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AGENDA 

 REGULAR MEETING  RIVERSIDE COUNTY  

RIVERSIDE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE CENTER 

FIRST FLOOR BOARD CHAMBERS 

4080 LEMON STREET 

RIVERSIDE, CA 92501 
 
 
If you wish to speak, please complete a “SPEAKER IDENTIFICATION FORM” and give it to 
the Hearing Secretary.  The purpose of the public hearing is to allow interested parties to 
express their concerns.  Please do not repeat information already given.  If you have no 
additional information, but wish to be on record, simply give your name and address and 
state that you agree with the previous speaker(s). 

Should an applicant or any interested party wish to present a PowerPoint presentation, or 
electronic or digital material, it must be provided by the Project Planner 48-hours in 
advance of the meeting. 

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you require reasonable 
accommodations, please contact Mary Stark at (951) 955-7436 or e-mail at 
mcstark@rctlma.org.  Requests should be made at least 72 hours in advance or as soon as 
possible prior to the scheduled meeting.  Alternative formats are available upon request. 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER - ROLL CALL 
SALUTE TO THE FLAG 
 
1.0 CONSENT CALENDAR:  9:00 a.m. or as soon as possible thereafter.  (Presentation 

available upon Commissioners’ request) 
 

1.1 1.1 NONE 
 

2.0 GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT INITIATION PROCEEDINGS:  9:00 a.m. or as 
soon as  possible thereafter.  (Presentation available upon Commissioners’ request) 

 
1.2 2.1 NONE 
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3.0 PUBLIC HEARING – CONTINUED ITEMS:  9:00 a.m. or as soon as possible thereafter: 
 

1.3 3.1 PLOT PLAN NO. 25422, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT NO. 537 – Intent to Certify an 
Environmental Impact Report – Applicant:  Tom Simmons/Blackridge – Engineer/Representative: Warren 
Williams/DRC Engineering – First Supervisorial District – March Zoning District – Lake Mathews 
/Woodcrest Area Plan: Community Development: Light Industrial (CD: LI) (0.25-0.60 Floor Area Ratio) – 
Location: Southerly of Alessandro Boulevard, easterly of Gem Lane, and westerly of Brown Street – 
54.39 Gross Acres - Zoning:  Industrial Park (I-P) – REQUEST: The Plot Plan proposes an industrial 
development comprised of 2 buildings totaling 918,150 sq. ft.  The Revised Draft EIR studies the impacts 
of the project. Continued from February 17, 2016.  Project Planner:  Matt Straite at (951) 955-8631 or 
email mstraite@rctlma.org.  

 
PUBLIC HEARING -  NEW ITEMS:  9:00 a.m. or as soon as possible thereafter: 
 

4.1 NONE 

 
5.0 WORKSHOPS: 

 
5.1 NONE 

 
6.0  ORAL COMMUNICATION ON ANY MATTER NOT ON THE AGENDA 
 
7.0 DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
 
8.0 COMMISSIONERS’ COMMENTS 
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SECTION 1: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 Purpose 

In April 2010, the County of Riverside (County) certified Environmental Impact Report 510 
(Original EIR)1 for the development of the Alessandro Commerce Centre project and approved 
Tentative Parcel Map No. 35365 and Plot Plan No. 22925 (Original Project). The Original 
Project included dividing the 54-acre project site into six industrial/commercial parcels for the 
development of eight buildings with 258,100 square feet of office uses, 42,300 square feet of 
light industrial/multi-tenant uses, 409,400 square feet of industrial warehouse/distribution, and 
10,000 square feet of retail uses. 

The Original EIR was subsequently successfully challenged by the Center for Biological 
Diversity (Center for Biological Diversity v. County of Riverside). The court directed the County, 
as the Lead Agency, to vacate the Original EIR certification, and include data and analyses that 
requires revisions and recirculation of selected portions of the Original EIR. A settlement 
agreement was entered into to settle this lawsuit. 

Subsequent to the court decision, a Revised Project was submitted to the County to be 
incorporated into a Revised Focused Draft Environmental Impact Report (Revised Focused 
DEIR) that would address both the direction from the court on the Original EIR and impacts of 
the new Revised Project. The Revised Project consists of 814,630 square feet of industrial 
warehouse uses in two separate industrial warehouse buildings.  

This Revised Focused DEIR for the Revised Project accomplishes the following: (1) 
incorporates changes made to the Original Project to respond to market demand; (2) addresses 
the court’s direction in its Statement of Decision; and (3) satisfies certain terms of the 
Settlement Agreement. This Revised Focused DEIR has been prepared in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to evaluate the potential environmental impacts 
associated with the implementation of the Alessandro Commerce Centre Project (ACC). This 
document conforms with CEQA (California Public Resources Code, Section 21000, et seq.) and 
the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15000, et seq.).  

As requested by the March Joint Powers Authority (MJPA), this Revised Focused DEIR also 
analyzes project impacts for the extension of Brown Street on property owned by the MJPA. 
The County will hold a Director’s Hearing to consider approval of the proposed plot plan. The 
Original Draft EIR analysis remains valid for the Revised Project where the impacts of the 
Revised Project are the same as, or are less than those evaluated under the Original Project. 
The Original EIR is made a part of this Revised Focused DEIR and is attached as Appendix H 
and both the Original and the Revised Focused DEIR collectively evaluate all of the potentially 
significant physical environmental impacts for the Revised Project. 

                                                           
1  DEIR for the Alessandro Commerce Centre (State Clearinghouse No. 2008061136). 
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The purpose of this Revised Focused DEIR is to disclose information to the public and decision 
makers about the potential environment effects of the Revised Project. This Revised Focused 
DEIR does not recommend either approval or denial of the Revised Project; rather, it is intended 
to provide a source of independent and impartial analysis of the foreseeable environmental 
impacts of the proposed course of action. This Revised Focused DEIR describes the Revised 
Project, analyzes its environmental effects, and discusses mitigation measures or alternatives 
that would avoid, reduce, or minimize environmental impacts. The Riverside County Planning 
Director will consider the information presented in this document in making an independent 
informed decision regarding the approval, conditions of approval, or denial of the Revised 
Project and certification of this Revised Focused DEIR. 

The Original Project contained a total of 720,000 square feet of commercial, office, and 
warehouse uses in eight buildings, while the Revised Project proposes a total of 814,630 square 
feet of industrial warehouse uses in two buildings. Although the square footage of the Revised 
Project is greater than the Original Project, all environmental impacts remain the same or are 
less than what was determined in the Original EIR mainly due to the much lower traffic 
generated by warehousing compared to the mixed industrial and commercial uses of the 
Original Project. For example, the Revised Project would have generated 8,953 average daily 
trips compared to 1,797 trips from the Revised Project (-79.9 percent). This substantial 
decrease in project traffic also results in substantial reductions in projected air pollution and 
noise impacts as well. In addition, the Revised Project has a conservation easement along the 
western portion of the site to reduce biological impacts and provide a spatial buffer for existing 
residents to the west. The Revised Project would therefore result in no new environmental 
impacts, and only a few new or modified mitigation measures are recommended to meet current 
regulatory requirements (e.g., air quality), which even further reduce the potential environmental 
impacts below the Original Project. 

In summary, the purpose of this Revised Focused DEIR is to (1) revise the biological analysis in 
the Original EIR to include the existence of the Private Conservation Area in the environmental 
setting as instructed by the court in its Statement of Decision and as set forth in the settlement 
agreement between the Center for Biological Diversity, the Applicant, and the County; (2) 
update the text of the Original EIR to reflect the proposed Revised Project; (3) analyze any new 
environmental impacts not disclosed in the Original EIR that would result from the inclusion of 
the Private Conservation Area in the environmental setting and the changes to the Original 
Project; and (4) include a complete analysis of the environmental impacts associated with the 
completion of Brown Street and the off-site stormwater improvements on MJPA Property. 

1.2 Project Summary  

1.2.1 - Project Location 
The Project Site is located in Western Riverside County, immediately south of Alessandro 
Boulevard, north of March Air Reserve Base (March ARB) and a half mile west of Interstate 215. 
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1.2.2 - Project Description 

Original Project. The Original Project proposed industrial and commercial development 
containing eight buildings, associated parking, and three detention basins. The Project included 
Tentative Parcel Map No. 35365, which is a Schedule E subdivision of 54.4 gross (51.21 net) 
acres into (6) industrial/commercial parcels. Additionally, Plot Plan No. 22925 proposed (8) 
buildings of approximately 258,100 square feet of office, 42,300 square feet of light 
industrial/multi-tenant, 409,400 square feet of industrial warehouse/distribution, 10,000 square 
feet of retail on a 54.4 gross (51.21 net) acre site with a total building area of 720,000 square 
feet (floor area ratio of 0.30) and includes 1,784 parking spaces and 974,727 square feet of 
landscaping area (40 percent). 

Revised Project. The Revised Project involves a Lot Line Adjustment to rearrange the existing 
lots of the 54-acre site based on Plot Plan 25422 with a conservation easement located on one 
lot and two separate industrial warehouse buildings proposed on two of the remaining three lots 
for a total of up to 814,630 square feet of industrial warehouse uses. It should be noted that Lot 
2 will be used for trailer parking and/or storage, as outlined in the associated plot plan, and will 
be screened from view by a combination of fencing and landscaping as is required by the 
County’s Development Standards. The Revised Project will have no business park or 
commercial uses as were proposed under the Original Project. The Revised Project includes a 
minimum 200-foot wide open space/conservation easement as agreed to in the lawsuit 
settlement (see Appendix G in this document). As with the Original Project, the Revised Project 
will construct Brown Street to its full width along the east boundary of the site. The new 
proposed warehouse buildings would be consistent with the County’s “Light Industrial” land use 
and “Industrial Park” (IP) zoning requirements.  

1.3 CEQA Process  

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Original Project was issued on June 26, 2008. The NOP 
described the development concept for the Project and the range of issues to be addressed in 
the EIR. The NOP was distributed to the State Clearinghouse, responsible agencies, and other 
interested parties for a 30-day public review period. The NOP identified the need to evaluate the 
following environmental issues: 

Air Quality; 
Biological Resources; 
Cultural Resources; 
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity; 

Hydrology and Water Quality 
Land Use 
Noise; and 
Transportation. 

 
1.3.1 - Significant Impacts 

Sections 1.3.1 and 5 of the Original EIR identified the following issues where the Original 
Project would result in impacts that could not be fully reduced to a less than significant level, 
even after implementation of all feasible mitigation measures:  

 Construction, operational, and cumulative air pollutant emissions; 
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 Inconsistency with the Air Quality Management Plan; 
 Exceed PM10 and PM2.5 localized significance thresholds;  
 Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations2; 
 Cumulative traffic; 
 Cumulative water supply; and 
 Project contributions to greenhouse gas emissions (e.g., global climate change). 

Because these impacts are significant and unavoidable consequences of the Project, the 
Riverside County Board of Supervisors adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations 
determining that the Project’s economic, social, and technological benefits outweigh its 
significant environmental effects.  

The Revised Focused DEIR has determined that almost all the same environmental impacts are 
also significant for the current Revised Project, except for cumulative traffic impacts and 
cumulative greenhouse gas emissions. The Revised Project will generate considerably less 
traffic onto local streets and regional freeways compared to the Proposed Project, so the 
Revised Focused EIR determined the Revised Project will not have cumulative traffic impacts. 
In addition, with respect to impacts related to greenhouse gasses, the cumulative impacts were 
considered to be speculative at the time that the Original EIR was prepared. With the advance 
of time and available new data the cumulative impacts can now be quantified. Thus the Revised 
Focused DEIR includes a conclusion that impacts related to greenhouse gasses are 
cumulatively considerable. This conclusion is technically not a new impact, but to be 
conservative the impact is considered to be a significant cumulative contribution. A Statement of 
Overriding Considerations is required to be adopted by the County Planning Director in 
connection with the approval of the Revised Project. 

1.3.2 - Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

Below is a summary of the alternatives to the Original Project considered in Section 7, 
Alternatives of the Original Draft EIR. 

 No Project – No Development Alternative: The Project site would remain in its existing 
condition and the Project would not be developed. 

 Reduced Density Alternative: Development of the same type of project but reducing 
the building area. 

 Commercial Office Use Alternative: Development of commercial office buildings and 
office park. 

The Revised Focused DEIR does not examine any additional or modified alternatives to the 
Revised Project, and thus, no changes to the Section 7 Alternatives analysis have been made 
by this Revised Focused DEIR. The Revised Focused DEIR addresses the changes to the 
Original EIR based upon the agreed settlement and changes incorporated in the Revised 
Project. It was determined that the entire Revised Focused DEIR be recirculated along with the 
                                                           
2  Project would exceed SCAQMD Local Significance Thresholds (LSTs) due to dust emissions. 
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Original EIR to illustrate the entire changes and lack of new significant impacts based upon the 
project revisions. Therefore, comments should focus on the Revised Focused DEIR pursuant to 
State CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5 (f)(2). Any responses to comments only need to focus 
on the actual changes to the Original Project under CEQA principles of recirculation. 

1.4 Executive Summary Matrix 

Table 1-1 below summarizes the impacts, mitigation measures, and resulting level of 
significance after mitigation for the relevant environmental issue areas evaluated for the Original 
Project and the Revised Project. The table is intended to provide an overview; narrative 
discussion for the issue areas is included in the corresponding section of this Revised Focused 
DEIR. Table 1-1 is included in the Revised Focused DEIR as required by State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15123(b)(1). The significant impacts identified for the Original Project in the 
Original EIR are the same as those of the Revised Project and as outlined below. It should be 
noted that any changes to the original mitigation text are shown in underline (additions) and 
strikeout (deletions). 



