

RE: Fast track General Plan Amendment No. 1079 - October 3 BOS Agenda

Dear Sirs:

You will be hearing and reading impassioned and articulate statements about such
things as health and pollution, traffic safety, and reductions in residential property

values from the many opponents of the proposed Gateway/San Gorgonio Crossing
mega-warehouse.

However, I wish to focus on another serious problem with this proposal that has not
been widely discussed: Environmental Justice.

My friend Jim and his wife are seniors. They live in a senior commumty called
Rancho Calimesa. Both of them suffer from respiratory disease. Jim is a veteran
living on a fixed income, as are many of his neighbors in Rancho Calimesa and the
three other senior communities surrounding the Gateway property.

Jim, his wife and their Rancho Calimesa neighbors will be faced with the noise and
exhaust fumes from this 1.8 million sq. ft. warehouse (which will attract some 600
diesel big rigs a day). It will be located only % of a mile from their back fence if
you approve this zoning change.

I believe strongly that this warehouse proposal flies in the face of the county’s
General Plan as well as a new state law designed to protect disadvantaged
communities.

First, I bring to your attention this statement from the Healthy Communities section
of the General Plan:

“The policies in the Healthy Communities Element are intended to address Riverside
County’s key health issues and challenges with the goal of fostering the overall
health and well being of Riverside County residents. In addition, particular
attention is paid to those residents who are considered especially vulnerable

to public health risks, including children, the elderly, the disabled, and those
in poverty. The policies in this element address a wide range of i issues that affect
public health including: Land use and community design...”
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More importantly, this zoning change would clearly violate the intent of SB 1000 the
state law approved in September 2016.

Among other things, SB 1000 is designed to improve local planning efforts to reduce
environmental and health impacts on California’s most vulnerable residents. It
requires counties to include environmental justice elements in their General Plans
to ensure that local land use decisions do not pose environmental and safety risks to
disadvantaged populations.

Here's what the new law says: “The environmental justice element shall identify
objectives and policies to reduce the unique or compounded health risks in
disadvantaged communities by means that include, but are not limited to, the
reduction of pollution exposure, including the improvement of air quality.”

In order to help you make the right decision on this proposal, we conducted a
survey of the residents of Rancho Calimesa last year. The survey found that at least
80 percent of the residents have incomes low enough to qualify for Medi-Cal.

This is clearly the kind of disadvantaged community that SB 1000 is designed to
protect. These are clearly the “especially vulnerable” citizens described in your
General Plan. Your duty to them is clear.

There are plenty of available sites for warehouses and opportunities for job creation

in the Pass without having to violate the county’s General Plan and ruin people’s
lives.

Thousands of county citizens—and even a blue-ribbon committee selected by
Supervisor Ashley—have stated that Cherry Valley is NOT an appropriate location

for an industrial warehouse. Therefore, I respectfully urge you to vote down the
proposed zoning change.

Sincerely,

Stéve Mehlman
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Riverside County Board of Supervisors
Clerk of the Board

P.O. Box 1147

Riverside, CA 92502-11471
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September 27, 2017

7765 Lantana Rd,
Clerk of the Board - Beaumont; G.A 92323
4080 Lemon St., 1st Floor
P.0.Box 1147

Riverside, CA 92502-1147
RE: Public Hearing EIR#534 San Gorgonio Crossing Warehouse
To whom it may concern:

I request to speak to the Riverside County Supervisors at their meeting on October 3, 2017 at
1:30 regarding their review of EIR#534 San Gorgonio Crossing.

| am opposed to this project and welcome the opportunity to tell the supervisors why | am
opposed,

Thank You. Sincerely,

1167 Lantana Road
~Beaumont, CA 92223
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To the board of Supervisors,

I would like to express my opposition to the San Gorgonio Crossing Project otherwise known as Gateway
Warehouse or any other name it may go by. Residents of this area bought property in the area loving
the rural atmosphere and do not want the area to be industrialized like so many areas in the southland.
We love getting off the freeway and seeing open areas and the beautiful mountains. Warehouses are
ugly, obstruct the views, create traffic, noise, pollution, reduce our property values, and greatly increase
our likelihood of even more industrial growth in our area. The county has made a commitment to keep
our unincorporated community of Cherry Valley rural through the designation as a community of
interest, yet that commitment is being blatantly ignored to benefit developers who all want to change
our zoning to line their own pockets. PLEASE oppose this project as it ignores the promises of keeping
our rural atmosphere.

Thank you,
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September 27, 2017

Clerk of the Board

4080 Lemon Street

1%t Floor, PO Box 1147
Riverside, CA 92502-1147

Subject: Fast Track General Plan Amendment No. 1079, Change of Zone No. 7799,
Plot Plan No. 25337, and Parcel Map No. 36564

To: Supervisor Marion Ashley and all Riverside County Supervisors
I strongly urge you to VOTE NO on the subject General Plan Change Request.
1- The proposed use of the property is not a good or proper fit with the community.
2- There is overwhelming opposition to the project from Beaumont City Counc_il,
environment and air quality groups and local residents who would be negatively
impacted by the proposed development and truck traffic volume.
3- The Cherry Valley Bivd. overcrossing bridge over the 10 Fwy. Is only two lanes
and the pavement is not in great shape. In my opinion, that bridge could not

really accommodate all that heavy truck traffic, plus residential traffic.

PLEASE! Do the right thing for your constituents. VOTE NO ON THE SUBJECT
GENERAL PLAN CHANGE.

Yours truly,

Lois Ingham
1736 Desert Poppy Lane
Beaumont, CA 92223

ofaltr 9.1
2017- 101287
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Clerk of the Board

4080 Lemon Street 1% Floor
PO Box 1147

Riverside CA 92502-1147

General Plan Amendment No. 1079
Change of Zone No. 7799

Plot Plan No. 25337

Parcel Map No. 36564

Attn:
Board of Supervisors;

I am writing to vehemently oppose the proposed “San Gorgonio Crossings” project and
the change to OUR General Plan and Zoning in order for this project to proceed. I
opposed it when it was called “Gateway” and I oppose it even more now that it is being
Fast Tracked in order to accommodate the Developer, and ignore your residents concerns
and wishes.

This project does not fit in with Our community. Developers need to purchase property
zoned appropriately for the development they intend, not purchase “cheap” land that they
can develop any way they see fit simply by changing the Plan and zoning. It is your
responsibility to see that Our General Plan and Zoning is respected.

Ours is a beautiful area that we would like to see preserved. We are not “anti-

development” but simply want to see the area developed consistent within the boundaries
of Our General Plan.

We want sprawling 10 acre ranches on the hillsides, with 1 acre home sites nestled on the
valley floor. We want our residents to exit the freeway, drive up Cherry Valley Boulevard
and think: “Wow, I’m so lucky to live here.” We want visitors to our area to enjoy the
countryside, see the cattle and horses grazing, and smile at the goats playing in their pens.
What a Welcome to visitors coming to one of the area orchards to pick fruit on a family
outing, or going to Highland Springs Ranch or Oak Glen to one of the many festivals we
have, maybe stopping in at the Edward-Dean Museum to see the treasures it holds.

Now picture the same scenario fighting truck traffic the whole way, windows up and the
AC on to try to limit the diesel fumes belching into the car. Cars intermingling with Big
Rigs spewing exhaust coating the county sign pointing the way to the Art and Cultural
Center. “What kind of art and culture would be out here? This doesn’t look like the kind
of place where anybody cares about Art or Beauty”.

Well, we do care. We’re just not sure our Supervisors do.
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Mr. Ashley, please do right by your constituents. Please do not allow this General Plan
Amendment or Zone Change to go through. We do not want this project. We are counting
on you to lead the way, and letting the other Supervisors follow your example.

Sincerely,

. 7
s/l Q’%
Lisa McCoy
9410 Oak Glen Road
Cherry Valley CA 92223
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Clerk of the Board

4080 Lemon Street 1* Floor
PO Box 1147

Riverside CA 92502-1147

General Plan Amendment No. 1079
Change of Zone No. 7799

Plot Plan No. 25337

Parcel Map No. 36564

Board of Supervisors;

I am writing in strict opposition to the proposed project “San Gorgonio Crossings” and
any change to our existing General Plan and Zoning in order for this project to proceed.
This project is not wanted by the community, does not fit with our General Plan or the
needs and wants of our citizens and the future citizens of the many housing projects
already in development.

This project would turn our lovely area into a congested, diesel particulate belching
eyesore, negatively impacting our health, property values and quality of life.

We live in this area for the rural atmosphere, clean air and beautiful views. I moved here
from Redlands CA six years ago, enjoying the cooler temperatures, open spaces and lack
of traffic that the area affords, planning on retiring one day and spending the rest of my
life here. I chose the area knowing that it would indeed grow, but confident in the fact
that we have a plan in place that will protect our hillsides and valleys by limiting the type
and amount of growth. This project goes against all of that.

I hope you will do the proper thing for your citizens, and vote against this project,
General Plan Amendment and Change of Zone. It is not good for us. We do not want it.

Sincerely,

David Calderon
9410 Oak Glen Road
Cherry Valley CA 92223
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Linda Martinez D.D.S. September 27, 2017
40285 Grand Ave
Cherry Valley CA 92223

Clerk of the Board
4080 Lemon Street

1" Floor
Post Office Box 1147
Riverside CA 92502

Re: General Plan Amendment as Submitted by W. Shopoff

On or about September 22, 2017, I received notification from the Riverside County Clerk of the
Board (attached)

I have authored prior written concerns and regarding this Amendment. As elected officials of
your districts and its residents, I strongly request you vote against this project. As you consider
impact to the residents you represent, consider the following adverse results to your constituents
from the Warehouse project:

* Degradation of community air quality in the form of small particulate exhaust emitted from
diesel vehicles

* Traffic congestion in an already congested travel corridor. Please compare this to the
Weigh/Inspection stations located east of Banning

* Destruction of wildlife habitat and precious water resources

Cherry Valley is a unique rural open space with land use designation compatible with
uncongested “country style living”. Please uphold the will of its residents and voters and vote
against this amendment.

L ”7@5@05‘

Dr. L. Martinez, D.DS.

1of8(t7 q., |
ROl V-0 -1 BCTE




NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING BEFORE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF RIVERSIDE COUNTY ON A
FAST TRACK GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT, CHANGE OF ZONE, PLOT PLAN, AND PARCEL MAP, IN

THE FIFTH SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT AND NOTICE OF INTENT TO CERTIFY AN ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that a public hearing at which all interested persons will be heard, will be held before
the Board of Supervisors of Riverside County, California, on the 1% Floor Board Chambers, County Administrative
Center, 4080 Lemon Street, Riverside, on Tuesday, October 3, 2017 at 1:30 P.M. or as soon as possible thereafter, to
consider an application submitted by William A. Shopoff - Urban Environs, on (FTA 2008-24) General Plan
Amendment No. 1079, which proposes to change the land use from Community Development: Very Low Density .
Residential (CD:VLDR) (I Acre Minimum) and Rural: Rural Mountainous (RRM) (10 Acre Minimum) to:
Community Development: Light Industrial (CD:L1) (0.25 - 0.60 Floor Area Ratio) Community Development: Public
Facility (CD:PF) and Open Space: Open Space Recreation (0S:08-R) and Rural: Rural Mountainous (R:RM) (10 Acre
Minimum); Change of Zone No. 7799, which proposes to change the zoning from Controlled Development Areas.
(W-2) to Industrial Park (I-P) with a portion remaining W-2, or such other zones as the Board may find appropriate;
Plot Plan No. 25337, which proposes an industrial distribution facility consisting of two industrial buildings totaling
1,823,760 square feet, with 306 bay doors 30,000 square feet of office space, located on 229 gross acres, of which
approximately 140.23 acres would be included within the developed portion of the project, and 84.8 acres would-
remain as natural open space (approximately 36 percent of the project site);, and Parcel Map No. 36564, which
proposes to subdivide 229 gross acres into four parcels (“the project”). The project is located northerly of Cherry -
Valley Boulevard, easterly of Interstate 10 and westerly of Vineland Street, within the Cherry Valley Policy Area, -
Cherry Valley Gateway Policy Area and the Pass Area Plan, Fifth Supervisorial District. '

The Planning Department approved the project, found that the environmental effects have been addressed and
recommended  certification of Environmental Impact Report No. 534, which can be viewed at:
http://glanning.rctlma.ogg[Home/PlanningNotices/EIRNoS34*SanGorgonio.aspx

The project case file may be viewed from the date of this notice until the public hearing, Monday through Friday, from
8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. at the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at 4080 Lemon Street, lst Floor, Riverside, California
92501, and at the Riverside County Planning Department at 4080 Lemon Street, 12t Floor, Riverside, California 92501.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION REGARDING THIS PROJECT, PLEASE CONTACT BRETT DAWSON,:
PROJECT PLANNER, AT (951) 955-0972 OR EMAIL Bdawson®rivco.org. :

Any person wishing to testify in support of or in opposition to the project may do so in writing between the date of
this notice and the public hearing, or may appear and be heard at the time and place noted above. All written:
comments received prior to the public hearing will be submitted to the Board of Supervisors and the Board of -
Supervisors will consider such comments, in addition to any oral testimony, before making a decision on the project.