Alessandro Commerce Centre 
Revised Focused Draft Environmental Impact Report 
 

 

1-6  SECTION 1: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Revised Admin Draft, July 2015 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank 



Alessandro Commerce Centre 
Revised Focused Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

 

SECTION 1: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 1-7 
Revised Admin Draft, July 2015 

Table 1-1: Executive Summary Matrix 

Revised Focused DEIR Section-Thresholds Impacts Before Mitigation and Proposed Mitigation 
Measures 

Level of Significance After 
Mitigation 

Section 4.1 - Aesthetics, Light, And Glare   
Original Project proposed 8 mixed-use commercial and industrial buildings with max. height of 34 feet and night lighting. Revised Project proposes 2 warehouse 
buildings with +13% more building area, max. height of 45 feet and night lighting. 
AES-1: Substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.  Less Than Significant Impact.  

No mitigation is necessary.  
Less Than Significant Impact 
(Same as Original EIR)  

AES-2: Substantially damage scenic resources within a State 
scenic highway.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact  
(same as Original EIR) 

AES-3: Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact  
(same as Original EIR) 

AES-4: Create new sources of substantial light or glare that 
may adversely affect day or nighttime views.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
 (same as Original EIR) 

Section 4.2 -Agriculture   
Original and Revised Projects would convert site from vacant land to urban development. Site does not contain prime farmland or prime agricultural soils and has 
not supported agricultural activities in the past. 
AG-1: Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural use.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR)  

AG-2: Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a 
Williamson Act contract.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact  
(same as Original EIR) 

AG-3: Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which could result in conversion of Farmland to non-
agricultural use.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact  
(same as Original EIR) 

Section 4.3 - Air Quality   
Construction of the Original Project would result in significant VOC emissions (using URBEMIS), while construction of the Revised Project will not result in 
significant short-term emissions (using CalEEMod). Operation of the Original Project would result in significant NOx, ROG, CO, and PM10 emissions even with 
mitigation. Operation of Revised Project would result in significant NOx emissions even with mitigation, but would not result in significant impacts for ROG, CO, or 
PM10. The Revised Project will not exceed the SCAQMD Local Significance Thresholds (LSTs) for construction or operation although the Original Project did 
exceed them (i.e., Revised Project has a +200-foot setback with the new private conservation easement). Both the Original and Revised Projects have significant 
cumulative air quality impacts by having at least one criteria pollutant exceed SCAQMD daily thresholds.  
AQ-1: Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan.  

Potentially Significant Impact3 

AQ-1a All diesel-powered construction equipment in use 
in excess of 50 horsepower shall require emission 

Significant Unavoidable Impact 
After Mitigation  
(same as Original EIR) 

                                                           
3  MM AQ-1m and AQ-1n were modified slightly from original wording to be consistent with current SCAQMD requirements. 
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Table 1-1: Executive Summary Matrix 

Revised Focused DEIR Section-Thresholds Impacts Before Mitigation and Proposed Mitigation 
Measures 

Level of Significance After 
Mitigation 

control equipment with a minimum of Tier II diesel 
particulate filter emission controls resulting in a 
minimum of 50 percent particulate matter control. 

AQ-1b Construction equipment will be properly 
maintained at an offsite location; maintenance 
shall include proper tuning and timing of engines. 
Equipment maintenance records and equipment 
design specification data sheets shall be kept on- 
site during construction. 

AQ-1c As a matter of law, all construction equipment, 
whether or not it is used for this Project, is required 
to meet State of California emissions 
requirements, which are administered by the 
California Air Resources Board. Specifically, all off-
road diesel-fueled vehicles will comply with 
Sections 2449, 2449.1, 2449.2 and 2449.3 in Title 
13, Article 4.8, Chapter 9, California Code of 
Regulations. The developer shall require all 
contractors to turn off all construction equipment 
and delivery vehicles when not in use or to limit 
equipment idling to less than 3 minutes. 

AQ-1d Prior to Project construction, the Project proponent 
will provide a traffic control plan that will require: 

 Construction parking to be configured such 
that traffic interference is minimized; 

 Dedicated turn lanes for movement of 
construction trucks and equipment on and 
offsite; 

 Schedule construction activities that affect 
traffic flow on the arterial system to off-peak 
hours to the extent practicable; 

 Reroute construction trucks away from 
congested streets or sensitive receptor areas; 
and 

 Improve traffic flow by temporary signal 
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synchronization if possible. 

AQ-1e The developer shall use low Volatile Organic 
Compound-content paints and require painting to 
be applied using either high volume low-pressure 
spray equipment or by hand application. 

AQ-1f Grading activities shall be limited to no more than 
5 acres per day of disturbed area. 

AQ-1g Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the 
developer will provide documentation to the 
County indicating that workers will carpool to the 
greatest extent practical. Workers will be informed 
in writing and a letter placed on file at the County 
documenting the extent of carpooling anticipated. 

AQ-1h To encourage alternate forms of transportation, 
which reduces vehicle trips, the following shall be 
implemented: 

 Public transit information shall be provided to 
building occupants and customers. 

 Preferential parking for carpoolers and 
vanpools shall be designated on the site plan. 

 Building owners shall conduct surveys of the 
employees once per year to determine if a 
shuttle to/from public transit or main 
residential areas would be feasible. 

AQ-1i As described in the Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED) for New 
Construction, Version 2.2 Rating System, the 
Project shall comply with the following activities 
and as consistent with County requirements. 
Documentation of compliance with this measure 
shall be provided to the Riverside County Planning 
Department and Building Official for review and 
approval prior to issuance of building permit(s) and 
approval of the following features shall be 
confirmed by the County Building Official prior to 
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certificate of occupancy. 

i) SS Credit 7.2 - Use roofing materials having a 
Solar Reflectivity Index (SRI) equal to or 
greater than 78 for a minimum of 75 percent 
of the roof surface. 

AQ-1j Documentation of compliance with the following 
measures shall be provided to the Riverside 
County Planning Department and Building Official 
for review and approval prior to issuance of 
building permit(s) and approval of features shall be 
confirmed by the County Building Official prior to 
certificate of occupancy. 

i) The Project shall install solar water heating for 
the office portions of warehouse buildings to 
the extent practical, as determined by the 
County. 

ii) The Project shall recycle construction debris 
to the extent practical, consistent with County 
requirements/programs. 

ii) The Project shall provide material recycling 
including, but not limited to, mixed paper and 
cardboard, consistent with County 
programs/requirements. 

iii) The Project shall allow natural lighting to the 
extent practical to help reduce or minimize the 
use of internal electrical illumination. 

AQ-1k Project proponent shall designate a person(s) to 
act as a community liaison concerning issues 
related to large particulate matter (PM10) fugitive 
dust. 

AQ-1l Street sweeping shall be accomplished as needed 
to remove soil transport to adjacent areas; 
sweeping shall require use of equipment certified 
under South Coast Air Quality Management 
District Rule 1186.1. 
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AQ-1m Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the general 
contractor for the project shall prepare and file a 
Dust Control Plan with the County that complies 
with South Coast Air Quality Management District 
Rule 403 and requires the following during 
excavation and construction as appropriate: 

 Apply nontoxic chemical soil stabilizers 
according to manufacturers’ specifications to 
all inactive construction areas (previously 
graded areas inactive for 10 days or more). 

 Water active sites at least twice daily 
(locations where grading is to occur will be 
thoroughly watered prior to earthmoving.) 

 Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or 
other loose materials, or maintain at least 2 
feet of freeboard (vertical space between the 
top of the load and top of the trailer) in 
accordance with the requirements of 
California Vehicle Code Section 23114. 

 Pave construction access roads at least 100 
feet onto the site from the main road. 

 Control traffic speeds within the property to 15 
mph or less. 

AQ-1n Prior to the issuance of a building permit for each 
phase, the project developer shall require by 
contract specifications that contractors shall utilize 
power poles or clean-fuel generators for electrical 
construction equipment. Contract specifications 
shall be included in the proposed project 
construction documents, which shall be reviewed 
by the County. 

AQ-2: Result in substantial emissions of criteria pollutants 
during construction and/or operation.  

Potentially Significant Impact (operation only for NOx) - Refer to 
Mitigation Measures AQ-1a through AQ-1n.  

Significant Unavoidable Impact 
After Mitigation  
(same as Original EIR) 

AQ-3: Result in cumulatively considerable net increase in any 
criteria pollutant. .  

Potentially Significant Impact  
(SCAQMD Local Significance Thresholds) Refer to Mitigation 

Significant Unavoidable Impact 
After Mitigation 
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Measures AQ-1a through AQ-1n  (same as Original EIR) 
AQ-4: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations.  

Potentially Significant Impact 
(SCAQMD Local Significance Thresholds) 
Refer to Mitigation Measures AQ-1a through AQ-1n. 

Less than Significant Impact 
After Mitigation  
(different than Original EIR) 

AQ-5: Create and/or generate objectionable odors that would 
affect a substantial number of people.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact  
(same as Original EIR) 

Section 4.4 - Biological Resources    
Site does not contain significant biological resources, but contains minimal habitat for burrowing owl, nesting birds, and least Bell’s vireo (in riparian areas). Both 
Original and Revised Projects will remove 5 small jurisdictional areas and replace with onsite habitat or offsite habitat if onsite areas are not acceptable to the 
resource agencies. 
BR-1: Have a substantial adverse effect on special status 
wildlife species.  

Potentially Significant Impact. 
 
BR-1a Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) - Pursuant to 

Objective 6 of the Species Account for the 
burrowing owl included in the Western Riverside 
County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation 
Plan (MSHCP), within 30 days prior to the 
issuance of a grading permit, a pre-construction 
presence/absence survey for the burrowing owl 
shall be conducted. A qualified biologist shall 
conduct the survey and the results of this 
presence/absence survey shall be provided in 
writing to the Environmental Programs Department 
at Riverside County. If it is determined that the 
Project Site is occupied by burrowing owl, take of 
“active” nests shall be avoided pursuant to the 
MSHCP and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 
However, when the burrowing owl is present, 
relocation outside of nesting season (February 1 
through August 31) by a qualified biologist shall be 
required. The Environmental Programs 
Department shall be consulted to determine 
appropriate type of relocation (active or passive) 
and translocation sites. 

BR-1b Nesting Birds - The removal of any trees, shrubs, 
or any other potential nesting habitat shall be 
conducted outside the avian nesting season 
wherever practicable. The avian nesting season 

Less Than Significant Impact 
After Mitigation 
 (same as Original EIR) 
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extends from February 15 through August 30. If 
ground-disturbing activities are scheduled during 
the nesting season, a survey for nesting birds shall 
be conducted by a qualified biologist prior to any 
ground disturbing activities. If active nests are 
found within 500 feet of the planned impact area, 
the area of the nest shall be flagged, including an 
adequate buffer as determined by a qualified 
biologist, and the flagged area shall be avoided 
until a qualified biologist has determined that the 
nest is no longer active. This measure shall be 
implemented to the satisfaction of the County 
requirements until said nesting activity has 
concluded. 

BR-2: Have a substantial adverse effect on riparian habitat or 
sensitive natural communities.  

Potentially Significant Impact. 
BR-2a To the greatest extent feasible, the project 

applicant will mitigate the riparian/riverine habitat 
onsite through either avoidance or onsite creation 
of biologically equivalent or superior habitat to 
ensure replacement of any lost function or value of 
the riparian/riverine habitat. To the greatest extent 
feasible, the project applicant will mitigate loss of 
riparian/riverine habitat onsite through either 
avoidance or onsite creation of biologically 
equivalent or superior habitat to ensure 
replacement of any lost function or value of the 
riparian/riverine habitat. The applicant shall 
provide onsite habitat at a ratio of 1:1. If onsite 
mitigation is determined to be insufficient by the 
resource agencies, the Project applicant shall 
mitigate any residual onsite impacts to 
riparian/riverine habitat by funding offsite 
restoration activities at a ratio of 3:1. The 
restoration will be done through the Santa Ana 
Watershed Association to ensure high quality 
habitat is preserved /restored within the same 
watershed as the impact area. 

Less Than Significant Impact 
After Mitigation 
 (same as Original EIR) 

BR-3: Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 
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BR-4: Have a substantial adverse effect on wildlife 
movement.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

BR-5: Conflict with local policies or ordinances related to the 
protection of biological resources.  

Potentially Significant Impact  
Refer to Mitigation Measure BR-2a  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

BR-6: Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or 
other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation 
plan. 

Less Than Significant Impact.  
Payment of fees required.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

Section 4.5 - Cultural Resources    
Original Project would develop entire site, Revised Project provides a 200-foot wide private conservation easement along the western boundary for SKR 
movement/habitat. Site contains several resource areas including CA-RIV-5457 in the proposed private conservation easement area. 
CR-1: Have the potential to damage or destroy historic 
resources.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

CR-2: Have the potential to damage or destroy 
archaeological resources.  

Potentially Significant Impact 
 
CR-2a Phase III data recovery must be completed for 

Feature 2 (CA-RIV-5457) prior to final approval of 
grading plans if this area is to be graded within the 
Private Conservation Area. Any recovery fieldwork 
must be completed in its entirety before grading 
begins, and a Phase III excavation report must be 
finalized and approved before final inspection. The 
Phase III excavation must be designed and written 
to Archaeological Resource Management Reports 
standards and County of Riverside standards. 

CR-2b The Project Archaeologist must create a 
mitigation-monitoring plan prior to earthmoving in 
the Project area, and a pre-grade meeting 
associated with the details of that plan must occur 
between the monitoring archaeologist(s) and the 
grading contractor before grading begins. The 
abatement plan document must contain a 
description of how and where artifacts will be 
curated if found during monitoring, and 
contingency plans associated with Native 
American tribal representation if the recovered 
artifacts are considered sacred items by one or 

Less Than Significant Impact 
After Mitigation 
(same as Original EIR)  
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more Native American tribes. 