If you challenge the above item in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at
the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence to the Planning Commission or Board of
Supervisors at, or prior to, the public hearing. Be advised thatasa result of the public hearing and the consideration of
all public comment, written and oral, the Board of Supervisors may amend, in whole or in part, the project and/or the-
related environmental document. Accordingly, the designations, development standards, design or improvements, or

any properties or lands within the boundaries of the project, may be changed in a way other than specifically
proposed. :

Alternative formats available upon request to individuals with disabilities. If you require reasonable accommodation,
please contact Lisa Wagner at (951) 955-1063, at least 72 hours prior to the hearing.

Please send all written correspondence to: Clerk of the Board, 4080 Lemon Street, lst Floor, Post Office Box 1147,
Riverside, CA 92502-1147

Dated: September 19, 2017 Kecia Harper-Them, Clerk of the Board
By: Cecilia Gil, Board Assistant
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Riverside County Clerk of the Board
County Administrative Center

4080 Lemon Street, 1% Floor Annex
PO, Box 1147

Riverside, CA 82502-1147

LIC HEARING NOTICE
This may affect your property

Linda Martinez
40285 Grand Avenue
Cherry Valley CA 92223
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415.956.2828 (t) | Robert Dollar Building
415.956.6457 (f) | 311 California Street, 10th Fir.
San Francisco CA 94104

202.777.8950 (t) | The Bowen Building
202.347.8429 (f) | 875 15th Street NW, Suite 725

ROGERS JOSEPH O'DONNELL wwwriocom | V¥ashingion DC 20005

Nicholas T. Niiro
nniiro@rjo.com

October 3, 2017

VIA E-MAIL AND U.S. MAIL
cob@rivco.org

Riverside County Board of Supervisors
County Administrative Center

4080 Lemon Street

Riverside, CA 92501

Re:  Board of Supervisors Meeting Agenda Item 19.1 — General Plan
Amendment No. 1079, Change of Zone No. 7799, Plot Plant No.
25337, Parcel Map No. 36564, Environmental Impact Report No. 534

Dear Board of Supervisors:

I submit this letter on behalf of the Cherry Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors
(“CVAN”) and the Cherry Valley Environmental Planning Group (“CVEPG”) for
consideration at the meeting of the Riverside County Board of Supervisors meeting
scheduled for October 3, 2017, under Agenda Item 19.1 — “Public Hearing on General Plan
Amendment No. 1079, Change of Zone No. 7799, Plot Plant No. 25337, Parcel Map No.
36564, Environmental Impact Report No. 534.” 1 request that this letter and enclosure be
included in the record of this meeting.

Agenda Item 19.1 is a proposal to approve a project consisting of two 41-foot
tall industrial buildings totaling 1,823,760 square feet, with 306 “dock doors,” as well as a
General Plan Amendment and Change of Zone to change the applicable zoning from very
low density residential to industrial (“the Project”). On November 29, 2016, the County of
Riverside (“County”) circulated a Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the
project. CVAN and CVEPG provided comments on the DEIR on January 18, 2017. On
May 26, 2017, the County issued the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report
(“RDEIR”). CVAN and CVEPG provided comments on the RDEIR on July 10, 2017
(“RDEIR Comments™), which are enclosed with this letter and incorporated by reference.
Finally, on August 11, 2017, the County issued a Final Recirculated Draft Environmental
Impact Report No. 534 (“FEIR™).
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Riverside County Board of Supervisors
October 3, 2017
Page 2

Construction of the Project will involve extensive grading of approximately 3
million cubic yards of soil. The industrial buildings will be used as a regional distribution
center generating nearly 5,000 “passenger car equivalent” vehicle trips each day, which will
include more than 1000 “big rig” trips each and every day. RDEIR, pp. 3.16-21-3.16-22.
This means that if the Project operates 24 hours per day, a big rig will enter or exit the
facility once every 1.4 minutes, on average, 365 days a year.

The RDEIR and FEIR (collectively, “Environmental Documents™) fail to
adequately describe the Project and the environmental setting, fail to adequately disclose and
analyze the Project’s impacts on land use and planning, and rely on outdated analyses. The
Environmental Documents also fail to analyze a range of environmental impacts, mitigation
measures, and alternatives. The Environmental Documents thus fail to provide the public
with a thorough, properly defined, and finite description of the Project and its environmental
impacts.

The California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) requires that the
Environmental Documents analyze the whole of the Project including associated off-site
impacts and impacts that are further distant in the future. See CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126
(impact from all phases of the project), 15358(a) (direct and indirect impacts). These
requirements help ensure that the public and decision makers are reviewing and deciding on
the Project know the full scope of the project and its impacts. EIRs that fail to provide these
requirements undermine CEQA’s fundamental requirement of public disclosure. An
accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine qua non of an informative and
legally sufficient EIR. County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71 Cal.App.3d 185 (1977) (an
enigmatic or unstable project description impedes public input); see also San Joaquin
Raptor/Wildlife Reserve Center v. County of Stanislaus, 27 Cal.App.4th 713, 730 (1994).
Unfortunately, the Environmental Documents contain an incomplete project description and
analysis that fails to provide the public and decision makers with the necessary information
in order to analyze impacts and mitigation measures.

CVAN and CVEPG provided extensive comments on the deficiencies in the
RDEIR, which the FEIR fails to adequately address. This letter highlights some of the
deficiencies in the FEIR’s analysis. For example, the FEIR attempts to explain that the
Project will not impact the rural character of the community. FEIR, pp. 3-223-3-226. But
this analysis never explains how a nearly two-million square foot distribution center,
generating nearly 5,000 passenger equivalent daily trips could maintain the rural character of
the area. See RDEIR Comments, pp. 5-8.

There are also factual and legal errors in the FEIR. The RDEIR Comments
highlighted that the RDEIR failed to discuss policy LU 22.3 of the Riverside County 2015
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Riverside County Board of Supervisors
October 3, 2017
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General Plan (“2015 General Plan”), which protects “open space and the rural character of
the surrounding area.” RDEIR Comments, p. 7 n.2. The FEIR incorrectly states that Policy
LU 22.3 does not apply to the Project because the Project is not located within the Rural
Community Foundation Component. FEIR, p. 3-228. But the 2015 General Plan explicitly
applies Policy LU 22.3 to land designated as very low density residential, which is the
zoning of the proposed Project area. See 2015 General Plan, pp. LU49-LUS50. Similarly, the
FEIR states that the Project’s impacts on animals, crops, and water supply are discussed “in
detail” in Appendix B.1 of the RDEIR. FEIR, p. 3-236. In fact, this section does not
substantively discuss any of these issues. And as another example, in concluding that the
Project will have no significant impacts to agricultural resources, the FEIR states that
farming has not been conducted in the Project area for 30 years. FEIR, p. 3-231. This
ignores that the Project area has been designated Farmland of Local Importance (id.) and that
the land is still used for grazing (RDEIR, p. 3.2-1).

Responding to the comment that the Project would disrupt and divide the
physical arrangement of an established community (RDEIR Comments, pp. 7-8), the FEIR
concludes that the project would retain a significant amount of open space (FEIR, p. 3-299).
But this glosses over the fact that the Project would add two giant buildings and a
significantly increase traffic in the area. The FEIR similarly argues that the Project will not
have a significant impact on light pollution, but its analysis only focuses on the light from the
buildings at the Project site itself — not the significant increase in light from increased
number of vehicles going to and from the Project. See FEIR, pp. 3-299-3-230. The FEIR
states that the assumption of 24-hour operations at the Project was made for all analyses
(FEIR, p. 3-221), but then concludes that “trucks traveling to and from the project site would
be intermittent and would not result in any significant aesthetic impacts” (FEIR, p. 230).
Without addressing these inconsistencies, the Environmental Documents remain legally
inadequate to support Project approval under CEQA.

The Environmental Documents also attempt to defer the analysis of a known
future action — the development of water storage tanks for which the Project will provide
building pads and access. See FEIR, p. 3-229. The impacts of this known future related
project must be analyzed now. See CEQA Guidelines, § 15144, Similarly, the
Environmental Documents must consider the emissions associated with manufacturing and
transport of construction material, which — contrary to the FEIR’s assertion — are not too
speculative to be considered at this time. See FEIR, p. 3-234.

The Environmental Documents further rely on outdated information. For
example, in determining that the threatened burrowing ow! has a “low probability to occur on
the project site,” the RDEIR relied on observation results that are over four years old.
RDEIR, 3.4-2-3.4-3. The FEIR does not address this deficiency. The FEIR gives similar
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short shrift to the potential effects of pesticides and light pollution on wildlife in the Project
area and surrounding areas. For example, it determines that impacts to pesticide use are not
required to be analyzed because the Project “would not use large quantities of pesticides
beyond what is typical for routine commercial use.” FEIR, p. 3-238. This ignores that the
Property area is not zoned for commercial use. The FEIR similarly concludes that the
Project will not be a significant source of light on the open space that could affect wildlife.
Id. But this ignores the significant increase in traffic light that will be caused by the Project
and project into the open space.

In responding to the RDEIR Comments highlighting that mitigation measures
for air quality impacts will be unenforceable, the FEIR simply states that the mitigation
measures will be “subject to review and verification by the County.” FEIR, p. 3-231. This
falls short of ensuring that “mitigation measures will actually be implemented . . . .”
Federation of Hillside & Canyon Ass’ns v. City of Los Angeles, 83 Cal.App.4th 1252, 1261
(2000). The FEIR similarly does not explain how the mitigation of noise impacts will be
enforced, except to say “[t]his mitigation measure will be enforced by the County of
Riverside.” FEIR, p. 3-243. The Environmental Documents must contain specific methods
for ensuring implementation of mitigation measures.

Finally, the Environmental Documents continue to fail to provide a legally
adequate analysis of project alternatives. For example, in response to the statement in the
RDEIR Comments that there was insufficient analysis of alternative sites for the Project, the
FEIR simply finds that “[t]he use of an alternative project site was not considered feasible,
because no other sites are owned or controlled by the project applicant, and no other site was
deemed sufficient to support the project.” FEIR, p. 3-247. This contravenes the requirement
that “[a] potential alternative should not be excluded from consideration merely because it
‘would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more
costly.” Save Round Valley Alliance v. County of Inyo, 157 Cal. App. 4th 1437, 1456-57
(2007) (quotations omitted). ‘

CVAN and CVEPG accordingly request that the Board of Supervisors: (1)
Deny the certification of Environmental Impact Report No. 534, (2) Deny General Plan
Amendment No. 1079; (3) Deny the Change of Zone No. 7799; (4) Deny Plot Plan No.
25337; and (5) Deny Parcel Map No. 36564.
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Thank you.

Very truly yours,

s W

NICHOLAS T. NHRO

Enclosure
NTN:cc

cc (via e-mail):
John F. Tavaglione (district2@rivco.org)
Chuck Washington (district3@rivco.org)
Kevin Jeffries (districtl(@rivco.org)
V. Manuel Perez (district4@rivco.org)
Marion Ashley (district5@rivco.org)
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CHERRY VALLEY PASS ACRES AND NEIGHBORS
' ' P.O. Box 3257
" BEAUMONT, CALIFORNIA 92223

July 10, 2017

VIA E-MAIL AND U.S. MAIL
bdawson@rivco.org

Brett Dawson

Project Planner

Riverside County Planning Department
4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor
Riverside, CA 92501

Re: Comments on Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report for
San Gorgonio Crossing Project

- Dear Mr Dawson:

We are submitting these comments on the Recirculated Draft Environmental
Impact Report (“RDEIR”) for the San Gorgonio Crossing Project on behalf of Cherry Valley
Pass Acres and Neighbors “CVAN”) and thé Cherry Valley Environmental Planning Group
(“CVEPG”). Please provide us with all future notices regarding this Project.

On Novémber 29, 2016, the County of Riverside (;‘County”) circulated a Draft
EIR (“DEIR”) for the project. CVAN and CVEPG érovided comments on the DEIR on |
January 18, 2017. ‘On May 26, 2017, the Coﬁnty issued the RDEIR, explaining that the
revisions were based, in part, on “a comment received from Caltrans after the close of the
public comment period, stating that the traffic counts used for the traffic analysis may be
significantly different from the current year and should be updated.” RDEIR, §V 11 It states
thgt “an updated traffic study was completed based upon the comments raised frdm Caltrans”

and that “as a result of the new traffic study, updated air quality, greenhouse gas, health risk
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~ assessment, and noise studies have been prepared and incorporated into” the RDEIR. el
states that the revisions “do not increase or alter the project’s development type or intensity
but merely clarify information in the Draft EIR.” Id. |

CVAN and CVEPG incorporate by reference their comments on the DEIR, to
| the extent that they have ﬁot been addressed in the RDEIR. A copy of the prior comment
letter is attached hereto as Exhibit A.

CVAN is a California non-proﬁt corporation comprised of more than 306
families, many of whom live and work in Cherry Valley, an unincorporated community of
interest located north and east 6f the proposed project.

CVEPQG is a California nbn—proﬁt corporation that was established to protect
and preserve the environment and water supply in and around Cherry Valley.

The RDEIR relates to a proposed project consisting of two 41 foot tall
industrial buildings totaliﬁg 1,823,760 square feet, with 306 “dock doors,” as well as a
* General Plan Amendment and Change of Zone to change the applicable zoning from very
low density residéntial to industrial (“the Project”). Construction of the Project will involve
extensive grading of approximately 3 miilion cubic yards of soil. The industrial buildings
will be used as a regional distribution éenter generating nearly 5,000 “passenger car
equivalent” vehicle trips each day, which will include more than 1000 “big rig” trips each

and every day. (RDEIR, pp. 3.16-21-3.16-22) This means that if the Project operates 24
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hours per day, a big rig will enter or exit the facility once evefy 14 minufes, on average, 365'
days a year.!

Among dther deﬁciencies, discussed in detail below, the RDEIR faiis to
adequately describe the Project and the environmental setting, fails to adequately disclose
and analyze the Project’s impacts on land use and planning, and relies on outdated
analyses. The RDEIR also fails to analyze a range of environmental impacts, mitigation
measures, and alternatives. The RDEIR for the Project fails to provide the public with a |
thorough, properly defined, and finite description of the Project and its environmental

impacts. CEQA requifcs that an RDEIR analyze the whole of the Project including
| associated off-site impacts and impacts that are further distént in the futur.e. See CEQA
Guidelines, §§ 15126 (impact from all phases of the project), 15358(a) (direct and indirect
impacts). These requirements help ensure that the pﬁblic and. décision makers are reviewing
and deciding on the Project know the full scope of the project and its impacts. EIRs that fail
to provide these requiréments undermine CEQA'’s fundamental requirement of public
disclosure. An accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine qua non of an

informative and legally sufficient EIR. County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71

Cal.App.3d 185 (1977) (an enigmatic or unstable projedt description impedes public input);

! A major deficiency of the RDEIR is that it provides no disclosure to the public concerning
what the operating hours of the facility will be. For purposes of the public services analysis,
the RDEIR states that it assumed “for worst case analysis purposes” that the facility would
operate 7 days a week, 24 hours a day. (RDEIR, pp. 3.14-12) It is unclear whether this
assumption was made for other analyses, and if not, why not. The facility’s planned hours of
operation must be disclosed and the impacts of those hours of operation must be evaluated.
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see also San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Reserve Center v. County of Stanislaus (1994) 27
Cal. App.4th 713, 730. Unfortunately, the RDEIR contains an incomplete project descrlptlon

and analy31s that fails to provide the pubhc and decision makers with the necessary

information in order to analyze impacts and mitigation measures.

The RDEIR’s Disclosure and Analysis of Impacts on Land Use and Planning are Inadequate

The Project site is located within what the December 8, 2015, County of
Riverside General Plan (“2015 General Plan”) designated as the “Cherry \;alley Gateway
Policy Area of Cherry Valley.” The land use designation for the Project site is “Very Low |
Density Residential.” (2015 General Plan, Pass Area Plan (“PAP”), p. 12) This designation
provides for “single-fami}y detached residences on large parcels of 1 to 2 acres.” (/d.) The
Project seeks to change this land use designation to “Ligﬁt Industrial."’ Currently, this land
use is not permitted in any portion of the Cherry Valley Gateway Policy Area, and the
Project is wholly inappropriate for the site as it would substantially degrade the rural
character of the area.

As stated in the PAP, “Cherry Valley, located east of Interstate 10 and north of
Beaumont, is a rural and equestrian community with small orchards, mobile homes, and
single family residences.” (/d. at 24) The intent of the Cherry Valley Policy Area “is to
maintain the predominantly rural» community nature of this area.” (Id.) The PAP recognizes
the “rural atmosphere of the area,” the limited capacity of public services, and flooding

hazards. (/d.)
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The PAP provides that the Cherry Valley Gateway Policy Area “shall be
developed as a gateway to Cherry Valley” and "‘shall be developed to evoke the rural
character of that area.” (Id. (emphasis added)) The PAP further states that the Cherry
Valley Gateway Policy Area “shall also serve as a community separator between Beaumont
and Calimesa,” and that “it is envisioned that clustering and buffering will be utilized in
order to preserve open space and mainiaiﬁ the rural character of the afea.” (Id. at 24
(emphasis added))
In an apparent attempt to smooth over unfavorable findings in the DEIR, the

County eliminated two of the finding from the DEIR: (1) fhat “[t]he project would not result
in a substantial alteratiqn of the presént or planned land use of an area” (DEIR, p. 3-10-21);
and (2) fthat “[t]he Project would be compatible with existing surrounding zoning” (DEIR, p.
3.10-24). The RDEIR now instead concludes that “the Project would not conflict with any
applicable land use plan, policy, or re;gulation of any agency with jurisdiction ox)er the |
project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose 6f avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect.” (RDEIR, p. 3. 1 0-22). The RDEiR makes this claim, despite the clear policy
statements of the 2015 General Plan, and the admitted rural nature of the Project site. The

‘ 2015 General Plan is the blueprint for development, specifically intended to ensure certain
environmental effects, and prevent‘others. The Project would entirely change the intended
rural nature of the Project site. The RDEIR’s analysis of this issue is accérdingly legally

deficient.

3921432




Brett Dawson
July 10, 2017
Page 6

As a preliminary matter, the RDEIR s;ates that “the General Plan
acknowledges the potential for higher intensity uses for Lllnde.veloped parcels by stat_ing
explicitly that ‘[hjigher densities may be allowed through a géneral plan amendment....” |
(RDEIR p. 3.10-24) However, the RDEIR misleadingly fails to include the remainder of the
sentence, which sfates that such higher densities may be allowed “provided such
development meets the goals of the policy area.” (PAP, p. 24) The PAP describes the goals
of the policy area as follows: “The policy area shall be develope;d as a gateway to Cherry
Valley, and it shall be developed to evoke the rural character of that &ea The policy area
shall also serve as a community separatoi' between Beaumont and Calimesa. To accomplish
these two goals, it is envisioned that clustering and buffering will be utilized in order to
preserve open space and maintain the rural charactertof the area.” (PAP, p. 24)

A nearly 2 million square foot distribution cénter, generating nearly 5,000
“passenger equivalent” daily trips, which will include more than 1,000 trips by diesel
emitting big rig trucks, hardly sérvés to “maintain the rﬁral character of the area,” nor does it

“evoke the rural character” of Cherry Valley. The Project cannot be reconciled with the

PAP, and the Project does not “meet the goals” of The Cherry Valley Gateway Policy Area.

In sum, there is no basis for the RDEIR’s conclusion that “the Project wou!d
not conflict with any applicable land uSe plan, policy, or regulation of .;my agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited‘to the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, of zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating

an environmental effect.” (RDEIR, p. 3.10-22) And because the ﬁridings were
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unsupportable, the RDEIR inappropriatély omits the prior findings in the DEIR th.at the
Project ;‘would not result in a substantial alterationAof the present or planned land use of an
area,” or that “ [t]hé Project would be compatible with existing and planned surround land
uses.” (DEIR, pp. 3.10-21, 3.10-25) |

The RDEIR acknowledges that a threshold of signiﬁcance is whether the
Project is “consistent with the land use designations and policies of the General Plan....”
(RDEIR, p. 3.10-20) Yet the findings of the RDEIR avoid discussion of this issue. While
~ the DEIR found that the Project “would be consistent ‘with the land use designations and
policiés of the General Plan” (DEIR, p. 3.10-28), the RDEIR deletes this language, in
addjtion to language from other related sections, as discussed above. Moreover, the RDEIR
includes no analysis at all as to how a nearly 2 million sqliare foot distribution center
(generating nearly 5,000 “passenger equivélent” vehicle ﬁips a day) “evokes the rural
character” of Cherry Valley. In fact, it does not, and is irreconcilably inconsistent with the
2015 General Plan and PAP.?

Finally, there is no basis for thé RbEIR’s finding that “[t]he project would not
‘disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established cornmunity[.]” (RDEIR, p. |

3.10-21) The Project site is within Cherry Valley, which the PAP describes as “a charming

2 The RDEIR also fails to discuss policy LU 22.3 of the 2015 General Plan, which states that
when an area such as Cherry Valley has been designated as a “rural community,” the County
will “[e]nsure that development does not adversely impact the open space and rural character
of the surrounding area.” (2015 General Plan, LU-50) Here, there can be little question that
the Project will adversely impact the rural character of Cherry Valley, given its proposed
industrial (and non-agricultural) uses, and the resulting impacts (including noise, light,
aesthetic, air pollution, water supply). '
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community distinguished by and named after a concentration of cherry orchards.” (PAP, p.
8) The Riverside Local Area Formation Commission has designated Cherry Valley “as an
Unincorporated Community in order to preserve this existing rural character.” (/d.) Yet the
RDEIR utterly fails to disclose and analyze impacts that this Project would have on the

overall Cherry Valley community.

The RDEIR’s Disclosure, Analysis, and Mitigation of the Project’s Aesthetic Impacts are

Inadequate.

As discussed above, the Project imposes a huge (nearly 2 rxiillibn square foot)
distribution facility on a property that is currently vacant and serves as a gateway to Cherry
Valley. The RDEIR’s conclusion that the Project will have a less than significant impaét on
scenic resources is based on a woefully inadequate analysis, consisting of visual
“sﬁnulatfons” from 14 locations. (RDEIR, Exhibit 3.1-3) All of these locations are in |
relatively close proximity to the Project site, and none of them abpear to be within the Cherry
Valley Policy area, particularly areas that are to the north and east of the Project site. It is
essential that the aesthetic impacts on these areas be eyaluéted, including the impacts of
nighttime lighting on the rural environment. In addition, we note that none of the visual
simulations depict the proposed Project (i.e., two massive distribution center buildings‘). The
simulations are thus inherently misieading.

The analysis of aesthetic impacts also does not evaluate the impacts of the
Yucaipe; Valley Water District (“YVWD?”) water storage tanks proposed for the Project sites,

instead impermissibly deferring analysis until YVWD conducts its own environmental
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review. RDEIR, p. 2-23. These known future effects of the Project need to be evaluated
now. Final}y, the RDEIR fails to sufﬁciently analyze the impacts of the significant big rig
truck traffic on aesthetics. RDEIR, pp. 3.1-30-3.1-31. Currently, the Project site is
ﬁndeveloped with minimal traffic. The Project will generate nearly 5,000 “passenger
equivalent” vehicle trips a day. The RDEIR only briefly discussesl the effect of headlights at
nights. Id. This constant parade of big rigs is likely to have a significant aesthetic impact on
the I;ublic, and Cherry Valley specifically, beyond just an in increase in light from headlights
and needs to be evaluated.

The RDEIR’s analysis, and mitigation of light impacts, is also inadequaté.
While recognizing that the Project has a poténtially significant impact on nighttime views in
thé area, the RDEIR fails to clearly disclose those impacts, particulafly iﬁ areas of Cherry
Valley that are to the north and east of the Project. And after conceding that there may be
potentially significant impacts, the proposed mitigation measure is merely the future
submission of a “photometric plan” td be submitted to the County, without any specific

~ standards. This supposed mitigation measure thus fails as a matter of law.

" The RDEIR Fails Adequately to Disclose, Analyze and Mitigate Impacts to Agricultural
Resources |

The RDEIR recognizes that the approv.ed Project site land uses include
agriculture, and that the Project site contains nearly 150 acres of “Farmland of Local
Importénce.f’ (RDEIR, p. 3.2-1; Exhibit 3.2-1) The RDEIR also recognizes that the Projeét

site is currently utilized for agricultural uses (grazing), as are surrounding properties, which

392143.2



Brett Dawson

July 10, 2017

Page 10

also are used for grazing and horse ranching. (/d.) The Project will unquestionably convert
this farmland to non-agricultural resources. The loss of agricultural resources should be fully
mitigated, yet the RDEIR contains no mitigation measureé to address this impact. The
RDEIR should consider, among other things, the use of conservation easements to mitigate
the Project’s impacts.

The RDEIR’s Disclosure, Analysis, and Mitigation of Air Quality Impacts and Greenhouse

Gas Emissions are Inadequate.