CR-2c Monitoring of development-related excavation is 
required during all construction-related 
earthmoving. The Project Archaeologist may, at 
his or her discretion, terminate archaeological 
monitoring in any one location on the Project Site if 
and only if bedrock or sterile soils are encountered 
during earthmoving at that location. 

CR-2d Should previously unidentified cultural resource 
sites be encountered during monitoring, they must 
be evaluated, and tested if necessary, for 
significance following CEQA Guidelines prior to 
allowing a continuance of grading in the area. 
County Condition of Approval 10 (Planning 002) 
addressing inadvertent archaeological finds shall 
also be implemented. 

CR-2d Native American monitors shall also be allowed to 
monitor all grading, excavation and 
groundbreaking activities. Permission is required 
from March Joint Powers Authority if activities and 
monitoring occurs on their property. 

CR-3: Have the potential to damage or destroy 
paleontological resources.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR)  

CR-4: Have the potential to damage or destroy Native 
American burial sites.  

Potentially Significant Impact. 
CR-4a If human remains are encountered during earth-

disturbing activities, all work within 100 feet of the 
find shall stop immediately and the Riverside 
County Coroner’s office shall be notified. If the 
Coroner determines the remains are Native 
American in origin, the NAHC will be notified and, 
in turn, will notify the person determined to be the 
Most Likely Descendent who will provide 
recommendations for treatment of the remains 
(CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5; Health and Safety 
Code § 7050.5; Public Resources Code §§ 
5097.94 and 5097.98). 

 

Less Than Significant Impact 
After Mitigation 
 (same as Original EIR) 
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Section 4.6 - Geology, Soils, and Seismicity   
Site is underlain by shallow granitic bedrock with thin topsoil/alluvium. General region is subject to moderate ground shaking from major faults, some soil 
constraints are present. Site may require blasting and/or rock crushing. 
GS-1: Expose persons or structures to seismic hazards.  Less Than Significant Impact.  

No mitigation is necessary.  
Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

GS-2: Result in substantial erosion or loss of topsoil.  Potentially Significant Impact.  
Refer to Mitigation Measures HWQ-1a and HWQ-1b in Section 
4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
After Mitigation 
 (same as Original EIR) 

GS-3: Result in on-or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse.  

Potentially Significant Impact. 
 
GS-3a The developer shall implement the grading 

recommendations identified in the Preliminary 
Geotechnical Report (2007) and any subsequent 
geotechnical investigations approved by the 
County Geologist. Prior to the commencement of 
building construction, the applicant shall retain a 
qualified engineer to design foundations adequate 
to support the project structures where necessary, 
based on the recommendations of the Preliminary 
Geotechnical Report (2007) or any subsequent 
geotechnical investigations approved by the 
County Geologist. Settlement analysis shall be 
performed once the structural design loads and 
foundation system geometry have been defined for 
each building. This condition shall apply to any 
improvements made on the adjacent MJPA 
property as appropriate. 

Less Than Significant Impact 
After Mitigation 
 (same as Original EIR) 

GS-4: Contains expansive soils that may create substantial 
risks to life or property.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

GS-5: Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use 
of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

Section 4.7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials   
Site is vacant with small amounts of waste from illegal dumping and stained soils. Development of the site under either the Original or Revised Projects would 
require limited remediation and cleanup. Future uses under either development plan would be required to adhere to federal, state, and local hazmat laws and 
regulations. Site is under March Air Reserve Base flight path but either project will not impact operations due to low occupancy density (few people per acre) less 
than County standards for this airport use area.  
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HHM-1: Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials. 

Potentially Significant Impact.  
 
HHM-1a  Stained soils, as identified in Phase I 

Environmental Site Assessment (ESA), shall be 
removed to prior to any ground disturbing 
activities. The removal process shall be in 
compliance with the County hazardous materials 
removal/handling regulatory guidelines and work 
will be performed to the satisfaction of the County 
Environmental Health staff. 

Less Than Significant Impact 
After Mitigation (same as Original 
EIR) 

HHM-2: Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the likely release of hazardous 
materials into the environment  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

HHM-3: Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

HHM-4: Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government 
Code Section 65962.5.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

HHM-5: Be located within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport.  

Potentially Significant Impact.  
 
HHM-5a  Prior to the issuance of occupancy permits, 

information on users, uses, and use of hazardous 
materials within the Project Site will be transmitted 
to the MJPA for review. The County Planning, 
Environmental Health, and/or Fire Departments 
shall have authority to modify any use or 
occupancy permits to restrict or preclude uses that 
involve materials that could cause a demonstrable 
hazard to March ARB flight activities. 

Less Than Significant Impact 
After Mitigation (same as Original 
EIR) 

HHM-6: Be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip.  Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

HHM-7: Impair implementation of an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

HHM-8: Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires. 

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 
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Section 4.8 - Hydrology and Water Quality   
Vacant site slopes steeply to the north, and runoff under either plan would be collected across Lot 2 (middle of site) and along Alessandro Boulevard and 
conveyed offsite to the east and north. Construction of Brown Street requires use of adjacent property owned by March Joint Powers Authority for drainage and 
access easements. Hydrology plan for Revised Project indicates site will have two detention basins and will not increase downstream flows offsite. 
HWQ-1: Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements, or otherwise substantially degrade 
water quality.  

Potentially Significant Impact 

HWQ-1a  Prior to the issuance of grading permits for any 
portion or phase of the project, the applicant shall 
submit to and receive County approval of a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan and Grading Plan 
that identify specific actions and BMPs to prevent 
stormwater pollution from construction sources. 
The plans shall identify a practical sequence for 
site restoration, Best Management Practices 
implementation, contingency measures, 
responsible parties, and agency contacts. The 
applicant shall include conditions in construction 
contracts requiring the plans to be implemented 
and shall have the ability to enforce the 
requirement through fines and other penalties. The 
plans shall incorporate control measures in the 
following categories: 

 Soil stabilization practices; 

 Sediment and runoff control practices; 

 Monitoring protocols; and 

 Waste management and disposal control 
practices. 

Once approved by the County, the applicant’s 
contractor shall be responsible, throughout the 
duration of the Project for installing, constructing, 
inspecting, and maintaining the control measures 
included in the Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan and Grading Plan.  

HWQ-1b  Prior to final building inspection for any portion or 
phase of the Project, the applicant shall receive 
County approval of a Water Quality Management 

Less Than Significant Impact 
After Mitigation 
(same as Original EIR)  
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Plan that identifies specific long-term actions and 
Best Management Practices to prevent storm 
water pollution from ongoing site operations. The 
Water Quality management Plan shall identify a 
practical sequence for BMP implementation, 
contingency measures, responsible parties, and 
agency contacts. The applicant shall enforce the 
requirement through fines and other penalties, as 
necessary. 

Once approved by the County, the applicant shall 
be responsible throughout the duration of the 
Project for installing, constructing, inspecting, and 
maintaining the control measures included in the 
Water Quality Management Plan. 

The Water Quality Management Plan shall identify 
potential pollutant sources that could affect the 
quality of stormwater discharges from the Project 
Site. Control practices shall include those that 
effectively treat target pollutants in stormwater 
discharges anticipated from the Project Site. To 
protect receiving water quality, the Water Quality 
Management Plan shall include, but is not limited 
to, the following elements: 

 Permanent erosion control measures such as 
detention basins, inlet protection, and 
temporary revegetation or other ground cover 
that shall be employed for disturbed areas 
after initial construction is finished. 

 No disturbed surfaces will be left without 
erosion control measures in place during the 
winter and spring months (September 30 – 
March 30). 

 Sediment shall be retained onsite by a system 
of sediment basins, traps, or other appropriate 
measures. Of critical importance is the 
protection of existing catch basins that 
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eventually drain to Sycamore Canyon. 

 The construction contractor shall prepare 
Standard Operating Procedures for the 
handling of hazardous materials on the 
Project Site to prevent, eliminate, or reduce 
discharge of materials to storm drains. 

 Best Management Practices performance and 
effectiveness shall be determined either by 
visual means where applicable (i.e., 
observation of above-normal sediment 
release), or by actual water sampling in cases 
where verification of contaminant reduction or 
elimination, (inadvertent petroleum release) is 
required to determine adequacy of the 
measure. 

A new drainage study was prepared for the 
Revised Project, but it still indicates that the 
mitigation measures recommended for the Original 
Project are still necessary to help protect water 
quality. Therefore, the Revised Focused DEIR 
incorporates these same mitigation measures. 

HWQ-2: Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

HWQ-3: Result in substantial erosion or siltation on-or off-
site.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

HWQ-4: Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 
runoff in a manner, which would result in flooding on-or off-
site.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

HWQ-5: Create or contribute runoff water, which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

HWQ-6: Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area.  Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

HWQ-7: Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures, 
which would impede or redirect flood flows.  
 

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 
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HWQ-8: Expose people to flooding risks from levee or dam 
failure.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

HWQ-9: Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

Section 4.9 - Land Use    
LUP-1: Physically divide an established community or create 
conflicts with neighboring land uses.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

LUP-2: Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the Project.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

LUP-3: Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan 
or natural community conservation plan.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

Section 4.10 - Mineral Resources   
MR-1: Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

MR-2: Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important 
mineral resource recovery site.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

Section 4.11 - Noise    
Site is vacant but adjacent to Alessandro Boulevard with high traffic volumes. Development of Original and Revised Projects would add vehicular traffic and 
stationary noise sources, although the Revised Project would generate 80 percent less traffic than that generated by the Original Project. Revised Project may 
require rock crushing activities. 
N-1: Expose persons or generate the noise levels in excess 
of established standards.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

N-2: Expose persons or generate excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

N-3: Result in substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the Project vicinity.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

N-4: Result in substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity.  

Potentially Significant Impact 
 
N-4a  Prior to grading permit issuance, the project 

applicant shall submit a Construction Noise 
Mitigation Plan to the County for review and 
approval. The plan shall depict the location of 
construction equipment and describe how noise 
would be mitigated through methods such as, but 
not limited to, locating stationary noise-generating 

Less Than Significant Impact 
After Mitigation 
 (same as Original EIR) 
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equipment (such as pumps and generators), as far 
as possible from nearby noise-sensitive receptors. 
Where practicable, noise-generating equipment 
will be shielded from nearby noise-sensitive 
receptors by noise-attenuating buffers such as 
structures or haul, trucks and trailers. Onsite noise 
sources located less than 200 feet from noise-
sensitive receptors will be equipped with noise-
reducing engine housings. Portable acoustic 
barriers able to attenuate at least 6 dB will be 
placed around noise-generating equipment located 
within 200 feet of residences. Water tanks and 
equipment storage, staging, and warm-up areas 
will be located as far from noise-sensitive 
receptors as reasonably possible. The noise 
attenuation measures identified in the plan shall be 
incorporated into the project as conditions of 
approval of the grading and construction plans as 
appropriate. Any rock crushing equipment must be 
located within Lot 3, preferably as far from existing 
residences as possible, to minimize noise impacts. 
Rock crushing equipment can only be operated on 
weekdays between 9 am and 4 pm to further 
reduce noise impacts on residents. 

N-4b If, during project operations, the County Planning 
Department receives 4 or more noise complaints 
within a 3-month period from residents living west 
of the project property, the tenants or occupants of 
either one or both warehouses will be required to 
conduct noise assessments along the western 
property boundary to determine if project 
operational noise levels exceed County standards. 
If noise levels are found to exceed County 
standards, one or both operators shall be required 
to install noise attenuation improvements or 
reduce operational activities to reduce noise levels 
to meet County standards. This requirement shall 
be made part of conditions for map or conditional 
use permit approvals for both buildings of the 
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project, and shall be implemented to the 
satisfaction of the County Planning Department 
Manager. 

N-5: Be located within two miles of a public airport or public 
use airport.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

N-6: Be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip.  Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

Section 4.12 – Population and Housing   
Both the Original and Revised Projects propose commercial uses with no housing or population-inducing land uses. Both projects would add jobs to the County 
workforce, and both are consistent with regional growth forecasts since they are consistent with County land use and zoning designations.  
PH-1: Induce substantial population growth in the area.  Less Than Significant Impact.  

No mitigation is necessary.  
Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

PH-2: Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

PH-3: Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

Section 4.13 - Public Services and Recreation   
Original Project would introduce 1,300 new employees into the area, while the Revised Project would introduce 534 new employees. Each project would require 
public services (police, fire, etc.). The Revised Project would have 13% more square footage but would have 52% fewer employees and no uses that would attract 
the public (i.e., fast food restaurant in the Original Project) so potential need for public services is less under the Revised Project. 
PSR-1: Result in a need for new or physically altered fire 
facilities in order to maintain acceptable levels of service.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

PSR-2: Result in a need for new or physically altered police 
facilities in order to maintain acceptable levels of service.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

PSR-3: Result in a need for new or physically altered school 
facilities in order to maintain acceptable levels of service.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

PSR-4: Result in a need for new or physically altered parks in 
order to maintain acceptable parkland ratios.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

PSR-5: Result in a need for safety improvement to local or 
regional trails.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

PSR-6: Result in a need for new or physically altered 
government facilities in order to maintain acceptable ratios.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

PSR-7: Result in a need for new or physically altered Less Than Significant Impact.  Less Than Significant Impact 
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recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment.  

No mitigation is necessary.  (same as Original EIR) 

Section 4.14 - Transportation and Circulation   
Original Project would have generated 8,953 additional vehicle trips compared to 1,797 additional trips for the Revised Project, although the Revised Project would 
have had a higher percentage of trucks as part of those trips. Original EIR recommended mitigation measures to help reduce impacts. 
T-1: Cause an increase in traffic, which is substantial in 
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street 
system.  