The RDEIR concedes that the Project will have signiﬁcaﬁt impacts on air
quality, both during construction and operation. Yet the EIR does not impose any
meaningful mitigation measures on the operation of the fécility, beyond imposing
informatioﬁal and seemingly voluntary requirements on the tenants. (RDEIR, p. 3.3-38)
These miﬁgation measures do not satisfy CEQA. Mitigation measures must be “fully
enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other measures” so “that feasible
mitigation measures will actually be implemented as a condition of development.”
Federation of Hillside & Canyon Ass’ns v. City 011p Los Angeles, 83 Cal.App.4th 1252, 1261
(2000). The RDEIR added language that was not in the DEIR stating that the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program “shall be enfdrced through the preparation [sic] permit
conditions, agreements, or other» measures as a condition of development.” RDEIR, p. 3.3-
37. Butit doeé not explain how the specific components of the proposed operational
mitigation would actually be made enforceable. Tﬁese types of non-binding mitigation

measures fail to meet CEQA’s standards of full enforceability.
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The analysis of Greenhouse Gas Emissions is deficient inﬂseveral respects.
First, as with air quality impacts, the RDEIR fails to consider a full range of mitigation
measures. The Project should fully mitigate its significant air quality and climate change
impacts. In addition, the County and app}iéant should cénsult with expert agencies, such as
the California Air Resources Board, the California Air Pollution Control Officer’s
Association, and the South Coast Ai_r.“Quality Management District, to, among other things,
identify‘feasible alternatives and mitigation measures. |

The CEQA Guideiines require the lead agency to “make a good-faith effort,
based to the extent possible on scientific and factual data, to describe, calculate or gstimate
the amount of greenhouge gas emissions resulting frorh a project.” Guidelines § 15064.4(a).

The RDEIR improperly fails to disclose key assumptions made about trip
lengths for heavy-duty trucks, nor does it disclose the basis for its assumptions about thé
percentage of daily trips that would be made by these vehicles. The RDEIR also fails to
account for air quality impacts within the Salton Sea Air Basin, Mojave Desert Air District,
and the San Diego Counfy Air Basin violating CEQA’s requirements that an RDEIR must
analyze whether the Projeét “[vjiolates» any air quality standard or contributes substantially
to an existing or projected air quality violation.” Guidelines App. G § Iﬁ(b).

The RDEIR élso’ fails to account for the emissio‘hs associated with .
manufacturing and transport of building materials, and operational goods for the project. For
example, construction of nearly 2 million square feef of development will take substantial

amounts of construction material including concrete. Cement and concrete manufacture is
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extremely energy intensive producing a large amount of greenhouse gas emissions. - The
manufacture of concrete accounts for roughly 3% of California’s greeﬁhouse gas emissions.
These numbers must be integrated into the greenhouse gas emissions significance

- determination in order to perform the good faith analysis required under CEQA. CEQA
requires that “an agency must use its best efforts to find out and disclose all that it reasonably
can” (Guidelines § 15144), that an RDEiR must make “good faith effort at full disclosure”
(Guideline; §1515 1),_ and that an impact may only be deemed speculative “after thorough
investigation.” (Guidelines § 15145).

As péu't of its énalysis of global warming impacts, the RDEIR must also
address black carbon, an important short-lived pollutant that contributes to gloBal and
regional warming. Black carbon is produced by incomplete combustion and is the black
component of soot. Although combustion produces a mixture of black carbon and organic
carbon, the proportion of ‘black carbon produced by burning fossil fuels, such as diesel, is
much greater than that produced by burning biomass. 3 Black carbon heats the atmosphere
through a variety of mechanisms. First, it is highly efficient at absorbing solar radiation

and in turn heating the surrounding atmosphere. Second, atmospheric black carbon

absorbs reflected radiation from the surface. Third, when black carbon lands on snow and

~ 3 Ramanathan V. & Carmichael G., Global and Regional Climate Changes Due to Black
Carbon, Nature Geoscience 1:221-227 (2008) (“Ramanathan & Carmichael 2008”).
http://www.climate.org/PDF/Ram_Carmichael.pdf; Jacobson M., Strong Radiative Heating
Due to Mixing State of Black Carbon in Atmospheric Controls, Nature 499: 695- 697 (2001)
(“Jacobson 2001”). http://www.stanford.edu/group/efmh/jacobson/Articles/VI/nature.pdf
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ice, it reduces the reflectivity of the white surface which causes increased atmospheric
warming as well as accelerates the rate of snow and ice melt. Fourth, it evaporates low
clouds. (Ramanathan & Carmichael 2008; Jacobson 2001). Black carbon is also detrimental
to human health. Black carbon has been linked to a {/atiety of circulatory diseases. One -
study found an increased mortality rate was correlated with exposure to black carbon.” Like
greenhouse gases, black carbon emissions from various types of engines and activities can
be estimated tﬁrough nuﬁedcal calculations. (Bond 2004). Thus, there is no reason why
black carbon can reasonably be omitted from these estimates. The RDEIR fails to anaiyze
the impécts of black carbon emissions during both the construction and operation phase of
the project. The Project will result in a large increase in diesel exhaust frc;m the existing
conditions, which is a major source of biack carbon. | |
In addition to thoroughly evaluating project alternatives, because it is.clear
that the Project’s greenhouse gas emissions will cumulatively contribute to global warming,
“the EIR must propose and describe mitigation measures that will minimize the significant
environmental effects that the EIR has identified.” Napa Citizens for Honest Gov't v. Napé
County Bd. of Supervisors, 91 Cél.AppAth 342, 360 (2001). CEQA requires that agencies
“mitigate or avoid the significant éffects on the environment of projects that it carries out or

approves whenever it is feasible to do so.” Pub. Res. Code § 21002.1(b). CEQA

4 Maynard D. et al., Mortalitj/ risk associated with short-term exposure Lo traffic particles and sulfates.
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1867995/
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specifically requires lead agencies to “consider feasible_rﬁeans, suppoited by ‘sulbstantial
evidenqc and subject to monitoring or reporting, of mitigating the significant effects of
greenhouse gas emissions.” Guidelines § 15126.4(c). Mitigation of a project’s significant
impacts is one of the “most important” functions of CEQA. Sierra Club v. Gilroy City
Council, 222 Cal.App.3d 30, 41 (1990). Tﬁerefore, it is the “policy of the staée that public
agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible
mitigation measures which will avoid or substantially lessen the significant envifonmental
effects of such projects.” Pub. Res. Code § 21002.

There are any number of additional feasible measures that can be incorporated
to reduce vehicle miles tfaveled, energy use, waste, water consumption, and other sources of
emissions. The California Air Pollution Control Officer’s Association White Paperon
CEQA and Climate Change identifies existing and potential mitigation measures that could
be applied to projects during the CEQA process to reduce a project’s GHG emissions. The
California Office of the Attorney General aiso has developed a list of reduction mechanisms
to be incorporated through the CEQA process. These resources provide a varied array of
mitigation measures to be incorporatéd in both the programmatic and project level. The
RDEIR evaluates a few mitigation measures but de%,ermines that none are feasible. RDEIR,
PpP- 3.3-40-3.3-41. The RDEIR must include a more robust analysis of a greater variety of

mitigation measures to determine whether they are feasible in reducing the Project’s

significant greenhouse gas impacts.
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* The RDEIR aiso fails to address how the projected effects of g‘lobal‘warming
will exacerbate the impacts of the Project. CEQA requires that an EIR “analyze any
significant environmental effects the project might cause by bringing devclopment and
people into the affected area.” Guidelines § 15126.2(a). The air quality analyéis must
disclose how the increased temperatures‘ in the project area will exacerbate the already
' severe air quality conditions. Riverside County in particular, has some of the Worst air

quality in the nation, even when compared to other highly urban, populated counties in
California. Riverside County is ranked as one of the “Dirtiest/Worst Counties” in the United
States for almost all criteria pollutants under the Clean Air Act. Climate change is having a
major adverse impact on numerous plant and animal species. The RDEIR should have
disclosed this threat to species, and discussed the potentiality of the Project contributing to
the massive problem. Finally, climate change will have a major adverse impact on water
supplies; the RDEIR shoulc! have disclosed these impacts and discussed the potential for the
Project to contribute to this problem. The RDEIR must use its best efforts to find out and

disclose all it reasonably can about the impacts of climate change on the environment and—
most importantly—use that information to form an educated opinion about how to plaﬁ and
adapt for the impacts of climate change.

The RDEIR’s Disclosure, Analysis and Mitigation of Biological Impacts are Legally

Deficient
The RDEIR concedes that the Project site contains burrows that could support

the Western Burrowing Owl, which is considered tb be a Bird of Conservation Concern by
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the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Burrowing Owls are listed as a Spécies of Concern in

California. California’s remaining burrowing owls are threatened primarily by habitat loss to

. urban development, persecution of ground squirrels, and intensive agricﬁliural practices. The

| practice of evicting owls from dchlopment sites is accelerating local extinction of owls from
rapidly urbanizing areas. Other factors contributing to the decline of owls statewide include
destruction of buﬁows thrbugh disking apd grading, impacts of pesticides, increased
predation by nonnative or feral species, habitat fragmentation, and other human-caused
mortality from vehicle strikes, electrified fences, collisions with wind tﬁrbines, shooting, and
vandalism of nesting sites. |

The RDEIR fails fo adequately account for the Project threats to local and

regional populations of the burrowing owl, or adequatély mitigate for the loss of burrowing
owl populations. Burrows were found on the Project site, and the site, and adjacent aréas,
contained potential burrowing owl habitat. (RDEIR, p. 3.4-30; Appendix C, p. 4y’ The
mitigation measures of avoiding burrowing owls when they are present will not mitigate the
decline in population and loss of habitat that the project contributes to. Cbnsiderihg the
magnitude of threafs, and ongoing population decline in the Project area the Project poses a

 substantial threat to the Burrowing' Owl. |

The RDEIR relies upon the MSHCP for mitigation of both direct and

cumulative biological impacts related to this project. However, the RDEIR fails to disclose

? In addition, the surveys for burrowing owls appear to be outdated, last conducted either in
2013 or 2008. (RDEIR, Appendix C)
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the uncertainty regarding the implementation of mitigation measures contemplated in the
MSHCP to provide for the mitigétion of poténtially significant impacts to biological
résources relied upon in the MSHCP and RDEIR. The failure to require binding and
effective mitigation, disclose the uncertainties associated with mitigation, and analyze the A
provision of other sources of mitigatioh and the environmental impacts of those mitigation
measures violates CEQA. Additionally, the RDEIR presents no information regarding
impacts to covered ‘species from pesticide use associated with the project.
The RDEIR fails to disclose or analyze the impacts of light pollution on

wildlife. Light pollution is a major problem that can significantly confuse migratory birds
and otherwise disturb and disrupt wildlife fdraging and breeding. Light pollution can
seriously threaten the continual survival of numerous species. The RDEIR needs to fully
diéclose these risks; only then can the likely effectiveness of proposed mitigation measures f
be evaluated when compared to the severity of the risk. Given the’ impact that light pollution |
has on wildlife species, particularly migratory birds such as the many species that utilize the
SIWA as habitat, the proinosed mitigation measures are inadequate to protect against this
harm. This is‘eépeci'élly true in light of evidence showing that light pollution can be felt as
far as 100 miles away.
The RDEIR’s Disclosure, Analysis and Mitigation of Traffic Impacts are Legalty Deficient.

| The Project will result in a 24 hour a day parade of big rig trucks into an area-
that is known for its rural charm. They will reach the Project éite via Interstate 10, with a

single exit in each direction. The Project will result in the degradation of service at the east
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bound ramp of I-10 from “C” in the morning to “f ” (RDEIR, p. 3.16-46) Service at
Calimesa Boulevard and Cherry Valley Boulevard also will degrade to “D” during the
afternoon houré. While the RDEIR concedes that t(his is a significant adverse impact, the
only mitigation measures that the RDEIR identifies are payment éf varioﬁs “fair share” fees
to pay for future roadway improvements. And even with these payments, the RDEIR admits
- that the impacts willlbe significant ’and “unavoidable.”

TheARDEIR’s trafﬁc analysis is deficient for several reasons..