Less than Significant Impact4 

T-1a  Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant 
shall be responsible for the following 
improvements:  

The intersection of the San Gorgonio Drive/Brown 
Street (North-South) at Alessandro Boulevard 
(East-West) shall provide the following geometrics: 

 Northbound: One left turn lane, two through 
lanes, one striped out for future use, one right 
turn lane. 

 Southbound: No improvements. Current 
adjacent project is constructing improvements. 

 Eastbound: No new improvements; One left 
turn lane, two through lanes, and one 
through/right turn currently provided. 

 Westbound: One left turn lane; Exiting 
improvements will remain and include three 
through lanes, and one right turn lane. 

Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant 
shall pay applicable TUMF and other fees as 
mitigation for impacts at the following intersections: 

 Trautwein Road (North-South) and 
Alessandro Boulevard (East-West): 

 Construct an additional northbound left turn 

Less Than Significant Impact 
(different than Original EIR 
which concluded impacts were 
potentially significant) 

                                                           
4  Due to an abundance of caution the mitigation from the Original EIR was included with some slight modifications even though the impacts are less than 

significant.  
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lane. I-215 Northbound Ramps (North-South) 
and Alessandro Boulevard (East-West): 

 Restripe existing shared left turn/right turn 
lane to an exclusive left turn lane. 

T-1b  Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant 
shall dedicate 50-foot half-width Secondary right-
of-way along the Project frontage of Brown Street 
from Alessandro Boulevard to the southern Project 
boundary. The applicant shall construct the Brown 
Street approach to Alessandro Boulevard to its full 
Secondary intersection cross-section width. Prior 
to issuance of building certificate of occupancy, the 
applicant shall construct Brown Street from south 
of Alessandro Boulevard intersection 
improvements to the southern boundary of the 
Project as a half- section width as an Industrial 
Collector plus a painted median and a northbound 
travel lane including landscaping and parkway 
improvements in conjunction with development. 
The applicant shall make an appropriate transition 
from the Secondary cross-section at the 
Alessandro Boulevard intersection improvements 
to the Industrial Collector cross-section. 

T-1c  Prior to building permit issuance, the developer 
shall construct landscape and sidewalk 
improvements along Alessandro Boulevard from 
the west Project boundary to San Gorgonio 
Drive/Brown Street per the direction of the county 
Landscape Architect. Landscaping will conform to 
Riverside County’s updated water efficient 
landscape ordinance.  

T-1d  Prior to final building inspection, the developer 
shall provide sufficient on-site parking to meet the 
County of Riverside parking code requirements. 

T-1e  Prior to grading permit issuance, the developer 
shall provide construction plans for road sight 
distance at the Project Access. Plans shall be 
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reviewed by the County, with respect to California 
Department of Transportation/County of Riverside 
standards in conjunction with the preparation of 
final grading, landscaping, and street improvement 
plans. The developer shall provide evidence to the 
County that construction plans were reviewed and 
approved. 

T-1f  Prior to final building inspection, the developer 
shall implement on-site traffic signing and striping 
in conjunction with detailed construction plans for 
the project. 

T-1g  Prior to building permit issuance, the developer 
shall participate in the phased construction of off-
site traffic signals within the study area through 
payment of traffic signal mitigation fees on a per 
square foot basis. The traffic signals within the 
study area at buildout should specifically include 
an inter-connect of the traffic signals to function in 
a coordinated system. 

T-2: Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, an 
established standard level of service.  

Potentially Significant Impact. 

Refer to Mitigation Measure T-1a to T-1g.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
After Mitigation at a project 
level (same as Original EIR), 
but cumulative impacts are not 
significant -(different than 
Original EIR. 

T-3: Result in a change in air traffic patterns.  Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

T-4: Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature  Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

T-5: Result in inadequate emergency access  Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

T-6: Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs 
supporting alternative transportation.  
 
 
 
 

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 
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Section 4.15 – Utilities  
Revised Project would consume 106,800 gallons of water per day compared to 260,000 gallons for the Original Project. Revised Project would generate 53,400 
gallons of wastewater per day compared to 130,000 gallons for the Original Project. Both the Original and Revised Projects would develop most of the project site, 
although the Revised Project will leave 6.69 acres of land along the western boundary vacant as a private conservation easement for SKR habitat. 
U-1: Exceed wastewater treatment requirements or result in 
the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities. 

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

U-2: Require or result in the construction of new water 
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Project 
Impact (same as Original EIR), 
cumulative water supply 
impact less than significant,  
(different from Original EIR) 

U-3: Require or result in the construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities.  

Less Than Significant Impact.  
No mitigation is necessary.  

Less Than Significant Impact 
(same as Original EIR) 

U-4: Conflict with State CEQA Guidelines Appendix F 
regarding energy conservation.  

Less Than Significant Impact  Less Than Significant Project 
Impact (Original EIR did not 
address Appendix F) 

Section 4.16 – Greenhouse Gas Emissions    
Revised Project would generate 11,000 tons of CO2e per day compared to 22,339 tons for the Original Project. Both projects would be required to mitigate 
potential impacts to the degree feasible, although fleet controls cannot be implemented as the future building tenants/owners are not known at this time. GHG 
emissions from both projects exceeds SCAQMD 10,000 ton threshold. 
GHG-1: Generate significant amounts of GHGs either directly 
or indirectly.  
 
GHG-2: Conflict with applicable plans, policies, or regulation 
regarding GHGs. 

Potentially Significant Cumulative Impacts. Refer to Mitigation 
Measures AQ-1a through 1l.  

Less than Significant Project  
Impact After Mitigation,  
Significant Cumulative Impact 
(different than Original EIR)   
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SECTION 2: INTRODUCTION 

2.1 Overview, Purpose and Authority of the Revised Focused EIR 

In April 2010, the County of Riverside (County) certified the original Environmental Impact 
Report (Original EIR) for the development of the Alessandro Commerce Centre (ACC) project 
and approved Tentative Parcel Map No. 35365 and Plot Plan No. 22925 (Original Project). 
(Original EIR is attached as Appendix H). The Original Project included dividing the 54-acre 
project site into six (6) industrial/commercial parcels for the development of eight (8) buildings of 
approximately 258,100 square feet of office, 42,300 square feet of light industrial/multi-tenant, 
409,400 square feet of industrial warehouse/distribution, and 10,000 square feet of retail. 

The Center for Biological Diversity filed a petition for writ of mandate challenging the Original 
Project and certification of the Original EIR (Center for Biological Diversity v. County of 
Riverside, Riverside County Superior Court Case No. RIC10009105). The court issued a 
Statement of Decision granting the petition on the ground that the Original EIR created an 
improper baseline because it did not include a privately managed habitat area to the south of 
the project site (“Private Conservation Area”) in the existing environmental setting and thus the 
environmental baseline was not adequate under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). (See, Statement of Decision dated December 8, 2011, attached in Appendix F). The 
rest of the Original EIR was upheld by the court and the court directed the County to certify an 
EIR that “complies with CEQA by correcting the deficiencies identified [by the Court].” (See, 
Court Statement of Decision filed on January 3, 2012 attached in Appendix F). 

The Applicant and the Center for Biological Diversity subsequently entered into a Settlement 
Agreement (see Section 2.8 and Appendix G) that requires the Applicant among other 
requirements to create an approximately 6.69-acre on-site conservation easement. (See, 
Settlement Agreement by and between Center for Biological Diversity and Amstar/Kaliber LLC, 
et al., attached as Appendix G). Per the court’s Statement of Decision, on January 29, 2013, the 
County set aside and vacated its approval of the Original Project and certification of the Original 
EIR. It should be noted that there are other conditions of the settlement for the Project in 
addition to those on the conservation easement area (lighting, landscaping, LEED, fencing, 
etc.). These conditions are addressed as well in this Revised Focused DEIR. 

The Original Project included the completion of Brown Street along the eastern portion of the 
site and off-site storm water improvements, also to the east of the site. The eastern portion of 
the Brown Street right-of-way and the off-site storm water improvements are both on land 
owned by the March Joint Powers Authority (MJPA). The MJPA submitted comments to the 
Original Draft EIR requesting that more information regarding impacts from the off-site 
improvements be included in the EIR.  

In addition, a separate lawsuit was filed by the Center for Biological Diversity against the MJPA 
(Center for Biological Diversity, et al. v. Bartel, et. al., S.D. Cal. No. 09-cv-1864-JAH-POR). The 
parties to this lawsuit entered into a Settlement Agreement requiring the MJPA to place into 
conservation certain portions of land it owns to be managed for the wildlife habitat value and 
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sensitive species present. For the purposes of this Revised Focused DEIR, the “March SKR 
Preserve Area” is part of the “Private Conservation Area” that the court directed should be 
included in the revised EIR’s baseline conditions. (See, September 12, 2012 Settlement 
Agreement attached as Appendix G). The settlement agreement between Center for Biological 
Diversity and the MJPA also includes specific design requirements for the Brown Street 
improvements to minimize impacts to wildlife movement. 

The requirement in the settlement agreement between the Applicant and the Center for 
Biological Diversity to include the on-site conservation easement area necessitated revisions to 
the design of the Original Project. The design changes resulted in the proposed lot line 
adjustment to rearrange the existing four (4) separate lots of the 54-acre site with the 
conservation easement located on one lot, two (2) separate industrial warehouse buildings 
proposed for two (2) of the lots, and one (1) lot for trailer parking and storage, for a total of up to 
814,630 square feet of industrial warehouse uses (proposed Revised Project). It should be 
noted that Lot 2 is currently designated as trailer storage per the proposed site plan. Section 
10.4 of the County’s Development Standards for the I-P zone state that parking and outside 
storage shall be screened by structures or landscaping (sub-sections h and i).  

No commercial or retail uses are proposed as a part of the Revised Project. Because the 
County’s approval of Tentative Parcel Map No. 35365 and Plot Plan No. 22925 were vacated, 
the County requested that new project applications be submitted. The proposed Revised Project 
is reflected in the new proposed Plot Plan No. 25422 and Environmental Assessment No. 
42616.  

This Revised Focused Draft Environmental Impact Report (Revised Focused DEIR) analyzes 
the proposed Revised Project and includes a description of the Private Conservation Area in the 
environmental setting of the proposed Revised Project.  

In addition, other requirements set forth in the Settlement Agreement by and between the 
Center for Biological Diversity and Amstar/Kaliber, LLC, et al. are addressed in this Revised 
Focused DEIR as more fully set forth in the Project Description in Section 3.0 herein. Lastly, 
project impacts resulting from construction of the proposed Brown Street improvements and 
storm water improvements on the MJPA Property are addressed herein. 

2.1.1 - Purpose and Authority 

The purpose of this Revised Focused DEIR is to (1) revise the biological analysis in the Original 
EIR to include the existence of the Private Conservation Area in the environmental setting as 
instructed by the court in its Statement of Decision and as set forth in the settlement agreement 
between the Center for Biological Diversity, the Applicant, and the County; (2) update the text of 
the Original EIR to reflect the proposed Revised Project; (3) analyze any new environmental 
impacts not disclosed in the Original EIR that would result from the inclusion of the Private 
Conservation Area in the environmental setting and the changes to the Original Project; and (4) 
include a complete analysis of the environmental impacts associated with the completion of 
Brown Street and the off-site storm water improvements on MJPA Property. 



Alessandro Commerce Centre 
Revised Focused Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

 

SECTION 2: INTRODUCTION 2-3 
Revised Admin Draft, July 2015 

As noted above, the court’s Statement of Decision invalidated a portion of the Original EIR 
related to biological impacts. The court’s decision is limited to the portions of the Original EIR 
found to be noncompliant with CEQA and the remaining portions of the Original EIR remain 
valid (Public Resources Code § 21168.9). The County is not required to re-circulate the entire 
Original EIR in response to the court decision, however, this Revised Focused DEIR reflects 
both the revisions to the Original EIR as discussed above and changes to the Proposed Project, 
therefore, this Revised Focused DEIR is being circulated for additional public comment. It 
should be noted that the Original EIR is included as Appendix H in this Revised Focused DEIR 
for reference only. As discussed below, the Revised Focused DEIR addresses the changes to 
the Original EIR based upon the agreed settlement and changes incorporated in the Revised 
Project. It was determined that the entire Revised Focused DEIR be recirculated along with the 
Original EIR to illustrate the entire changes and lack of new significant impacts based upon the 
project revisions. Therefore, comments should focus on the Revised Focused DEIR pursuant to 
State CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5 (f)(2). Any responses to comments only need to focus 
on the actual changes to the Original Project under CEQA principles of recirculation. 

The County has used its independent judgment and determined that the Revised Focused DEIR 
is sufficient and no other EIR is required because the conditions that would trigger preparation 
of a subsequent or supplemental EIR under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 have not 
been met, as outlined below: 

15088.5. RECIRCULATION OF AN EIR PRIOR TO CERTIFICATION 

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

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

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

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others 
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the 
project’s proponents decline to adopt it. 
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(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature 
that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. (Mountain Lion Coalition v. 
Fish and Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043) 

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

(c) If the revision is limited to a few chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency need 
only recirculate the chapters or portions that have been modified. 

(d) Recirculation of an EIR requires notice pursuant to Section 15087, and consultation 
pursuant to Section 15086. 

(e) A decision not to recirculate an EIR must be supported by substantial evidence in the 
administrative record. 

(f) The lead agency shall evaluate and respond to comments as provided in Section 15088. 
Recirculating an EIR can result in the lead agency receiving more than one set of comments 
from reviewers. The following are two ways in which the lead agency may identify the set of 
comments to which it will respond. This dual approach avoids confusion over whether the 
lead agency must respond to comments which are duplicates or which are no longer 
pertinent due to revisions to the EIR. In no case shall the lead agency fail to respond to 
pertinent comments on significant environmental issues. 

(1) When an EIR is substantially revised and the entire document is recirculated, the lead 
agency may require reviewers to submit new comments and, in such cases, need not 
respond to those comments received during the earlier circulation period. The lead 
agency shall advise reviewers, either in the text of the revised EIR or by an attachment to 
the revised EIR, that although part of the administrative record, the previous comments do 
not require a written response in the final EIR, and that new comments must be submitted 
for the revised EIR. The lead agency need only respond to those comments submitted in 
response to the recirculated revised EIR. 

(2) When the EIR is revised only in part and the lead agency is recirculating only the 
revised chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency may request that reviewers limit 
their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the recirculated EIR. The lead 
agency need only respond to (i) comments received during the initial circulation period 
that relate to chapters or portions of the document that were not revised and recirculated, 
and (ii) comments received during the recirculation period that relate to the chapters or 
portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated. The lead agency's request 
that reviewers limit the scope of their comments shall be included either within the text of 
the revised EIR or by an attachment to the revised EIR. 

(3) As part of providing notice of recirculation as required by Public Resources Code 
Section 21092.1, the lead agency shall send a notice of recirculation to every agency, 
person, or organization that commented on the prior EIR. The notice shall indicate, at a 
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minimum, whether new comments may be submitted only on the recirculated portions of 
the EIR or on the entire EIR in order to be considered by the agency. 

(g) When recirculating a revised EIR, either in whole or in part, the lead agency shall, in the 
revised EIR or by an attachment to the revised EIR, summarize the revisions made to the 
previously circulated draft EIR. 

Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 21092.1, 
Public Resources Code; Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the 
University of California (1993) 6 Cal. 4th 1112. 

Analysis of State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5: The County has decided to circulate 
the Revised Focused DEIR for public review based on the Court decision on the Original EIR 
and proposed changes as part of the Revised Project. 

Per State CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5(a), the new information added to the EIR is not 
considered “significant” because it does not change the EIR in a way that deprives the public of 
a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the 
project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect that the project’s proponents have 
declined to implement. Per Section 15088.5(b), the Revised Focused DEIR is being circulated 
to provide more information about the Revised Project and clarify the DEIR language relative to 
the court decision. It is anticipated that any comments received will focus only on the changes 
under the Revised Project as compared to the Original Project, since the Original Project has 
already been circulated once for public review.  

As outlined in State CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5(d), the Revised Focused DEIR will be 
circulated under Section 15087, and the County and project applicant have continued to consult 
with interested Native American tribes pursuant to Section 15086. Consistent with State CEQA 
Guidelines section 15088.5(e), the County’s decision to circulate a Revised Focused DEIR is 
the appropriate method of CEQA documentation for this project rather than recirculating the 
Original EIR, and this documentation constitutes substantial evidence in the administrative 
record. 

Per State CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5(f), the Revised Focused DEIR explains how it 
responds to comments on the Original EIR, and also explains all of the changes from the 
Original EIR as a result of the court decision and changes to the proposed project, as required 
in Section 15088.5(g). 

In addition, the County has chosen to prepare and circulate this Revised Focused DEIR to 
address the court decision on the Original EIR and to document changes to the proposed 
project which are analyzed in the Revised Focused DEIR. Since the approval of the Original EIR 
was rescinded by the County as a result of the court case, the requirements of State CEQA 
Guidelines section 15162 regarding subsequent EIR documents (i.e., documents that follow on 
after and EIR has been approved) do not apply. 
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This Revised Focused DEIR provides a project-level analysis of the environmental effects of the 
proposed Revised Project to the extent those effects are more than what was determined for the 
Original Project. The increase in any environmental impacts are analyzed in the Revised 
Focused DEIR to the degree of specificity appropriate, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15146. To that end, this document addresses the potentially significant adverse 
environmental impacts that may be associated with the planning, construction, and operation of 
the proposed Revised Project that are above those impacts determined for the Original Project. 

This Revised Focused DEIR includes a separate section for each environmental topic studied in 
the Original EIR and/or was otherwise determined to be required in this Revised Focused DEIR. 
A statement will be included for each topic where no revisions to the Original EIR are required 
and the Original EIR text remains valid. An explanation as to what revisions to the Original EIR 
are being made will be included for each topic where revisions to the Original EIR are warranted 
and are reflected in this Revised Focused DEIR. It should be noted that as a result of the 
analysis herein no additional mitigation measures were identified as appropriate or feasible. 
Further, this document revises mitigation measures approved for the Original Project where 
those measures no longer are feasible, necessary, and/or relevant for the proposed Revised 
Project.  

CEQA requires that an EIR contain at a minimum, certain specific elements. Certain elements in 
the Original EIR remain unchanged and valid and are therefore not included here. The elements 
included in this Revised Focused DEIR are: 

 Table of Contents 
 Executive Summary 
 Introduction 
 Project Description 
 Environmental Setting, Significant Environmental Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
 Cumulative Impacts 
 Effects Found Not to Be Significant 

The elements in the Original EIR which remain unchanged and are included in the Revised 
Focused DEIR include: 

 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts; 
 Alternatives to the Proposed Project; and 
 Growth-Inducing Impacts. 

2.1.2 - Lead Agency Determination 

The County is designated as the lead agency for the proposed Revised Project. State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15376 defines the lead agency as “…the public agency, which has the 
principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a Project. The MJPA is designated as a 
responsible agency for the portions of the proposed Revised Project falling under its jurisdiction 
(easements for the Brown Street and off-site storm water improvements). Other public agencies 
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may also be responsible agencies for the proposed Revised Project. Each responsible agency 
must cooperate and coordinate with the lead agency during the CEQA process. State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15096 requires any responsible agency to consider this Revised Focused 
DEIR and reach their own conclusions on whether and how to approve the portions of the 
proposed Revised Project that each responsible agency has authority over. 

LSA Associates, Inc. is contracted to prepare this Revised Focused DEIR under a 
Memorandum of Understanding with the County. Prior to circulating for public review, this 
Revised Focused DEIR was extensively reviewed and evaluated by the County and reflects the 
independent judgment and analysis of the County as required by CEQA. A list of organizations 
and persons consulted and the document preparation personnel are provided in Section 8, 
Report Preparation Resources.  

2.1.3 - Areas of Controversy 

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15123(b), a summary section must be included in 
the Revised Focused DEIR addressing areas of controversy known to the Lead Agency, 
including issues raised by agencies and the public, and also address issues to be resolved, 
including the choice among alternatives and whether or how to mitigate significant effects. 

2.1.4 - Notice of Preparation 

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Original Project was issued on June 26, 2008. The NOP 
described the development concept for the Project and the range of issues to be addressed in 
the EIR. The NOP was distributed to the State Clearinghouse, responsible agencies, and other 
interested parties for a 30-day public review period. 

The NOP identified the need to evaluate the following environmental issues: 

Air Quality; 
Biological Resources; 
Cultural Resources; 
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity; 
 

Hydrology and Water Quality 
Land Use; 
Noise; and 
Transportation. 
 

The Original EIR identified issues where the Original Project would result in impacts that cannot 
be fully reduced to a less than significant level, even after implementation of all feasible 
mitigation measures. Because these impacts were determined to be significant and unavoidable 
consequences of the Original Project, the Riverside County Board of Supervisors adopted a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations determining that the Original Project’s economic, social, 
and technological benefits outweighed its significant environmental effects.  

The following were the significant and unavoidable adverse environmental impacts found for the 
Original Project: 

 Construction air emissions: Daily emissions from construction activities would exceed 
Southern California Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) thresholds. Mitigation is 
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proposed that would require implementation of construction air pollution control measures; 
however, these measures would not fully reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 

 Operational air emissions: Daily emissions from mobile and area sources during Project 
operation would exceed SCAQMD thresholds. Mitigation is proposed that would require 
implementation of operational air pollution control measures; however, these measures 
would not fully reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 

 Cumulative air emissions: Because construction and operational emissions would exceed 
SCAQMD thresholds, the Project would have a significant cumulative impact. No mitigation 
is available to reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 

 Inconsistency with the Air Quality Management Plan: Population growth and vehicle 
trips associated with the Project would exceed the Projections contained in the Air Quality 
Management Plan (AQMP) prepared by the SCAQMD. No mitigation is available that can 
reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 

 Exceed PM10 and PM2.5 localized significance threshold: Application of the mitigation 
measures will only marginally reduce construction emissions of PM10 and PM2.5. Therefore, 
emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 from the Project during construction would continue to exceed 
the SCAQMD’s localized significance thresholds after application of mitigation measures. 

 Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations: Emissions from the 
Project would continue to exceed the SCAQMD’s localized significance thresholds during 
construction after application of mitigation measures. 

 Project impacts from greenhouse gas emissions: the Project will emit greenhouse gases 
during long-term operation, primarily vehicular exhaust. 

 Cumulative traffic: Project traffic in combination with future potential projects will result in a 
cumulatively considerable impact to transportation. 

 Cumulative water supply: The Project will incrementally diminish vacant land and water 
supplies. However, development of the Riverside County’s General Plan will have a 
significant impact on water supplies and will be cumulatively considerable. 

The Revised Focused DEIR has determined that the same environmental impacts are also 
significant for the Revised Project except for cumulative traffic and cumulative greenhouse gas 
emissions. The Revised Project will generate considerably less traffic than the Original Project, 
and so the Revised Project will not have significant cumulative traffic impacts. In addition, data 
is now available that was not available at the time the Original EIR was prepared, impacts from 
greenhouse gas emissions can now be assessed and are considered cumulatively significant. 
Thus a Statement of Overriding Considerations determining that the Revised Project’s 
economic, social, and technological benefits outweigh its significant environmental effects is 
required. 

In addition, the County determined that the Notice of Preparation (NOP) that was issued for the 
Original EIR was sufficient for the Revised Focused DEIR and no new NOP was required. The 
NOP was distributed to the State Clearinghouse, responsible agencies, and other interested 



Alessandro Commerce Centre 
Revised Focused Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

 

SECTION 2: INTRODUCTION 2-9 
Revised Admin Draft, July 2015 

parties for a 30-day public review period. Table 2-1 summarizes the comments received on the 
NOP issued for the Original Project in 2008. The new RFDEIR will be circulated to the public 
with a new Notice of Availability distributed to agencies and the public. 

Table 2-1: NOP Comments on Original Draft EIR 

Agency  Author  Date  
Public Agencies   
Riverside Transit Agency  Michael McCoy  December 21, 2007  
Department of the Air Force  Ryan C. Wood, Deputy Base Civil Engineer  January 4, 2008  

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  Leslie MacNair, Senior Environmental 
Scientist  April 18, 2008  

Governor’s Office Planning and 
Research  Scott Morgan, Project Analyst  June 26, 2008  

Native American Heritage Commission  Dave Singleton, Program Analyst  July 1, 2008  
Local Agency Formation Commission  Adriana Romo, Local Government Analyst II  July 2, 2008  
County of Riverside, Planning 
Commission  John Roth, Commissioner  July 5, 2008  

Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians  Joseph Ontiveros, Cultural Resource 
Department  July 7, 20008  

Riverside County Fire Department  Jason Neuman, Captain  July 11, 2008  
South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (SCAQMD)  Steve Smith, Program Supervisor  July 11,2008  

Riverside County Flood Control and 
Water Conservation District  Kris Flanigan, Senior Civil Engineer  July 14, 2008  

Department of the Air Force  Richard E. Eunice, Base Civil Engineer  July 17, 2008  

Department of Public Health  Lance Salisbury, CDPH Environmental 
Review Unit  July 18, 2008  

Riverside County Waste Management 
Department  Ryan Ross, Planner  July 21, 2008  

Morongo Band of Mission Indians  Franklin A. Drancy, Project Manager  July 23, 2008  
City of Fontana, Community 
Development Department  Stephanie Hall, Senior Planner  July 23, 2008  

City of Moreno Valley, Community 
Development Department  Kathleen Dale, Associate Planner  July 28, 2008  

City of Riverside, Community 
Development Department  Ken Gutierrez, Planning Director  July 28, 2008  

Pechanga Cultural Resources  Anna M. Hoover, Cultural Analyst  August 4, 2008  
March Joint Powers Authority  Grace I. Williams, Senior Planner  August 15, 2008  
Private Organizations and Individuals   
Center for Biological Diversity  Jonathan Evans, Staff Attorney  August 26, 2008  
San Bernardino Valley Audubon 
Society  Drew Fledmann, Chapter President  August 1, 2008  

Sierra Club George Hague, Conservation/Endangered 
Species Chair August 26, 2008 

Source: State Clearinghouse and County of Riverside, 2008. 
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2.1.5 - Technical Studies 

Several technical studies were required as part of the analysis of environmental impacts in the 
Revised Focused DEIR to update existing conditions on the project site and address potential 
direct and indirect impacts to the adjacent MJPA property, including the offsite Brown Street and 
drainage improvements:  

 Addendum to the Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) for Western 
Riverside County (Revised Focused DEIR Appendix A); 

 Addendum to the Jurisdictional Delineation (Revised Focused DEIR Appendix A); 
 Burrowing Owl Habitat Assessment (Revised Focused DEIR Appendix A); 
 Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation Report (Revised 

Focused DEIR Appendix A); 
 Cultural Resources Assessment and Archaeological Testing (Phase 1 and 2 dated May 

2014)(Revised Focused DEIR Appendix B); 
 Updated Project Criteria Air Pollutants and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Updated 

Estimates based on SCAQMD CalEEMod Program (Revised Focused DEIR Appendix 
C); 

 Health Risk Assessment Screening Thresholds Assessment (Revised Focused DEIR 
Appendix C); 

 Updated Noise Impact Estimates (Revised Focused DEIR Appendix D);  
 Updated Trip Generation Comparison (Revised Focused DEIR Appendix E); and 
 Original EIR and Appendices including all technical studies prepared for the Original 

Project (Revised Focused DEIR Appendix H).  