First, the RDEIR contains no analysis concerning whéther, and if so, to what
degree, the payment of “fair share” fees will mitigate traffic impacts. Without such analysis,
and evidence of when such irnprm;es will go on line, it is impbssible for the decision maker
to evaluate the efficacy of the mitigation. |

Second, the RDEIR (and its traffic study) fail to evaluate the d_irect> and
cumulative impacts at other key streets and intersections; namely, Beaumont Avenue to I-10,
Cherry Valley Boulevard to Highland Springs Rbad, Highland Springs Road to I-10, -
Brookside Avenue between Beaumont Avenue and 1-10, and Oak Valley Parkway between
Cherfy Valley Boulevard and I-10. Given the deterioration of service at the closest I-10 on
ramp (at Cherry Valley Road) it is likely that many of the fhousands of trips that the Project
will generate will attempt these routes. In addition, the EIR utterly fails tc; evaluate impacts

on State Highway 60.
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The RDEIR’s Water Supply Analysis is Legally Deficient

| The RDEIR’s analysis of impacts on water»supply are woefully inadequate,
starting with its discussion of the Project’s planned water consumption. On the same page. of
the RDEIR, it is estimated that the Projeét will consume either 42,840 gallons of potable
water each day (15,636,600 gallons pef year) or 11,140,000 gallons per year. (RDEIR, p.
3.17-21) The RDEIR, on the same pagc;., states that the Project will consume either 12.35
million gallons of “recycled” water for landsbaping each year, or 8.99 million gallons each
year. (Id.) Later, the RDEIR states that” [r]eéycled (outdoor) water for landscape irrigation
is estimated to be 8.99 milliﬁm gallons per year for a total of 20.35 million gallons a year of
water required to serve the proj ect.” (RDEIR, p. 3.17-25) There is no attempt to reconcile
these'.divergent figures, rendering the RDEIR deficient as an informational document.

The RDEIR purports to rely on the YVWD’S 2010 Urban Water Management

Plan. However, no such document is available at the web address provided in the RDEIR.
- In fact at the time the RDEIR Was circulated for public comment (in November 2016), the
operable document was the 2015 San Bérnardino Valley Regional Urban Water Management -
Plan (“2015 UWMP”).® The 2015 UWMP does not identify demahd from the Project in its
analysis of the YVWD’s water supply calculation. And the 2015 UWMP states that
“[r]ecycled water was not used in 2010 nor projected for use in 2015.” (-2015 UWMP, p. 12-

27). It is impossible to reconcile this statement with the RDEIR’s assertion that recycled

6

http://publicdocuments.yvwd.dst.ca.us/WebLinkPublic/0/edoc/181411/2015%20Regional %2
0Urban%20Water%20Management%20Plan%20-%20YVWD.pdf ’ .
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water will supply 12.35 million gallons (or 8.8 million gallons) of recycled water to the
Project each aqd every year.

The failure to present this information to the public and the decision makers
renders the RDEIR legally deficient. The failure to include this informatiqn also pndercuts
~ the conclusion that irhpacts to water resources will not be significant.

The froject also requires anngxation into the YVWD, and if this occurs
infrastructure wili be needed to constructed deliver water to the Project, iﬁcluding
construction of two 1 million gallon water storage tanks on the Project site. But there is no
disclosure and analysis of impacts associated with this annexation or the construction of this
infrastructure, including aesthetic impécts and growth inducing impacis. Once again,
without this analyéis the RDEIR fails as an informational document, and also improperly
segments the Project. The impacts of the entire Project, including the modification of the
YVWD’s service area and construction of substantial new infrastructure, must be includ;ed in
~ this RDEIR, so that the public can understand the full scope of the Project’s, environmental

impacts.

' The RDEIR’s Disclosure, Analysis and Mitigation of Significant Noise Impacts are
Deﬁéient. |
The Project inll generate nearly 5,000 “passenger car equivaleht” vehicle trips
per day, and wﬂl potentially operate on a 24 hour per day basis. The RDEIR concedes that
noise from the Project will likely exceed local nighttimeoperationai noise level standards.

(RDEIR, pp. 3.12-25-3.12-27) The RDEIR’s solution to this significant impact is to require
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~ that loading bays be equipped “Qifh sealed gasket bay doors.” (/d.) Yet thére is no anglysis

‘in Vthe RDEIR of the efficacy of this solution, nor does this appear to be an enforceable
project condition. Beyond that, »the RDEIR failed to consider other feasible mitigatiprx, such
as curtailing the hours of opération of the distribution center.

The noise analysis is deficient in other respects. In examining off site noise
impacts, the RDEIR did not assess impacts on the E;pproved Sunny Cal residential project
directly across the street from the Project. (RDEIR, Appendix H, Exhibit 4) Further, the
RDEIR did not evaluate off site impacts to the north and east of the project. The RDEIR did
not evaluate noises associated with backup “warning beepers” that may be required of
vehicles entering tﬁe distribution, center. |

The RDEIR’s Discussion of the Project’s Growth Inducing Impacts is Deficient

The RDEIR’s minimal discussion of the Project’s growth inducing impacts

~ hardly meets the standards imposed by CEQA. The RDEIR concedes that currently no water -

and wastewater is available at the Project site, and that in order to accommodate the
development “off-site water and sewer lines in Cherry Valley Boulevard and Calimesa

‘ Boulevard will be constructed.” (RDEIR, p. 5-1). The RDEIR also notes that two 1 million
gallon water storage tanl;s will also be constructed “to serve other properties in rthe Yucaipé
_Valley Water District (YVWD) service area,” (RDEIR, p. 5-2). And the RDEIR adrhits that

the construction of these facilities “would potentially encourage subsequent development by
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37

removing infrastructure barriers to growth in the vicinity of the project.”’ But there is no

_discussion, even in a general way, of where these impacts are likely to occur (i.e.,
immediately in the vicinity of Project or in other areas of the YVWD service area, or
elsewhere?) In addition, the RDEIR should diScusé the growth inducing impacts of bringing
 YVWD water into an area traditionally served by the Beaumont Cherry Valley Water |
District, which has faced significant restrictions on its supply of water. '

The RDEIR’s Discussion of the Project’s Cumulative Impacts is Deficient -

Inits cumulative impacts analysis, the RDEIR does not clearly.identify the
projects that are being considered as likely to produce similar impacts, nor does it provide ariy
analysis as to why the study area was defined as it was. Asa ;'esult, the RDEIR fails as an
informational document. Ata mi‘nimum, the RDEIR must provide the analysis discussed above,
and also must include all projects in the area near the Project (Banning, Beaumont, Moreno
Valley, Cabazon, Calimesa, Yucaipa and unincorporated western Riverside County). In
partic;ular, the RDEIR must consider the Butterfield (4862 homes), Rancho San Gorgonio
(3385 homes), and O’Donnell Business Park (1 million square feet of warehousing) projects

in Banning.® However, it is critical that the RDEIR carefully analyze all projects within the

7 As is discussed above, another failure of the RDEIR is its failure to disclose and analyze the
environmental impacts of this major infrastructure project.

% Projects in neighboring cities that should be considered in the cumulative impacts analysis
can be located here: http://www.ci.beaumont.ca.us/DocumentCenter/Home/View/233
http://www.ci.banning.ca.us/106/Major-Commercial-Projects
http://www.ci.banning.ca.us/298/Major-Residential-Projects
http://www.moreno-valley.ca.us/edd/pdfs/new-pdfs/new-dev-sum.pdf
http://yucaipa.org/wp-content/uploads/com_dev/Update.pdf
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study area (adjacent unincorporated areas of Riverside County, and other neighboring cities’
(Banning, Beaumont, Moreno Valley, Cabazon, Calimesa, Yucaipa)) that contribute to regional
impacts relating to traffic, air quality, and impacts on water .usage. Because of the manner in
which the RDEIR has been drafted, we do know that the RDEIR has not considered impacts

from many projects within this area:

The RDEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze a Reasonable Range of Alternatives.
| The RDEIR fails to consider a meéningful analysis of reasonable alternatives

to the Project in order to lessen or avoid the Project’s significant impacts. CEQA mand;ates

- that significant environmental damage be avoided or substantially lessened where feasible.
Pub. Res. Code § 21002; Guidelines §§ 15002(a)(3), 15021(a)(2), 15126(d). A rigorous
anélysis of reasonable alternatives to the project must be provided to comply with this strict
mandate. “Wiihout meaningful analysis of alternatives in the EIR, neither courts nor the
pﬁblic can fulfill their proper foles in the CEQA process.” Laurel Heights Improvement
Ass’nv. Regent;s' of Um‘ﬁersity of California, 47 Cal.3d 376, 404 (1988). Moreover, “[a]
potential alternative should not be excluded from consideration merely because it ‘would '
impede to'some degreé the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly”
even when that alternative includes Project development on an alternative sité. Save Round
Valley Alliance v. County of Inyo, 157 Cal. App. 4th 1437, 1456-57 (2007) (qﬁotations

omitted).

A hittp:/fwww cityofcalimesa.net/planning. htm
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Here, the RDEIR failed to consider a reasonable range of alternatives, most
significantly by not considering an alternative site. The RDEIR dismisses an alternate site as
infeasible because the Project proponent does not own another site, because “no other site

was deemed sufficient to support the project,” and because any other project would have the

‘same impacts. (RDEIR, p. 6-2) However, there is utterly no analysis to support these

conclusions, particularly that there is no othér location in southern California with equivalent
access to I-10. In addition, the statement that an alternative site would have the safne
impacts is simply untrue. Another site would not be loc\ated' within a rural and equestrian .
community, which the County by policy seeks to maintain. Thus, an alternative location
would not necessary have the séme land use and aesﬁeﬁc impacts as the Project site, and
may al’éo have reduced noise, traffic, Watér supply and afr quality impacts. The RDEIR
should carefully analyze these issues befdre rejecting this alternative out of hand.

Other feasible alternatives that the RDEIR should have considered would be a
facility served by rail (thus potentially reducing air pollu;cion and traffic issues), the use pf the
Project site for a school, and the use of the site for cpmmercial retail. In addition, the
RDEIR’s rejection of other, less environmental damaging alternatives (e. g., no projéct and
Cherry Valley Gateway Specific Plan Alternative) based on failure to satisfy the project
objectivés is improper; the RDEIR caﬁnot avoid an analysis‘ of a reasonable raﬁge of
alternatives by narrowly drawing project objectives, as appears to be the case here.

In sum, the Project will have significant and long standing environmental

impacts on the Pass Area, and its residents, and will degrade, and destroy the rural character
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of the'existing Cherry Vall.ey Community. As such, we urge you to reject this Project so that
a future property owner can develop the property in a manner that is consistent with the.

objectives of the Pass Area Plan and scrves the needs of the residents of the Pass Aresi.

- Very truly yours,

Patsy Reel 9/ il/&‘?’\
President Cherry Valley Pass Acres & Neighbors -

Gl Doty

Patrick Doherty
President Cherry Valley Environmental Planning

Group

ce: RobertC. Goodman, Esq.
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CHERRY VALLEY PASS ACRES AND NEIGHBORS
P.O.Box 3257
BEAUMONT, CALIFORNIA 92223

January 18,2017

- VIA E-MAIL
bdawson@rctima.org

‘Brett Dawson

Project Planner

County of Riverside .

4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor
P.O. Box 1409

Riverside, CA 92502-1409

Re: - Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report for
San Gorgonio Crossing Project

Dear Mr. Dawson:

Wé are submitting these comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(“EIR”) for the San Gorgonio Crossing Project on beﬁalf of Cherry Valley Pass Acres and
- Neighbors “CVAN”) and the Cherry Valley Environmental Planning Group (“CVEPG”).
"Please provide us with all future nétices regarding this Project. |

CVAN is a California non-profit corporation comprised of more than 300
families, many of whom live and work in Cherry Valley, an unincorporated community of
interest located north and east of the proposed project. |

CVEPG is a California non-pr;)ﬁt corporation that was established to protect
and preservé the environment and water supply in and around Cherry Valley.

The EIR relates to a proposed project consisting of two 41 foot tall industrial
buildings totaling 1,823,760 square feet, with 306 “dock doors,” as well as a General Plan

Amendment and Change of Zone to change the applicable zoning from very low density
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residential to industrial (“the Project”). Construction of the Project will involve extensive
grading of approximately 3 million cubic yards of soil. The industrial buildings will be used
as a regional distribution center generating nearly 5,000 “passenger equivalent” vehfcle trips
each day, which will include more than 1000 “big rig” trips each and every day. (EIR, 3.16-
21-3.16-22) This means that if the Project operates 24 hours per day,-a big rig will enter or
‘exit the facility once every 1.4 minutes, on average, 365 days a year.!

Among other déﬁciencies, discussed in detail below, the EIR fails to
adequately describe the Project and the environmental setting, fails to adequately disclose
and analyze the Project’s impacts on land use and planning, and relies on outdated
analyses. The EIR also fails to analyze a range of environmental impacts, mitigation
measures, and alternatives. The EIR for the Project fails to provide the public with a
thorough, properly defined, and finite description of the Project and its environmental
impacts. CEQA requires that an EIR analyzé the whole of the Project including associated
off site impacts and impacts that are further distant in the future. See CEQA Guidelines, §§
15126 (impact from all phases of the project), 15358(a)»(direc»:t and indirect impacts).
These requirements help ensure that the public and decision makers are reviewing and

deciding on the Project know the full scope of the project and its impacts. EIRs that fail to

! A major deficiency of the EIR is that it provides no disclosure to the public concerning
what the operating hours of the facility will be. For purposes of the public services analysis,
the EIR states that it assumed “for worst case analysis purposes” that the facility would
operate 7 days a week, 24 hours a day. (EIR, 3.14-12) It is unclear whether this assumption
was made for other analyses, and if not, why not. It is essential that the facility’s planned
hours of operation be disclosed, and that the impacts related to those hours of operation be
evaluated. : :
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provide thgse reduirements undermine CEQA’s fundamental requirement of public’
disclosure. An accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine qua non of an
informative and legally sufficient EIR. County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71
Cal.App.3d 185 (an enigmatic or unstable project description impedes public input)‘; See
also S’an JoaquinA Raptor/Wildlife Reserve Center v. County of Stanislaus (1994) 27

' Cai.AppAth 713, 730. Unfortunately, the EIR contains an incomplete project description
and analysis that fails to provide the public and decision makers with the necessary

information in order to analyze impacts and mitigation measures.