  
2.1.6 - Project of Statewide, Regional, or Areawide Environmental Significance 

Section § 15206 of the CEQA Guidelines sets forth the following criteria for determining if a 
Project is of statewide, regional, or areawide environmental significance:  

a) The Project proposes to amend a General Plan; 

b) The Project has effects on the environment that extend beyond the jurisdiction it is 
located in; 

c) The Project contains more than 500 dwelling units; 

d) The Project would employ more than 1,000 persons; 

e) The Project would encompass more than 250,000 square feet of commercial floor 
space or 650,000 square feet of industrial floor space; 

f) The Project contains more than 500 hotel rooms; 

g) The Project would occupy more than 40 acres of land; 
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h) The Project would result in the cancellation of a Williamson Act contract 
encompassing more than 100 acres;  

i) The Project would adversely impact the Lake Tahoe Basin, the Santa Monica 
Mountains Zone, the California Coastal Zone, a wild or scenic river, the Sacramento-
San Joaquin Delta, Suisun Marsh, or San Francisco Bay;  

j) The Project would adversely affect sensitive wildlife habitats; k) The Project would 
interfere with the attainment of regional water quality standards; or l) The Project 
would locate more than 500 persons or jobs within 10 miles of a nuclear power plant. 

 
As was the case for the Original Project, the proposed Revised Project is regionally significant 
(See “e” and “g” above) and the Revised Focused DEIR will be submitted to the State 
Clearinghouse for distribution to responsible agencies and interested parties.  

2.2  Scope of Revised Focused EIR 

This Revised Focused DEIR is prepared in accordance with CEQA and includes analysis of the 
proposed Revised Project, which includes Plot Plan No. 25422 and Environmental Assessment 
No. 42616 to determine if implementation of the proposed Revised Project could have any direct 
or indirect impacts on the environment that were not evaluated in the Original EIR. Accordingly, 
the County determined that preparation and evaluation of an environmental impact report for the 
proposed Revised Project is warranted and that this Revised Focused DEIR is the appropriate 
mechanism to revise the Original EIR to comply with CEQA. 

Per direction from the court, the Revised Focused DEIR has a modified baseline description for 
biological resources to address the fact that the MJPA land (referred to herein as the “Private 
Conservation Area”) as defined in the summary above. The land surrounding the project site is 
designated as SKR habitat and those lands are managed by the Center for Natural Lands 
Management (CNLM). 

After review, the County determined that a new Notice of Preparation did not need to be issued 
for the Revised Focused DEIR but rather would rely on the NOP for the Original EIR which was 
issued on June 26, 2008 and is described in Section 2.1.5 of this Revised Focused DEIR.  

2.2.1 - Environmental Issues Determined Not to Be Significant 

The Original EIR determined the following environmental issues had less than significant 
impacts and did not require mitigation: 

Aesthetics, Light, and Glare; 
Agriculture; 
Land Use; 
Mineral Resources; 

Population and Housing; 
Public Services; and 
Utility Systems; 
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2.2.2 - Potentially Significant Environmental Issues 

The Original EIR determined the following environmental issues had potentially significant 
impacts and required mitigation: 

Air Quality; 
Biological Resources; 
Cultural Resources; 
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity; 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials; 

Hydrology and Water Quality; 
Noise: 
Transportation; and 
Greenhouse Gases 

 
After mitigation, the Original EIR determined that only the following environmental issues were 
significant even after implementation of all feasible mitigation: 

 Air Quality (direct and cumulative);  
 Traffic (cumulative);  
 Water Supply (cumulative); and 
 Greenhouse Gases (direct). 

 
The Revised Focused DEIR determined these same impacts were still significant even after 
implementation of all feasible mitigation for the Revised Project except for cumulative traffic. 
The Revised Project produces much less traffic than would have been generated by the Original 
Project that the cumulative traffic impacts of the Revised Project is no longer considered 
cumulatively significant. In addition, impacts from greenhouse gas emissions are now 
considered significant on a cumulative basis instead of speculative as determined in the Original 
EIR. Cumulative greenhouse gas emissions is not a new impact from what was determined for 
the Original Project, but due to the availability of new data to assess  greenhouse gas emission 
impacts, those cumulative impacts are no longer speculative. 
 
2.3  Organization of Revised Focused EIR 

This Revised Focused DEIR is organized into the following main sections: 

Section 1: Executive Summary. This section includes a summary of the proposed Revised 
Project and a comparison to the Original Project.  

Section 2: Introduction. This section provides an introduction and overview describing the 
purpose of the Revised Focused DEIR, its scope, and the public review and certification 
process. 

Section 3: Project Description. This section includes a detailed description of the proposed 
Revised Project, including its location, size, and project characteristics. A discussion of the 
Revised Project objectives, intended uses of this Revised Focused DEIR, responsible agencies, 
and approvals needed to carry out the proposed Revised Project are also provided.  
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Section 4: Environmental Impact Analysis. This section analyzes the environmental impacts 
of the proposed Revised Project. The Original EIR is revised in this Revised Focused DEIR to 
(1) revise the described baseline conditions for biological resources in the Original EIR to 
include the existence of the Private Conservation Area in the environmental setting as instructed 
by the court and as set forth in the settlement agreement between the Center for Biological 
Diversity, the Applicant, and the County; (2) update the text of the Original EIR to reflect the 
proposed Revised Project; (3) analyze any new environmental impacts not disclosed in the 
Original EIR that would result from the inclusion of the Private Conservation Area in the 
environmental setting and the changes to the Original Project; and (4) include a complete 
analysis of the environmental impacts associated with the completion of Brown Street and the 
off-site stormwater improvements. Each major environmental topic area will commence with a 
brief statement as to whether the impacts of the proposed Revised Project requires revisions of 
that topic area from the text in the Original EIR.  

IMPORTANT NOTE: Due to changes in the Proposed Project (i.e., Revised Project compared 
to the Original Project), public comments will be accepted on all sections of the Revised 
Focused DEIR. 

2.4  Lead Agency, Responsible Agency, and Applicant 

The County of Riverside is the lead agency for the proposed Revised Project and the 
preparation of this Revised Focused DEIR. The MJPA is a responsible agency, because it owns 
the eastern portion of the Brown Street right-of-way and the land upon which the off-site 
stormwater improvements will be located. As such, the MJPA has discretionary authority 
concerning easement rights the Applicant must obtain to carry out the proposed Revised 
Project. Amstar/Kaliber, LLC is the Applicant and proposed Revised Project sponsor. LSA 
Associates, Inc. is the environmental consultant that prepared this Revised Focused DEIR. 

2.5  Review of the Revised Focused DEIR 

Upon completion of the Revised Focused DEIR, the County will file a Notice of Completion 
(NOC) with the State Office of Planning and Research to begin the public review period (Public 
Resources Code section 21161). Concurrent with the NOC, this Revised Focused DEIR will be 
distributed to responsible and trustee agencies, other affected agencies, surrounding cities, and 
interested parties, as well as all parties requesting a copy of the Revised Focused DEIR in 
accordance with Public Resources Code section 21092(b)(3). During the 45-day public review 
period, the Revised Focused DEIR, including all appendices, will be available for review at the 
County of Riverside Department of Planning Office, located at the address indicated below. It 
will also be located at the Riverside Public Library, located at 3581 Mission Inn Avenue. 
Agencies, organizations, and interested parties not previously contacted, or who did not 
respond to the Notice of Preparation (NOP), have the opportunity to comment on the Revised 
Focused DEIR during the public review period. 
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To assist the reader, the Revised Focused DEIR will summarize the results of the Original EIR 
for the following 16 environmental issues: 

4.1 Aesthetics, Light, and Glare  
4.2 Agricultural Resources 
4.3 Air Quality  
4.4 Biological Resources 
4.5 Cultural Resources  
4.6 Geology and Soils  
4.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 

4.9  Land Use and Planning  
4.10 Mineral Resources  
4.11 Noise 
4.12 Population and Housing 
4.13 Fire, Police, Schools, and Recreation  
4.14 Transportation  
4.15 Utilities 
4.16 Greenhouse Gases 
 

By comparison the NOP for the Original Project identified the need to analyze the following 
environmental issues: 

Air Quality; 
Biological Resources; 
Cultural Resources; 
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity; 

Hydrology and Water Quality  
Land Use 
Noise; 
Transportation; 

 
Written comments on these sections of the Revised Focused DEIR should be addressed to: 

County of Riverside 
Department of Planning 
4080 Lemon Street, Riverside, CA 92502-1629 
Attn: Matt Straite, Planner-West County 

Submittal of electronic comments in Microsoft Word or PDF format is encouraged. Upon 
completion of the public review period, written responses to all significant environmental issues 
raised will be prepared and made available for review at least 10 days prior to the public hearing 
before the Riverside County Directors Hearing, as outlined in Ordinance 348, on the proposed 
Revised Project, at which the certification of the Final Revised Focused EIR will be considered. 
Comments received and the responses to comments will be included as part of the record for 
consideration by the Board for the proposed Revised Project. 

2.6 Terms of the CBD Settlement Agreement 

The Settlement Agreement by and between the Center for Biological Diversity and 
Amstar/Kaliber LLC, et. al. (Appendix G) includes terms that are incorporated into the Project. 
Key elements of the settlement agreement include: 

 The Project includes an approximate 6.69 acre on-site conservation easement area as 
depicted in Exhibit A to the settlement agreement (“Conservation Area”). The 
Conservation Area is designed with the goal that it will function as a wildlife habitat for 
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sensitive species, including, but not limited to, the Stephens’ kangaroo rat, and to the 
extent feasible, as a wildlife corridor connecting the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Area 
with the private conservation area. 

 As specified in section 2.1.4 of the settlement agreement, fencing and other measures 
are incorporated into the Project to minimize impacts to sensitive species from the public 
and urban predators both during and after construction of the Project. 

 Project grading will occur per Section 2.2 of the settlement agreement and in a manner 
that minimizes impacts on the Conservation Area to the extent feasible without impacting 
the Project design. 

 One-time habitat restoration of any graded portions of the Conservation Area will be 
provided per the terms of Section 2.2.1 of the settlement agreement. 

 Maintenance of the Conservation Area shall be in accord with Section 2.3 of the 
settlement agreement. 

 Lighting systems for the Project will comply with Sections 2.5.1 and 2.5.2 of the 
settlement agreement. 

 No plants described in Table 6-2 of the Western Riverside County Multiples Species 
Habitat Conservation Plan will be used in the Project landscaping. Only highly fire 
resistant landscaping will be used within 100 feet of the Conservation Area. 

 Project noise (temporary and permanent) shall comply with all County of Riverside 
requirements. 

 The design of the southern retention basin and Project street improvements will address 
Sections 2.5.5 and 2.5.7 of the settlement agreement. 

 The Project will be built in accordance with LEED Silver standards. 
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SECTION 3: PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
3.1 Project Location  

The Revised Project site is located south of Alessandro Boulevard, and west of Interstate 215 in 
unincorporated Riverside County (See Exhibit 3-1, Regional Location Map). Specifically, the 
Revised Project site is located at the southeast corner of Alessandro Boulevard and Gem Lane 
(See Exhibit 3-2, Local Vicinity Aerial Map). The site is within Section 16 of Township 3 South 
and Range 4 West in the Riverside East, California, United States Geological Survey (USGS) 
7.5-minute topographic quadrangle, San Bernardino Base Meridian (See Exhibit 3-3, Local 
Vicinity Topographic Map). The central point of the Revised Project site was determined to have 
a latitude of 33°54’51.30” North and a longitude of 117°17’52.44” West.  

3.2  Existing Conditions  

3.2.1 - Existing Land Use  

The Revised Project site is a vacant property with evidence of moderate to high human 
disturbance. Dirt access roads occur along the Revised Project site’s eastern and western 
boundaries and two dirt roads bisect the central portion of the site. Significant dumping has 
occurred along the central portion of the eastern boundary.  

Surrounding land uses include undeveloped land that is part of the Sycamore Canyon Park to 
the northwest, undeveloped land that is under the March Joint Powers Authority (MJPA) to the 
south and east, and residential development to the west. The site is bordered to the north by 
Alessandro Boulevard and partially to the west by Gem Lane. It should be noted that the MJPA 
land surrounding the Project Site to the south and east is referred to herein as the “Private 
Conservation Area” and includes the land described as “Preserved” in the Statement of 
Decision (Appendix F). This land is managed for habitat value by the Center for Natural Lands 
Management (CNLM) under an agreement with MJPA. 

3.2.2 - Existing Landforms  

The Revised Project site is located in a foothill-valley transition area south of Sycamore Canyon 
which is south of Box Springs Mountain. The site is located on a gentle northeast facing slope 
with an elevation of approximately 1,560 to 1,700 feet above mean sea level. Two small 
drainages are depicted on the Riverside East, California United State Geological Survey 
(USGS) 7.5-minute topographic map that runs on the northern and southern boundary of the 
Revised Project site. The site contains a number of sparsely located rocky outcrops.  
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3.2.3 - Land Use Designations  

The Revised Project site is designated for light industrial uses in the County’s General Plan and 
zoning ordinance. As noted above, the MJPA land surrounding the Revised Project site to the 
south and east is referred to herein as the “Private Conservation Area”. This land is managed 
for habitat value by the Center for Natural Lands Management (CNLM) under an agreement 
with MJPA.5 The Private Conservation Area is planned to remain vacant and serve as habitat for 
the Stephen’s kangaroo rat. The land west of the site contains existing residential units. [The 
area to the north is under the jurisdiction of the City of Riverside and includes Sycamore 
Canyon with a variety of recreation and habitat resources.  

3.3  Project Characteristics  

3.3.1 - Original Project Background  

The applicant, Amstar/Kaliber, LLC, originally proposed a mixed-use development of 
approximately 720,000 square-feet of warehouse/distribution/office/retail buildings in an area 
totaling approximately 54.4 gross acres. Subsequent to circulation of the Original EIR, the 
project has been revised and 814,630 square feet of all industrial (logistics and general 
warehouse) development is proposed on the same site as the Original Project. 

3.3.2 - Description of the Original Project 

The Alessandro Commerce Centre (“Original Project”) proposed industrial and commercial 
development containing eight buildings, associated parking, and three detention basins (See 
Exhibit 3-4, Proposed Site Plan). The Project included a Tentative Parcel Map No. 35365, which 
was a Schedule E subdivision of 54.4 gross (51.21 net) acres into (6) industrial/commercial 
parcels; Parcel 1 -4.70 gross acres, Parcel 2 -9.90 gross acres; Parcel 3 -7.20 gross acres; 
Parcel 4 -12.0 gross acres; Parcel 5 -8.60 gross acres; Parcel 6 -8.80 gross acres. Additionally, 
Plot Plan No. 22925 proposed (8) buildings of approximately 258,100 square feet of office; 
42,300 square feet of light industrial/multi-tenant; 409,400 square feet of industrial 
warehouse/distribution; 10,000 square feet of retail on a 54.4 gross (51.21 net) acre site with a 
total building area of approximately 720,000 square feet (floor area ratio of 0.32) including a 
1,784 parking spaces and 974,727 square feet of landscaping area (approximately 40 percent). 
The site summary of the Original Project is shown below in Table 3-1. 

The grading activities during construction were not expected to disturb more than 5 to 10 
percent of the total acreage of the site on any day. The maximum amount of grading per day 
was anticipated to be 2.7 to 5.4 acres. The construction would include grading/clearing 
activities, excavation and earth moving, construction of utilities both on-and off-site, foundations 
and footings, asphalt paving of access roads and application of architectural coatings on 
surfaces such as exterior walls and interior painting.  

                                                           
5  This was the only change to the existing baseline information in the Original EIR as directed by the Court in the 

Statement of Decision.  
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Table 3-1: Original Project - Site Summary  

Lots 

Building 
Areas 
(sq-ft) 

Net Site 
Area 

(sq-ft) 

Floor 
Area 

Ratio (%) 

Parking 
Required* 

(Office Area) 
Parking 

Provided 

Parking 
Ratio 

(per sq-
ft) 

Landscape 
Percentage (Min 

15%) 
1 52,102 196,604 25.99 235 235 4.51 47.30 
2 201,776 439,478 46.31 142 154 0.76 17.13 
3 42,222 312,445 13.51 79 120 2.84 56.07 
4 207,536 522,796 39.7 146 212 1.02 21.31 
5 100,000 375,860 26.61 455 458 4.58 44.89 
6 116,000 383,432 30.25 522 605 5.21 28.97 

Total 719,636 2,230,615 32.26 1,579 1,784 2.48 39.7 
*The Parking Required Tabulation is based on the following County standards 
Retail Space: 5.5 spaces / 1000 sq-ft of Net Leasable Floor Area (90% Efficiency Assumed)  
Office Space: 5.0 spaces / 1000 sq-ft of Net Leasable Floor Area (90% Efficiency Assumed)  
Warehouse Space: 0.5 spaces / 1000 sq-ft of Gross Floor Area.  
Note: The Landscape percentage includes the detention basins where applicable.  
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The Original Project required infrastructure improvements, which included extension of Brown 
Street along the site’s eastern boundary and an interior access road through the center of the 
northern half of the Project site.  

3.3.3 - Description of the Revised Project  

The original mixed-use project described in section 3.3.2 above has been modified to include up 
to 814,630 square feet of the following industrial warehouse uses: 

 Building 1 598,190 square feet (logistics warehousing) 

 Building 2 216,440 (general or multi-tenant warehousing) 

The Revised Project occupies 54.53 acres, same as the Original Project, and is built out to a Floor 
Area Ratio (FAR) of 0.43 within County standards. The Revised Project Conceptual Land Plan is 
shown in Figure 3-5. The Revised Project involves a lot line adjustment to rearrange the existing 4 
lots with Lot 2 proposed for truck parking (i.e., no new warehouse building). The current site plan 
shows 581 parking spaces and includes two detention basins occupying 4.16 acres associated 
with buildings 1 and 2. The Revised Project is expected to generate 534 new employees. 

Because the Revised Project would disturb most of the site (with the exception of the Private 
Conservation Easement), the grading and infrastructure activities described above for the 
Original Project, as presented at the end of Section 3.2.2, are similar for the Revised Project. 
Both the Original Project and the Revised Project would require approximately 100,000 cubic 
yards of fill to grade the site. In addition, the Revised Project would construct Brown Street to its 
full width south of Alessandro Boulevard, even though half of the right-of-way is within the 
adjacent MJPA property to the east. The Revised Project will construct a 6-foot block wall at the 
top of slope along the western project boundary to provide an additional visual and noise buffer 
between the Revised Project and the existing residences. 

The proposed industrial buildings of the Revised Project will be consistent with the development 
guidelines of the County’s “Light Industrial” zoning category. The building height will be a 
maximum height of 45 feet at the corners for architectural treatments. Figure 3-6 provides 
architectural renderings of the proposed warehouse buildings. 

Modifications to the Original Project  

Statement of Decision. Pages 7 and 8 from the “Statement of Decision” from the CBD et al v. 
County of Riverside et al case (RIC 10009105) December 8, 2011 states that… 

“…The Court finds that the DEIR’s description of the surrounding physical conditions is 
otherwise improper. While the protections afforded the SKR may no longer legally exist, the 
record reflects that the Preserve property has nonetheless continued to exist since the 
Potrero swap-out. The Preserve property is owned by the March Joint Powers Authority and 
it managed by the Center for Natural Lands Management. The CNLM continues to provide 
various monitoring programs for various sensitive bird species such as least Bell’s Vireo and 
burrowing owl (AR 8577). The Preserve property consists of 1,178 acres which includes 
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grasslands, wetlands, and riparian habitat. Despite comments and concerns as to the 
Project’s effects on these environmental and biological resources, the EIR refused to 
recognize the need to address the Preserve property with regard to these features.”  

The Revised Focused DEIR includes in the biological baseline the CNLM management 
responsibilities for the MJPA property adjacent to the Revised Project Site (see DEIR Section 4. 
4, Biological Resources) as it pertains to the Private Conservation Area that surrounds the 
Revised Project Site to the south and east owned by the MJPA. 

Settlement Agreement. The Settlement Agreement (Revised DEIR Appendix G) indicates the 
Revised Project will have a 200-foot wide open space/conservation easement established along 
the western portion of the site. This easement is labeled an “environmental corridor” on Figure 
3-5, Revised Conceptual Site Plan. The purpose of this easement or corridor is to help establish 
a connection between the MJPA SKR6 habitat conservation lands south of Alessandro 
Boulevard and the SKR habitat land in the Sycamore Canyon Nature Park north of Alessandro 
Boulevard. The proposed easement is consistent with the Settlement Agreement which is a 
result of the Superior Court Statement of Decision (Revised DEIR Appendix F) requiring 
revisions to the environmental baseline. In addition, the developer will provide an endowment to 
maintain and monitor conditions in the easement in perpetuity.  

Project Analysis Requested by MJPA. During the public review process of the Original DEIR, 
the MJPA requested more detailed information on potential impacts to MJPA property that might 
result from construction of the Revised Project and Brown Street. Based on the revised land 
plan, approximately 2.4 acres of land under MJPA authority may be impacted on either 
temporary or permanent basis by the construction of Brown Street (see Figure 3-7). To provide 
the additional information requested by MJPA, LSA Associates assessed biological and cultural 
resources on the adjacent MJPA property with the approval of MJPA. These studies were used 
to complete the appropriate sections of the Revised Focused DEIR. In addition, LSA Associates 
also updated the Jurisdictional Delineation for the Revised Project, highlighting any potential 
impacts on the adjacent MJPA property as a result of constructing Brown Street. In addition, the 
Landscaping Plan is shown in Figure 3-8. 

Temporary Rock Crushing Plant on Lot 3. It is possible that a temporary rock crushing facility 
will be needed during grading of the site for the Revised Project. If needed, this facility would be 
located on Lot 3 in the southern end of the site, approximately 880 feet from the closest 
residence (to the northwest). Additionally, if this option was utilized at some point in the future, it 
would be limited to construction activities only and would cease once the site becomes 
operational. A supplemental noise assessment was prepared for this facility and is included in 
Appendix D of this Revised Focused DEIR. Potential noise impacts of this facility are addressed 
in Section 4.11 of this Revised Focused DEIR and given the speculative nature of such a 
facility, would represent a worst-case scenario. No separate permit is required for this facility as 
part of project construction. 

                                                           
6  Stephen’s kangaroo rat, a federally endangered species found in western Riverside County 
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Figure 3-5 New Conceptual Land Plan 
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Figure 3-6 Architectural Renderings of Revised Project 
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Figure 3-7 Dedication Easements (March JPA Property) 
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Figure 3-8: Landscaping Plan 

  



Alessandro Commerce Centre 
Revised Focused Draft Environmental Impact Report 
 

 

3-22  SECTION 3: PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Revised Admin Draft, July 2015 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank 
  



Alessandro Commerce Centre 
Revised Focused Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

 

SECTION 3: PROJECT DESCRIPTION 3-23 
Revised Admin Draft, July 2015 

3.4  Project Objectives and Approvals  

3.4.1 - Project Objectives  
The following are the development objectives for the Alessandro Commerce Centre Project 
(Revised Project) to serve as the basis for considering the associated environmental impacts.  

1. Develop a vacant and underutilized lot in a unique and innovative way in order to spur 
economic development and employment opportunity in the area.  

2. Provide a light-scale industrial commercial and7 Project in the western portion of the 
County that would provide opportunities for a range of employment with transportation of 
goods and services.  

3. Create a cohesive identity for the Project site, and provide a consistent Project theme, 
development standards and design guidelines that allow design flexibility to respond to 
market needs under the County’s General Plan zone designation of Light Industrial (LI).  

4. Provide a reasonable transition of land use from existing residential development on the 
west to planned industrial and business park uses on the east. 

5.  Be consistent with and implement the policies and goals of the County’s General Plan, 
Development Code and development guidelines and policies.  

6. Design and landscape the project to create an aesthetically pleasing industrial center.  

3.4.2 - Required Approvals  
The County of Riverside has primary governmental authority for the approval and supervision of 
the Revised Project. As such, the County is the Lead Agency for this Revised Focused DEIR, as 
defined under CEQA, and is responsible for completing this EIR and assessing and disclosing 
the potential environmental consequences associated with Project implementation. Additional 
discretionary actions would also be required of other governmental entities. This EIR is intended 
to serve as the CEQA compliance document for any necessary Project approvals by the County 
and other agencies. The anticipated approvals required for the Revised Project are noted below 
in Table 3-2. 

 

                                                           
7   The Revised Project does not have any commercial uses which were proposed under the Original Project 
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Table 3-2: Actions and Approvals 

Lead Agency Action 

The County of Riverside Approval of the Revised Project (Revised Focused 
EIR; Plot Plan # 25422; Environmental Assessment 
# 42616; and blasting permit if necessary that 
includes neighbor notification) 

Responsible Agencies Action 
California Department of Fish and Game Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 Nationwide Permit 

Regional Water Quality Control Board Section 401 Water Quality Certification 
Federal Aviation Authority Form 7460-1 

Airport Land Use Commission Consistency Determination with March ARB Plan 

March Joint Powers Authority Encroachment Permit and Easement for Brown 
Street and related drainage improvements 
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SECTION 4: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
Organization of Issue Areas  

This Revised Focused DEIR provides analysis of impacts for those environmental topics where 
it was determined in the Environmental Assessment, as provided in Appendix A of the Original 
EIR, and/or through subsequent analysis that implementation of the Revised Project could result 
in “potentially significant impacts” Sections 4.1 through 4.16 discuss the environmental impacts 
that may result with approval and implementation of the Revised Project.  

Issues Addressed in this Revised Focused DEIR  

The following environmental issues are addressed in this chapter. Comments will be accepted 
on these sections as a result of changes to the Proposed Project (i.e., the Revised Project): 

4.1 Aesthetics  4.9  Land Use & Planning 
4.2 Agriculture  4.10 Mineral Resources  
4.3 Air Quality  4.11 Noise  
4.4 Biological Resources  4.12 Population & Housing  
4.5 Cultural Resources  4.13 Public Services & Recreation 
4.6 Geology and Soils  4.14 Transportation 
4.7 Hazards & Hazardous Materials  4.15 Utilities 
4.8 Hydrology & Water Quality  4.16 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

 

Each environmental issue addressed in Sections 4.1 through 4.16 contains a description 
including:  

1. Existing Conditions 
2. Original EIR Impacts 
3. Original vs. Revised Project 
4. Revised Focused DEIR 
5. Mitigation Measures 
6. Conclusions 

The heading and conclusion for each section (4.1 through 4.16) will clearly indicate 
whether the environmental impacts of the Revised Project remain the same or less than 
the Original Project, and if any changes are needed to mitigation measures outlined in 
the Original EIR. 
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4.1  Aesthetics 
 
** This section is being recirculated for additional public comment 
due to changes in the appearance of the project from that analyzed in 
the Original EIR; the conclusions regarding impacts remain the same 
as was determined in the Original EIR, and no mitigation measures 
are required **  
 
 
Existing Conditions. The project area is on a vacant property, in a foothill-valley transition area 
south of Sycamore Canyon. The project site shows evidence of high human disturbance, 
including illegal dumping. The project site is also located within the boundaries of the Lake 
Mathews/Woodcrest Area Plan, where policy direction is dictated by the County of Riverside 
General Plan. The project site is not subject to special lighting policies related to the protection 
of Mt. Palomar Observatory because it is not within 30 miles of the observatory. There are also 
no current sources of lighting within the project site. The only existing light in the area is along 
Alessandro Boulevard and existing residential homes on the western side of the project site.  
 