The EIR’s Disclosure and Analysis of Impacts on L.and Use and Plannigg' are

Inadequate

Thg Project site is located within what the December 8, 2015, County of
Riverside General Plan (“2015 General Plan™) designated as the “Cherry Valley Gateway
Policy Area of Chérry Valley.” The land use designation for the Project site is “Very Low
Density Residential.” (2015 General Plan, Pass Area Plan (“PAP”), p. 12) This designation
provides for “single-family detached rcsideﬁces on large parcels of 1 to 2 acres.” (I/d.) The
Project seeks to chghge this land use designation to “Light Industrial.” Currently, this land
ﬁse is not permitted in any portion of the Cherry Valley Gateway Policy Area, and the
Project is wholly inappropriate for the site as it would substantially degrade the rural
character of the area.

As stated in the PAP, “Cherry Valley, located east of Interstate 10 and north of

Beaumont, is a rural and equestrian community with small orchards, mobile homes, and
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single family residences.” (Id., p. 24) The intent of the Cherry Valley Policy Area “is to
mainte;in the predominantly rural bommunity nature of this area.” (/d.) The PAP recognizes
the “rural atmosphere of the area,” the limited capacity of public services, and flooding '
hazards. (/d.)

The PAP provides that the Cherry Valley Gateway Policy Area “shali be
developed as a gate;;vay to Cherry Valley” and “shall be developed té evoke the rufal
character of that area.” (Id., (emphasis added)). The PAP further states that the Cherry
Valley Gateway Policy Area “shall also serve as a community separator between Beaumont
and Calimesa,” and that “it is enviéioned that clustering and buffering will be utilized in
order to preserve open space and maintain the rural character of the area.” (Id., at p. 24
(emphasis added)) |

Despite the Clear policy statements of the 2015 General Plan, and the admitted
rural nature of the Project site, the EIR concludes that “the Project would not resultina
substantial alteration of the present or planned land use of an area” and that “[t]he Project

would be compatible with existing and planned surround land uses.” (EIR, 3.10-21, 3.10-25)

The EIR’s analysis of this issue is legally deﬁciént.

2 The EIR improperly, and inexplicably, fails to consider the 2015 General Plan, instead
relying on what it refers to as the “2008 County of Riverside General Plan” and the “2014
County of Riverside General Plan.” (EIR, 1-13; 9-10, 9-11) In fact, the 2008 General Plan
was never adopted and the 2014 General Plan does not exist. See

http://planning retima.org/ZoningInformation/GeneralPlan.aspx ( “In 2008 baseline General
Plan documents were created, but never formally adopted, as prelude to the GPA No. 960
update project.”) Failure to consider the actual General Plan renders the entire EIR deficient.
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Asa prelimina.r} m‘aﬁér, the EIR states that “the General Plan acknowledges
the potential for higher intensity uses for undevé]oped parcels by stating explicitly that
‘[h]igher densities may be allowed thfough a geﬁerél plan amendment...”” (EIR 3.10-22)
However, the EIR misleadingly fails to include the remainder of the sentence, which states
that such higher densities may be allowed “provided such development meets the goals of the
policy area.” (PAP, p. 24) The PAP describes the goals of the policy area as follows: “The -
policy area shall be developed as a gateway to Cherry Valley, and it shall be developed to
evoke the rural character of that area. The policy area shall also serve as a cofnmunity |
separator between Beaumont énd Calimesa. To accomplish these two goals, 1t is envisioned
that clustéring and buffering will be utilized in order to preserve open 'space and maintain the
rural character of the area.” (PAP, p. 24) |

A nearly 2 million square foot distribution cen'ter,r generating nearly 5,000 »
“passenger equivalent”daily trips, which will include more than 1,000 trips by diesel
.emitting big rig trucks, hardly serves to “maintain the rural character of the area,” nor does it
“evoke the rural character” of Cherry Vélley. In short, the Proj ect cannot be reconciled with
the PAP, and the Project does not “meet the goals” of The Cherry Valley Gateway Policy
Area.

The EIR also seeks to justify the conversion of the rural Project site to én
industrial use by claiming that the General Plan Foundation Component for the site is
“Community Develépment” and that the Comfnuriity Development Foundation “includes

‘urban’ land uses (industrial and business park) such as those being proposed as part of the
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- project.” (EIR,‘ 3.10—21-3‘.10- 22) While the EIR offers no citation for this statement, the
2015 Geﬂeral Plan generally identifies the components of the Community Dévelopment
component as follows; “those areas appropriate for urban or suburban‘ development, -
including areas for single family and multiple family residential uses, commercial, industrial,
business park, public facilities, and a mix of uses.” (2015 General Plan, Land Use Element,
LU-4) Butthe EIR ignorés the 2015 General Plan’s policy LU 28.1, which states that for
properties such as the Project site (which is designated fof residential land use) the County’s
policy is to “[a]ccommodate the development of single- and multi-family residential units in
areas appropriately designated by the General Plan and area plan land use maps.” (2015
General Plan, LU-57) Similarly, the EIR ignéres the 2015 General Plan’s statement of
policy LU 30.1, which provides that new industrial uses are to be “in areas appropriately
designated by General Plan and area plan land use maps.”‘ (2015 General Plan, LU-60)

In sum, there is no basis for the EIR’s conclusion that the Project “would not
result in a substantial alteration of the present or planned land use of an area,” (EIR,. 3.10-21)
or that “[t}he Project Wohld be compaﬁble with existing and planned surround land uses.”
(EIR, 3.10-25) |

Given the foregoing discussion concerning the 2015 General Plan and the
.PAP, the EIR’s conclusion that “the project would be consistent with the land use
designations and policies of the General Plan” is mystifying. -(EIR, 3.10-28) As-a
prelifninary matter, Table 3.10-3, which purports to show consistency, does not include any

references to the applicable 2015 General Plan. The EIR thus utterly fails to discuss policies
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LU-28.1 and LU-57, discussed above. Moreover, the EIR includes no analysis at all as to
how a nearly 2 million square foot distribution center (generating nearly 5,000 “passenger
equivalent” vehicle trips a day) “evokes the rural character” of Cherry Valley. In fact, it does
not, and is irreconcilably inconsistent with the 2015 General Plan and PAP.?

Finally, there is no basis for the EIR’s finding that “[t]he project would not
disrupt or divi;de the physical arrangement of an established community[.]” (EIR, 3.10-39)
The Project site is within Cherry Valley, which the PAP describes as “a charming
community distinguished by and named after a concentration of cherry orchards.” (PAP, 8)
The Riverside Local Area Formation Commission hés designated Cherry Valley “as an
Unincorporated Community in order to preserve this existing rural character.” (ld.) Yet the.
EIR utterly fails to disclose and analyze impacts that this Project would have on the overall

Cherry Valley community.

-~

The EIR’s Discl osure; Analysis, and Mitigation of the Proj ect’s Aesthetic

Impacts are Inadequate.

As discussed above, the Project imposes a huge (nearly 2 million square foot)
distribution facility on a propeﬁy that is currently vacant, and serves as a gateway to Cherry

Valley. The EIR’s conclusion that the Project will have a less than significant impact on

- The EIR also fails to discuss policy LU 22.3 of the 2015 General Plan, which states that
when an area such as Cherry Valley has been designated as a “rural community,” the County
will “[e]nsure that development does not adversely impact the open space and rural character

- of the surrounding area.” (2015 General Plan, LU-50) Here, there can be little question that

the Project will adversely impact the rural character of Cherry Valley, given its proposed

industrial (and non-agricultural) uses, and the resulting impacts (including noise, light,
aesthetic, air pollution, water supply).
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scenic resources is based on a woefully inadequate analysis, consisting of visual
“simulations” from 14 locations. (EIR, Exhibit 3.1-3) All of these locations are in relatively
close proximity to the Project site, and none of them appear to be within the Cherry Valley
Policy area, particularly areas that are to the north and east of the Project site. It is essential
that the aesthetic impacts on these areas be evaluated, including the impacts of nighttime
ligh_ting on the rural environment. In addition, we note that none of the visual simulations
depict the proposed Project (i.e., two massive distribution center buildings). The simulations
are thus inherently misleading.

The analysis of aesthetic impacts also does not evaluate the impacts of the
Yucaipa Valley Water District (“YVWD”) water storage tanks proposed for the Project sites.
Thesé too need to be evaluated. Finally, the EIR fails to analyze the impacts of the
significant big rig truck traffic on aesthetics. Currently, the Project site is undeveloped with
minimal traffic. The Project will generate nearly 5,000 “passenger equivalent” vehicle trips
aday. This constant parade of big rigs is likely to have a significant aesthetic impact on the
'public, and Cherry Valley speCiﬁcally, and needs to be evaluated.

The EIR’s ahalysis, and mitigation of light imbacts, is also inadequate. While
recognizing that the Project has a potentially significant impact'on nighttime views in the
area, the EIR fails to clearly disclose those impacts, particularly in areas of Cherry Valley
that aré to the north and east of the Project. And after conceding that there may be

potentially significant impacts, the proposed mitigation measure is merely the future
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submission of a “photometric plan” to be submitted to the County, without any specific

standards. This supposed mitigation measure thus fails as a matter of law.

The EIR Fails Adequately to Disclose, Analyze and Mitigate Impacts to

Agricultural Resources

The EIR fecognizes that the approved Project site land uses include
agriculture, and that the Project site contains nearly 150 acres of “Farmland of Local
Importance.” (EIR, 3.2-1; Exhibit 3.2-1) Thé EIR also recognizés that the Project site is
currently utilized for agricultural uses (grazing), as are sgirrouhding properties, which also are
used for grazing and horse ranching. (/d.) The Project Will unquestionably convert this
farmland to non-agricultural resources. 'Thé loss of agricultural resources should be fully
mitigated, yet the EIR contains no mitigation measures to address this impact. The EIR
should consider, among other fhings, the use of conservation easements to mitigate the
Project’s impacts.

The EIR’s Disclosure, Analysis, and Mitigation of Air Quality Impacts and

Greenhouse Gas Emissions are Inadequate.

The EIR concedes that the Project will have significant impacts on air quality,
both during construction and operation. Yet the EIR does not impose any meaningful
mitigation measures on the operation of the facilify, beyond imposing informational and -
seemingly voluntary requirements on the tenants. (EIR 3.3-29) These mitigation measures
do not sat_isfy CEQA. Mitigation measures must be “fully enforceable through permit

conditions, agreements, or other measures” so “that feasible mitigation measures will
2
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actually be implemented as a condition of development.” Federation of Hillside & Canyon
Ass’ns v. City of Los Angeles, 83 Cal.App.4th 1252, 1261 (2000). These type of non-binding
mftiéation measures fails to meet CEQA’s standards of full enforceability.

The analysis of Greenhouse Gas Emissions is deficient in several respects.
First, as with air quality impacts, the EIR fails to considéf a full fange of mitigation
measures. The Project éhould_fully mitigéte its significant air quality and climate change
impacts. In addition, the County and applicant should consult with expert agencies, such as
the California Air Resources Board, the California Air Pollutién Control Officer’s
Asgsociation, and the South Coast Air Quality Management Distr;ct, to, among other fhings, |
identify feasible alternatives and mitigation measures.

The CEQA Guidelines require the lead agency to “make a good-faith effort,
based to the extent possible on scientific and factual data, to describe, calculate or estimate
the amount of greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project.” Guidelines § 15064.4(a).

The EIR improperly fails to disclose key assumptions made about trip lengths
for heavy-duty trucks, nor does it disclose the basis for its assumptions about the percentage
- of daily tripé that would be made by these vehicles. The EIR also fails to account for air
quality impacts within the Salton Sea Air Baéin, Mojave Desert Air District, and the San
Die(go County Air Basin violating CEQA’s requirements that an EIR must analyze whether
the Prbject “[v]iolates any air quality standard or contributes substantially to an existing or

projected air quality violation.” CEQA Guidelines App. G § HI(b).
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The EIR al_so fails to account for the emissiéns associated with manufacturing
and transport of building materials, and operational goods for the project. For ekarnple,
construction of neaﬂy: 2 million square feet of development will take substantial amounts of
construction material including concrete. Cement and con;:rete manufacture is ¢xtremély
energy intensive producing a large amount of greenhouse gas emissions. The manufacture
of concfete accounts for roughly 3% of California’s greenhouse gas emissions. These
numbers must be integratéd into the greenhouse gas emissions significance determination in
order to perform the good faith analysis required under CEQA. CEQA requires that “an
agency must use its best efforts to find out and disclose all that it reaéonably can”

. (Guidelines § 15144), that an EIR must make “good faith effort at full disclosure” -
(Guidelines §15151), and that an impact may only be deemed speculative “after thorough
investigation.” (Guidelines § 15145). |

As part of its anaiysis of global warming impacts, the EIR must also
address black carbon,‘ an important short—lix;ed pollutant that contributes to giobal and
regional warming. Black carbon is produced by incomplete combustion and is the black
component of soot. Although combustion produces a mixture of black carbon and organic
carbon, the proportion of black carbon produced by burning fossil fuels, such as diesel, is

much greater than that produced by burning biomass. * Black carbon heats the atmosphere

* Ramanathan V. & Carmichael G., Global and Regional Climate Changes Due to Black
Carbon, Nature Geoscience 1:221-227 (2008) (“Ramanathan & Carmichael 2008”.

http://www.climate.org/PDF/Ram_Carmichael.pdf; Jacobson M., Strong Radiative Heating

Due to the Mixing State of Black Carbon in Atmospheric Controls, Nature 499: 695- 697
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through a variety of mechanisms. First, it is highly efficient at absorbing solar radiation
and in turn heating the surrounding etmOSphere. Second, atmospheric black carbon
absorbs reflected radiation from the surface.. Third, when black carbon lénds on Snow and
ice, it reduces the reﬂectiility of the white surface which causes increased atmospheric
warming as well as accelerates the rate of snow and ice melt. Fourth, it evaporates low
clouds. tRamanafhan & Carmichael 2008; Jacobson 2001). Black carbon is also detrimental
to human health. Black carbon has Been linked to a variety of circulatory diseases. One
study found an increased mortality rate was correlated with exposure‘to black carbon.’ Like
greenhouse gases, black carbon emissions from various types of engines and activities can
be estimated through numerical calculations. (Bond 2004). Thus, there is no reason why
black carbon can reasonably be omitted from these estimates. The EIR fails to analyze the
impacts of black carbon emissions during both the construction. and operation phase of the
project. The Project will fesult in a large increase in diesel exhaust from the existing
conditions, which is a major source of black carbon. |

In addition to thoroughly evaluating project alternatives, because it is clear

that the Project’s greenhouse gas emissions will cumulatively contribute to global warming,

(2001)(“Jacobson 2001”).
http://www.stanford.edu/group/efimh/jacobson/Articles/VI/nature. pdf

3 Maynard D, et al,, Martdh‘ty risk associated with short-term exposure to traffic particles and sulfates.
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pme/articles/PMC1867995/
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“the EIR must propose and describe mitigatibn measures that will minimize the significant
environmental effects that the EIR has identiﬁéd.” Napa Citizens for Honest Gov't v. Napa
County Bd. of Supervisors, 91 Cal.App.4th 342, 360 (2001). CEQA requires that agencies
“mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment of projects thai it carries out or
approves whenever it is feasible to do so.” Pub. Res. Code § 21002.1(b). CEQA
specifically requires lead agencies to “consider feasible means, supported by substantial
evidence and subject to monitoring or reporting,' of mitigating the significant effects of
greenhouse gas emissions.” Guidelines § 15126.4 (c). Mitigation of a proj‘ect’s significant
| impacts is one of the “most important” functions of CEQA. Sierra Club v. Gilroy City
Council, 222 Cal.App.3d 30, 41 (1990). Therefore, it is the “policy of the state thét public
agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible
mitigation measures which will avoid or substantially lessen the signiﬁéant environmental
effects of such projects.” Pub. Res. Code § 21002.

There are any number of additional feagible measures that can be incorporated
to reduce vehicle miles traveled, energy use, waste, water consumbtion, and other sources of
~ emissions. The California Air Pollution Control Officer’s Association White Paper on

CEQA and Climate Change identifies existing and potential mitigation measures that could
be applied to projects during the CEQA process to reduce a project’s GHG emissions. The
California Office of the Attorney General also has developed a list of reduction'mechanisms
to be incorporated through the CEQA process. These resources provide a varied array of

mitigation measures to be incorporated in both the programmatic and project level. These
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mitigation measures must be analyzed to determiﬁe whether they are feasible in
reducing the Project’s significant greenhouse gas impacts.

| The EIR also fails to address how the projected éffects of global warming will
exacerbate the impacts of the Project. CEQA requires that an EIR “analyze any
significant environmental effects the project might cause by bringing development and
people into the affected area.” Guidelines § 15126.2(a). The air quality analysis must
disclose how the increased temperatures in the project area will exacerbate the already
severe air quality conditions. Riverside County in parﬁcular, has somé of the worst air
quality in the nation, even when compared to other highly urban, populated counties in
California. Riverside County is ranked as one of the “Dirtiest/Worst Counties” in the United
States for almost all criteria pollutants under the Clean Air Act. Climate chahge is having a
major adverse impact on numerous plant and animal species. The EIR should have
disclosed this threat to species, and discussed the potentiality of the Project contributing to
the massive problem. Finally, climate change will have a major adverse impact on water
suﬁplies; the EIR should have disclosed these impacts and discussed the potential for the
Project to contribute to this problem. The EIR must use its best efforts to find out and
disclose all it reasonably can about the impacts of climate change on the environment and—
most importantly—use that inforrﬁation to form an educated opinion about how to plan and

adapt for the impacts of climate change.
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The BIR’s Disclosure, Analysis and Mitigation of Biological Impacts are

Lega_lly Deficient

The EIR concedes that the Pfoject site contains burrows that could support the
Western Burrowing Owl, which is considered to be a Bird of Conservation Concern by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Burrowing Owls are listed as a Species of
Concern in California. California’s remaining burrowing owls are threatened primarily by
habitat loss to urban development, persecution of ground squirrels, and intensive agricultural
practices. The practice of evicting owls from development sites is accelerating local
extinction of owls from rapidly urbanizing areas. Other factors contributing to the decline of
. owls statewide include destruction of burrows through disking and grading, impacts of
pesticides, increased predation by nonnative or feral species, habitat fragmentation, and other
human-caused mortality from vehicle strikes, electrified fences, collisions with wind
turbines, shooting, and vandalism of nesting sites.

The EIR fails to adequately account for fhe Project threats to local and regional
populations of the burrowing owl, or adeduately mitigate for the loss of burrowing owl
populations. Burrows were fdund on the Project site, and the site; and adjacent areas,
contained potential burrowing owl habitat. (EIR at 4.4-29; App. C at 4)® The mitigafion

“measures of avoiding burrowing owls when they are present will not mitigate the decline in

In additibn, the surveys for burrowing owls appear to be outdated, last conducted either in
2013 or 2008. (EIR, Appendix C)
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population and loss of habitat that the project contributes té. Considering the magnitude of .
threats, and ongoing population decline in the Project area the Project poses aAsubstantikal
threat to the Burrowing Owl.

The' EIR relies upon the MSHCP for mitigation of both direct and cumulative
biological impacts relé,ted to this project. However, the EIR fails to disclose the uncertainty
regarding the implementation of mitigation measures contemplated in the MSHCP to provide
for the mitigation of potentially significant impacts to biological resources .relied upon in the
MSHCP and EIR. The failure to require binding and effective,rrﬁtigatioh, disclose the
uncertainties associated with mitigation, and analyze the provisioﬁ of other sources of
mitigation and the environmental impacts of fhose mitigation measures violates CEQA.
Addiﬁonally, the EIR presents no information regarding impacts to covered species from
pesticide use associatéd with thevproject.

The EIR fails to disclose.-or analyze the impacts of light pollution on
wildlife. Light pollution is a major problem that can significantly confuse migratory birds
and otherwise disturb and disrupt wildlife foraging and breeding.1 Light pollution can
seriously threaten the continual sur\;ival of numerous species. The EIR needs to fully.
disclose these risks; ohly then can the likely effectiveness of proposed mitigation measures
be evaluated when compared to the severity of the risk. Given the impact that light pollution
has on wildlife species, particularly migratory birds such as the many species that utilize the

SJWA as habitat, the proposed mitigation measures are inadequate to protect against this
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harm. This is especially true in light of evidence showing that light pollution can be felt as

far as 100 miles away.

The EIR’s Disclosure, Analysis and Mitigation of Traffic Impacts are Legally
Deficient. |

The Project will result in a 24 hour a day parade of big rig trucks into an area
that is known for its rural charm. They will reach the Project site via Iﬁterstate 10, with a
single exit in each direction. The Project will resu_lt in the degradation of sefvice at the east
bound ramp of I-10 from “C” in the morning to “F,” and a degradation of the west bound
~ ramp from “D” to “F” in the afternoon. (EIR 3.16-43) Service at Calimesa Boulevard and
Cherry Valley Boulevard also will degrade to “F” during the morning and afternoon hours.
While the EIR concedes that this is a significant adverse impact, the only mitigation |
measures that the EIR identifies are payment of various “fair share” fees to pay for future
roadway improvements. And even with these payments, the EIR admits that the impacts will
be significant aﬁd “unavoidable.”

The EIR’s traffic analysis is deficient for several reasons. First, it is based on
an improper baseline — 2014 conditions rather than 2016 conditions (when the EIR was
circulated for public comment). Without understanding baseline conditions the decision
makers are unable to evaluate the Project’s direct and cumulative impacts..

Second, the EIR contains no analysis concerning whether, and if so, to what

degree, the payment of “fair share” fees will mitigate traffic impacts. ‘Without such analysis,
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and evidence of when such improves will go on line, it is impossible for the decision maker
to évaluate the efficacy of the mitigation.
| Third, the EIR (and its traffic study) fail to evaluate the direct and cumulative

impaéts at other key streets and intefsections; namely, Beaumont Avenue to I-10, Cherry
Valley Boulevard to Highland Springs Road, Highland Springs Road to I-10, Brookside
Avenue between Beaumont Avenue and I-10, and Oak Valley Parkway between Cherry
Valley Boulevard and I-10. Given the deterioration of service at thg closest I-10 on ramp (at
Cherry Valley Road) it is likely that many of the thousands of trips that the Project will
generéte will attempt these routes. In addition, the EIR utterly fails to evaluate impacts on
State Highway 60.

The BIR’s Water Supply Analysis is Legally Deficient

The EIR’s analysis of impacts on watér supply are woefully inadequate,
starting with.its discussion of the Project’s planned water consumption. On the same page of
. the EIR, it is estimated that the Project will consume either 42,846 gallons of potable water
each day (15,636,600 gallons per year) or 1 1,140,900 gallons per year. (EIR, 3.17-19) The
EIR, on the same page, states that the Project will consume éither 12.35 million gallons of
“recycled” water for landscaping each year, or 8.8 million gallons each year. (Id.) Later, the
EIR states that”[rlecycled (outdoor) water for landscape irrigation is estimaxed to be 89.81
million gallons per year (YVWD 2013), for a total of 19.95 millic')h.” (EIR, 3.17-21) There

is no attempt to reconcile these wildly divergent figures, rendering the EIR deficient as an

informational document.

3857223



Brett Dawson

January 18, 2017
Page 19 ‘

The EIR claims that “ [blased on the determinétion by the YVYWD in the

[Watér’ Supply Assessment], the proposed project’s water needs wili be met by existing and
future supplies. YVWD would héve sufficient water supplies available to serve the projecf
from existing entitlements and resources, and no new or expanded entitlements will be
needed.” (EIR, 3.17-22). However, no water supply assessment is included within the
exhibits 'to the EIR, nor is any such v&ater supply assessment available on the YVWD
website. The EIR fails as an information document if a foundational document, such as this
supposed water supply assessment, is not made available to the public and to decision
makers.

| The EIR also purports to rely on the YVWD’s 2010 Urban Water Management
Plan. However, no such document is available at the web address provided in the EIR. In
fact at the time the EIR was circulated for public comment (in Novefnbcr 2016), the ope;able
document was the 2015 San Bernardino Valley Regional Urban Water Management Plan (
“2015 UWMP”).” The 2015 UWMP does not identify demand from the Project in its
analysis of the YVWD’s water supply calculation. And the 2015 UWMP states that
“[r]lecycled water was not used in 2010 nor projected for use in 2015.” (2015 UWMP, p.
12-27). It is impossible to reconcile this statement with the EIR’s assertion that recycled
water Will supply 12.35 million gallons (or 8.8 million gallons, or 89.81 r;xillion gallons) of

recycled water to the Project each and every year.

7

http://publicdocuments.yvwd.dst.ca.us/WebLinkPublic/0/edoc/181411/2015%20Regional %2
OUrban%ZOWater%ZOManagement%ZOPlan%ZO—%ZOYVWD.Ddf
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The failure to present this information to the public and the decision makers

renders the EIR legally deficient. The failure to include this information also undercuts the

- conclusion that impacts to water resources will not be significant.

The Project also requires annexation into the YVWD, and if this occurs

v infrastruéture will be needéd to constructed deliver water to the Project, including
construction of two 1 million gallon water storage tanks on the Project site. But theré isno
disclosure and analysis of impacts associated with this annexation or the construction Qf this
infrastructure, including aesthetic impacts and growth inducing impacts. Once again,
without this analysis the EIR fails as an informational document, and also improperly
regiments the Project. The impacts of the entire Project, including the modification of the
YVWD’s service area and construction of substantial new infrastructure, must be included in
this EIR, so that the public can understand the full scope of the Project’s, environmental

. impacts. .

The EIR’s Disclosure, Analysis and Mitigation of Significant Noise Impacts

are Deficient.

The Project will genefate nearly 5,000 “passenger car equivalent” vehicle trips
per day, and will potentially operate on a 24 hour per day basis. The EIR concedes that noise
_ from the Project will likely exceed local nighttime operational noise level standards. ‘(EIR,'
3.12-34-3.12-35) The EIR’s solution to this significant impact is to require that loading bays
be equipped “with scaled gasket bay doors.” (/d.) Yet there is no analysis in the EIR of the

efficacy of this solution, nor does this appear to be an enforceable project condition. Beyond
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that, the EIR failed to consider other feasible mitigation, such as curtailing the hours of
6perationl of the distribution center.

The noise analysis is deficient in other respef:ts. In exémiﬁing off site noise
impacts, the EIR did not assess impacts on the approved Sunny Cal residential project
directly across the street from the Project. (EIR, Appendix H, Exhibit 4) Further, the EIR
did not evaluate off site impacts to the north and east of the project. The EIR did not
evaluate noises associated with backup “warning beepers” that may be required of vehicles -
entering the distribution center.

The EIR’s Discussion of the Project’s Growth Inducing Impacts is Deficient

The EIR’s minimal discussion of the Project’s growth inducing impacts hardly
meets the standards imposed by CEQA. The EIR concedes that currently no water and |
wastewater ié available at the Projecf site, and that in order to accommodate the development
“off-site water and sewer lines in Cherry Valley Boulevard and Calimesa Boulevard will be
constructed.” (EIR, 5-1). The EIR also notes that two 1 million gallon water storage tanks
will also be constructed “to serve other properties in the Yucéipa Valley Water District
servicé area.” (EIR, 5-2). And the EIR admits that the construction of these facilities
“would potentially encourage subsequent development by removing infrastructure barriers to
growth in the vicinity of the project.”® But fhere isno discussion, even in a general way, of

where these impacts are likely to occur (i.e., immediately in the vicinity of Project or in other

¥ As is discussed above, another failure of the EIR is its failure to disclose and analyze the
environmental impacts of this major infrastructure project.
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areas of the YVWD service area, or elsewhere?) In addition, the EIR should discuss the
growth inducing impacts of brining YVWD water into an area traditionally served by the

Beaumont Cherry Valley Water Di§trict, which has faced significant restrictions on its

supply of water.

The EIR’s Discussion of the Project’s Cumulative Impacts is Deficient

Inits cﬁmulative impacts analysis, the EIR does not cleérly identify the projects
that are being considered as likely to produce similar impacts, nor does it provide any analysis as
to why the study area was defined as it was. As a result, the EIR fails as an infofmatio_nal _
document. At a minimum, the EIR must provide the analysis discussed above, and also must -
include all projects in the area near the Project (Banning, Beaumont, Moreno Valley, Cabazon,
Calimesa, Yucaipa and Aunincorporated western Riverside County). In particular, the EIR must
consider the Butterfield (4862 horhes), Rancho San Gorgonio (3385 homes), and O’Donnell |
Business Park (1 million square feet of warehousing) projects in Banning.” However, it is
critical that the EIR carefull).r analyze all projects within the study area (adjacent unincorporated
areas of Riverside County, and other neighborihg cities’ (Banning, Beaumont, Moreno Valiey,

Cabazon, Calimesa, Yucaipa)) that cohtribute to regional impacts relating to traffic, air quality,

’Projects in neighboring cities that should be considered in the cumulative impacts analysis
can be located here: http://www.ci.beaumont.ca. us/DocumentCenter/Home/V1ew/233
http://www.ci.banning.ca.us/106/Major-Commercial-Projects

http://www.ci.banning.ca.us/298/Major-Residential-Projects
http://www.moreno-valley. caus/edd/gdfs/new-pdfs/new-dev-sum.pdf

http://yucaipa.org/wp-content/uploads/com dev/Undate pdf
http://www.cityofcalimesa.net/planning.htm

385722.3



Brett Dawson
January 18, 2017
Page 23

and impacts on water usage. Because of the manner in which the EIR has been draftéd, we do
know that the EIR has not considered impacts from many projects within this area.

The EIR Fails to Adequately Analyze a Reasonable Range of Alternatives.

The EIR fails to consider a meaningful analysis of reasonable alternatives to
the Project in order to leésen or avoid the Project’s significant impacts. CEQA mandates
that significant environmgntal damage be avoided or substantially lessened where feasible.
Pub. Res. Code § 21002; Guidelines §§ 15002(a)(3), 15021(a)(2), 15126(d). A rigorous
analysis of reasonable alternatives to the project must be provided to comply with this strict
mandate. “Without meaningful analysis of alternatives in the EIR, neither courts nor the
public can fulfill their prbper roles in the CEQA process.” Laurel Heights Improvement
Ass’n v. Regents of University of California, 47 Cal.3d 376, 404 (1988). Moreover, “[a]
potential alternative should not be excluded from consideration merely because it ‘would
impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly”
even when that alternative includes Project development on an alternative site. Save Round
Valley Alliance v. County of Inyo, 157 Cal. App. 4th 1437, 14'5‘6-57 (2007) (quotations
omitted). | |

- nge, the EIR failed to consider a reasonable range of alternatives, most

significantly by not considering an alternative site. The EIR dismisses an alternate site as
infeasible because the Project proponent does not own another_ site, Eccausc “no other site
was deemed sufficient to support the project,” and because any other project would have the

~ same impacts. (EIR, 6.2) However, there is utterly no analysis to support these conclusions,
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parti;:ularly that there is no other lpcation in southern California with equivalent access to I-
10. In addition, tﬁe statement tﬁat an alternative site would have the same impacts is simply
untrue. Another site would not be located within a rural and equestrian community, which
the County by policy seeks to maintain. Thus, an alternati\;e location would not necessary
have the same land use and aesthetic impacts as the Project site, and may also have reduced
noise, traffic, water supply and air quality impacts. The EIR should carefully analyze these
issues before rejecting this alternaﬁve out of hand. |
Other feasible alternatives that the EIR should have considered would bé a
facility served by rail (thus potehtially reducing air pollution and traffic issues), the use of the
Project site for a school, and thé use of the site for corﬁmeréial retail. In addition, the EIR’s
rejection of other, less environmental damaging alternatives (e.g., no project and Cherry
Valley Gateway Specific Plan Alternative) based on failure to satisfy the project objectives is

" improper; the EIR cannot avoid an analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives by narrowly

drawing project objectives, as appears to be the case here.
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’ In sum, the Project will have signiﬁcantvand lbng standing environmental
impacts on the Pass Area, and its residents, and will deg lade, and destroy the rural character
" of the existing Cherry Valley Commumty As such, we jurge you to reject this Projeci so that
a future prope@ owner can develof the préperty m a mpnner that is copsistent with the

objectives of the Pass Area Plan and serves the needs offthe residents of the Pass Area.

Very truly yqurs,

Valley Pass Acies & Neighbors

Valley Environmental Planning

Brett Dawson ' _ : : ‘ :
|
\
|
\
|
|
|
\

- ee Robert C. Goodman, Esq.
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Maxwell, Sue

L

From: Maxwell, Sue
Sent: Tuesday, October 03, 2017 1:55 PM
To: George Johnson (GAJohnson@RIVCO.ORG); Perez, Juan (JCPEREZ@RIVCO.ORG); Leach, Charissa

(cleach@RIVCO.ORG); Dawson, Brett (BDawson@RIVCO.ORG); Young, Alisa; COB-Agenda (COB-
Agenda@rivco.org); District 4 Supervisor V. Manuel Perez (District4@RIVCO.ORG); District2;
District3; District5; Supervisor Jeffries - 1st District (districtl@rivco.org)

Subject: Public Comment - October 3, 2017 Agenda Item 19.1 — Opposition to San Gorgonio Crossing
Warehouse

Attachments: 0282_001.pdf

Tracking: Recipient Read

George Johnson (GAJohnson@RIVCO.ORG)
Perez, Juan (JCPEREZ@RIVCO.ORG)

Leach, Charissa (cleach@RIVCO.ORG)
Dawson, Brett (BDawson@RIVCO.ORG)
Young, Alisa

COB-Agenda (COB-Agenda@rivco.org)
District 4 Supervisor V. Manuel Perez Read: 10/3/2017 1:58 PM
(District4@RIVCO.ORG)

District2

District3

District5

Supervisor Jeffries - 1st District (districtl@rivco.org)

Good afternoon,

The attached letter of opposition has been printed, logged, and added as back-up to Agenda Item 19.1 for October 3,
2017 Re: General Plan Amendment No. 1079, Change of Zone No. 7799, Plot Plant No. 25337, Parcel Map No. 36564,
Environmental Impact Report No. 534 in Cherry Valley.

With thanks and warm regards,

Sue Macwell

Board Assistant

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

4080 Lemon Street, 1%t Floor, Room 127
Riverside, CA 92501

(951) 955-1069 Fax (951) 955-1071
Mail Stop #1010

smaxwell@rivco.org

http://rivcocob.org/

NOTICE: This communication is intended for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is privileged,
confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. if the reader of this communication is not the intended recipient or the employee or agent
responsible for delivering this communication to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this

1




communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by reply email or by telephone and
immediately delete this communication and all its attachments.

From: Maxwell, Sue

Sent: Tuesday, October 03, 2017 1:04 PM

To: 'Clara Chun' <cchun@rjo.com>

Cc: District2 <District2@Rivco.org>; District3 <District3@Rivco.org>; Supervisor Jeffries - 1st District <district1@RIVCO.ORG>;
District 4 Supervisor V. Manuel Perez <District4 @RIVCO.ORG>; District5 <District5@Rivco.org>; Robert C. Goodman
<RGoodman@rjo.com>; Nicholas T. Niiro <NNiiro@rjo.com>

Subject: RE: Board of Supervisors Meeting Agenda Item 19.1 — General Plan Amendment No. 1079, Change of Zone No. 7799,
Plot Plant No. 25337, Parcel Map No. 36564, Environmental Impact Report No. 534

Good afternoon Ms. Chun,

The Clerk of the Board is in receipt of your letter sent via email regarding the San Gorgonio Crossing Project in Cherry Valley,
Agenda Item -19.1, and has included it in the record for the October 3, 2017 Board Meeting.

Thank you kindly,

Sue Maawell

Board Assistant

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

4080 Lemon Street, 1%t Floor, Room 127
Riverside, CA 92501

(951) 955-1069 Fax (951) 955-1071
Mail Stop #1010

smaxwell@rivco.org

http://rivcocob.org/

NOTICE: “his communication is intended for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is privileged,
confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If the reader of this communication is not the intended recipient or the employee or agent
responsible for delivering this communication to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this
communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by reply email or by telephone and
immediately delete this communication and all its attachments.

From: Clara Chun [mailto:cchun@rjo.com]

Sent: Tuesday, October 03, 2017 12:33 PM

To: COB <COB@RIVCO.ORG>

Cc: District2 <District2 @Rivco.org>; District3 <District3@Rivco.org>; Supervisor Jeffries - 1st District <district1@RIVCO.ORG>;
District 4 Supervisor V. Manuel Perez <Districtd @RIVCO.ORG>; District5 <District5 @Rivco.org>; Robert C. Goodman
<RGoodman@rjo.com>; Nicholas T. Niiro <NNiiro@rjo.com>

Subject: Board of Supervisors Meeting Agenda Item 19.1 — General Plan Amendment No. 1079, Change of Zone No. 7799, Plot
Plant No. 25337, Parcel Map No. 36564, Environmental Impact Report No. 534

Please see attached.
Thank you.

Clara Chun | Assistant to Robert C. Goodman, Dean D. Paik, E. Jacob Lubarsky and Nicholas T. Niiro
ROGERS JOSEPH O'DONNELL | a Professional Law Corporation

311 California Street, 10th fl | San Francisco, CA 94104

415.956.2828 main | 415.956.6457 fax