Original EIR Impacts. The Original Project was found to be consistent with the surrounding 
development and the views of Sycamore Canyon and Box Springs Mountains would not be 
affected. The Original EIR determined the project would not create significant injury or damage 
to the surround landscape or block vista views. The site also has no unique features or 
landmarks that would be affected by the Original Project. The project would be consistent with 
adjacent uses, zoning, General Plan, and development standards for the County.  
 
The Original Project complied with the County’s nighttime lighting ordinance, so it will not 
significantly impact surrounding residential property. All potential aesthetic impacts of the 
Original Project listed below were found to be less than significant and did not require mitigation:  
 

 Scenic Vistas  
 Scenic Resources  
 Visual Character  
 Light and Glare  

 
These conclusions were based on the types, heights, and locations of buildings proposed in 
under the Original Project, including commercial retail, office, and warehousing, relative to 
existing housing to the west.  
 
Original vs. Revised Project. The Revised Project proposes two warehouse buildings in lieu of 
the original mixture of commercial retail, office, and warehouse uses. The original land use plan 
proposed eight total buildings with the following four buildings closest to the existing residential 
uses (in Parcel 1), while the buildings in Parcels 2 and 3 are relatively similar to that on Lot 3 of 
the Revised Project: 
 

 Building 5A – 90,000 square feet of offices with 2.5 stories (34 feet); 
 Building 5B – 10,000 square feet of retail uses with 1 story (16 feet); 
 Building 6A – 58,000 square feet of office uses with 2.5 stories (34 feet); and 
 Building 6B – 58,000 square feet of offices with 2.5 stories (34 feet). 
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The Revised Project now proposes a single warehouse building with 598,190 square feet of 
warehousing with a maximum height of 45 feet on Lot 1 (i.e., closest to the existing residences) 
and a new warehouse building with 216,440 square feet on Lot 3. The larger new building on 
Lot 1 will have no parking or loading docks along the west side of the building facing the existing 
residential uses. The smaller building on Lot 3 is approximately 800 feet from the existing 
residences to the west and its loading docks do face west. The maximum building height for the 
Revised Project is 45 feet compared to 34 feet under the Original Project, so there is an 
increase of 11 feet over the Original Project. However, there will be a minimum 200-foot wide 
private conservation easement which will serve as a buffer between the large warehouse 
building on Lot 1 and the existing residences. In addition, the Revised Project will construct a 6-
foot block wall at the top of slope along the western project boundary adjacent to the existing 
residences to help provide an additional buffer between the Revised Project and the existing 
residences. Figure 4-1 shows sight lines of the Revised Project from surrounding areas, 
including the residences to the west and Alessandro Boulevard to the north. 
 
Both the Original Project and Revised Project include offsite improvements on the MJPA 
property adjacent to the eastern boundary of the site for the construction of Brown Street and 
related drainage improvements.  
 
Impact Analysis of the Revised Project.  
 
The following analysis is based on the four CEQA Guidelines significance criteria for Aesthetics: 
a) scenic vistas; b) scenic resources; c) visual character; and d) light and glare. 
 
Impact AES-1 Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?  

The County of Riverside General Plan does not identify any specific scenic vistas on the Project 
site. The site and existing residences do have views of the mountains to the north and 
northeast, especially in the higher elevations to the south. The primary scenic vistas visible from 
the Project site and surrounding land uses are Sycamore Canyon and Box Springs Mountain. 
However, as was determined in the Original EIR for the Original Project, the Revised Project is 
consistent with surrounding development, and the overall views of Sycamore Canyon and Box 
Springs Mountain from the surrounding area would not be marred, and therefore would not 
result in a significant impact. The proposed warehouse buildings on Lots 1 and 3 under the 
Revised Project will have a maximum height of 45 feet which is 11 feet higher than the buildings 
proposed under the Original Project, however, the new warehouse building would be set back 
200 feet further to the east than the original buildings, reducing their potential to block views 
from the existing residences. Existing views to the east, toward the hills east of Moreno Valley, 
would be partially obscured by the placement of a 6-foot block wall along the top of slope east of 
the residences. This wall will block views of the new proposed buildings  but will not block 
scenic views further to the north and northeast (see previous Figure 3-6b for an architectural 
rendering of Building 1 from the west (facing the residences), and the following Figure 4-1 for 
site lines and sections (top-most section shows the view from the existing residences). Thus, 
the Revised Project will not have a significant impact on scenic vistas, similar to the conclusion 
for the Original Project in the Original EIR. 
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Figure 4-1  Site Lines and Site Sections 
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Impact AES-2 Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?  

The Revised Project will convert existing, vacant land to various light industrial uses. Similar to 
the Original Project, construction of the Revised Project will result in the removal of several 
existing rocky outcroppings located on the site. Accordingly, development of the Project will 
change the current landscape and natural vistas of the site. It should be noted there are no 
trees or historical buildings onsite, and the I-215 Freeway to the east is not a designated scenic 
highway, and there would only be limited views of the Revised Project from the I-215 Freeway a 
half mile to the east due to distance, intervening topography, and buildings. 
 
Notwithstanding the permanence of these impacts, the changes are not considered to be 
substantial in the context of creating significant injury or damage to the prevailing and 
surrounding landscape. Specifically, the Project site does not contain unique features or 
landmarks that will be affected by development of the Revised Project. Moreover, development 
of the Revised Project will not block, obstruct or impede visual access to any identified or 
designated scenic vistas, features or views located in proximity to the Project site. As with the 
Original Project, the design, layout and elements of the Revised Project comply with local 
design codes and will be aesthetically appropriate for the site and the surrounding area. The 
previous Figures 3-6a and 3-6b show elevations of the proposed warehouse buildings, the 
previous Figure 3-8 shows the proposed landscaping plan, and the previous Figure 4-1 shows 
how the proposed 6-foot block wall along the western property boundary will effectively block 
views of the Revised Project, mainly the large warehouse building proposed on Lot 1. As was 
determined in the Original EIR for the Original Project, development of the Revised Project is 
not expected to create significant aesthetic impacts that are detrimental to the site or the 
surrounding community and environment. 
 
 
Impact AES-3 Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 

surroundings?  

Two of the buildings in the Original Project were proposed to be located within 200 feet of the 
existing residential uses to the west. The Revised Project proposes two warehouse buildings 
the larger of which (the northern-most one on Lot 1) will be separated from the existing 
residential uses by approximately 245 feet, including minimum 200 feet as part of the biological 
conservation easement (see Section 3.3.3 and Figure 3-8). The Original Project proposed many 
smaller buildings with hundreds of parking spaces closer to the existing residential uses, while 
the Revised Project would have two warehouse buildings further from the existing residences. 
Lot 2 will be used for trailer parking or storage and will comply with the County’s standard site 
screening requirements which will provide a sufficient visual buffer for residences to the west. 
The Revised Project incorporates terms in the Settlement Agreement addressing aesthetic 
impacts, and the County’s recently passed nighttime lighting ordinance must be followed. Due to 
the design of the Revised Project requiring compliance with the foregoing, the Revised Project 
would not substantially degrade the existing visual character of the site or surrounding 
residential property. Thus, as was determined in the Original EIR for the Original Project, the 
Revised Project will not significantly impact surrounding residential property.  
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Impact AES-4 Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area?  

Development of the Revised Project will include the installation and operation of new lighting 
features (e.g., parking area lamps) that will increase light levels upon and in proximity to the 
Project site. However, these new sources of light are not expected to generate excessive or 
inordinate light spill or glare that could adversely affect daytime and/or nighttime views in the 
area. Moreover, the Revised Project will be required to comply with the County lighting 
ordinance, which will further mitigate potential light impacts. Accordingly, as was determined in 
the Original EIR for the Original Project, development of the Revised Project is not expected to 
produce significant lighting impacts that would adversely affect views. 
 
As was the case with the Original Project, the Revised Project has the potential to impact the 
residential neighborhood to the west, by introducing light incursion and glare from the Revised 
Project’s building and street/parking lights. As mentioned above, the Revised Project will be 
required to comply with County lighting ordinance, which will direct potential light and glare 
away from existing uses to the extent feasible. Although the new proposed warehouse buildings 
of the Revised Plan are larger and taller than the original commercial/office buildings in the 
Original Plan, the requirements of the private conservation easement will restrict onsite lighting 
especially for the larger warehouse building on Lot 1, so lighting impacts will likely be reduced 
from those identified in the Original EIR.  
 
At this time it is not anticipated that the warehouse buildings will operate 24 hours a day, 7 days 
a week, but it is possible since the project is speculative and no specific building users have yet 
been identified. The west sides of the warehouse buildings (i.e., that face the existing 
residences) would in any event have security night lighting that will meet the County lighting 
requirements and will be directed toward the ground and/or away from neighboring residential 
uses. However, operation of either warehouse building on a 24/7 schedule would incrementally 
increase lighting impacts since loading docks could be utilized all night and onsite truck traffic 
may access the site all night. 
 
Accordingly, as was determined in the Original EIR for the Original Project, development of the 
Revised Project is not expected to expose residential property to unacceptable light levels. 
Therefore, construction and operation of Brown Street and related drainage improvements will 
not create any significant aesthetic impacts that were not identified in the Original EIR.  
 
Mitigation Measures. None proposed in Original EIR or Revised Focused DEIR. 
 
Conclusions. As was the case for the Original Project as set forth in the Original EIR, the 
Revised Focused DEIR concludes that all aesthetic impacts of the project will be less than 
significant, based on the proposed design of the Revised Project (including the private 
conservation easement and new block wall to be constructed adjacent to the existing 
residences to the west) and compliance with existing County development standards for the 
Revised Project. No mitigation measures were proposed in the Original EIR, and the Revised 
Focused DEIR concludes that aesthetic impacts of the Revised Project will be similar or 
equivalent to those of the Original EIR. These conclusions are the same that were reached in 
the Original EIR for the Original Project. 
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4.2  Agricultural Resources 
 
** The analysis in the Original EIR is valid per the Court’s Statement of 
Decision and the fact that major revisions to the Original EIR for this 
section are not warranted, and no mitigation is required. ** 
 
Existing Conditions. In the past the project site has never supported agriculture. The project 
site also contains mostly sandy loam soils. Although the project site contains 2.53 acres of 
Farmland of Local Importance, the project would have a less than significant impact because of 
the infeasibility of agriculture due to the small acreage, the extensive amount of exposed 
bedrock, and the majority of the site being classified as either class IV or VII soils. The project 
site is not subject to any Williamson Act contracts (i.e., agricultural preserves). The lands to the 
south and east (i.e., MJPA property) are vacant but have not and are not being used for 
agriculture. The land to the west is existing residential development, while the land to the north 
supports existing and approved commercial and business park development.  
 
Original EIR Impacts. The EIR concluded that development of the project site would not impact 
any agricultural uses, either on the project site or in the surrounding area. Therefore, the 
following environmental impacts were found to be less than significant and did not require 
mitigation: 

 Convert Farmland to Non-Agricultural Use  
 Conflict with Existing Zoning or Williamson Act Contract  
 Other Changes Resulting in Farmland Conversion to Non-Agricultural Use  

These conclusions were based on the lack of historical or ongoing agricultural uses on the 
project site or in the surrounding area. 

Original vs. Revised Project. The Original Project proposed full development of the project 
site, as does the Revised Project. Both the Original Project and Revised Project include offsite 
improvements on the MJPA property adjacent to the eastern boundary of the site for the 
construction of Brown Street and related drainage improvements.  

Revised Focused Draft EIR. The Revised Project proposes full development of the project site, 
similar to the Original Project, including construction of Brown Street and related drainage 
improvements. Impacts to agricultural uses are therefore expected to be equivalent to those 
outlined in the Original EIR. As discussed in the prior Original EIR, the Revised Project will not 
impact any ongoing agricultural uses or operations. The project site is not currently being 
utilized for agricultural uses and has not been utilized in the past for such use. The 2.53 acres 
only represent a very small and isolated portion of farmland of local importance in the east-
central portion of the site adjacent to Brown Street  

Mitigation Measures. None proposed in Original EIR or Revised Focused DEIR. 

Conclusions. The Revised Focused DEIR concludes that all agricultural impacts of the project 
will be less than significant due to the lack of agricultural soils, zoning, and activitywhich is the 
same conclusion that was reached in the Original EIR for the Original Project. 
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4.3  Air Quality 

** This section is being recirculated for additional public comment 
due to changes in the project that will result in air pollutant emissions 
that are less than and/or slightly different from those estimated in the 
Original EIR, and some of the mitigation measures were modified to 
address current SCAQMD requirements ** 
 
Existing Conditions. The Project site is located within the incorporated area of the County of 
Riverside, and within the Southern California Air Basin (SoCAB) within SRA 23. Existing air 
quality within the vicinity of the Project site can be documented from the air quality data 
collected by the SCAQMD. The SoCAB where the Project would be located has been 
designated as a State and federal non-attainment areas for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5. 
 
Original EIR Impacts – Less Than Significant Impacts. The Original EIR determined that 
there would be a less than significant impact from odors due to the speed at which diesel 
exhaust and VOCs would disperse from the project site. The Original EIR concluded that 
environmental impacts related to odors were found to be less than significant and did not 
require mitigation. The Original EIR determined that the Original Project would not contribute 
substantially to projected air quality violations of ozone. Finally, it was determined in the Original 
EIR that the Project would not create CO hot spots, and therefore would not exceed federal or 
State CO air quality standards.  
 
Original EIR Impacts – Significant Impacts. The Original EIR concluded the Original Project 
would have the following significant air quality impacts: (1) exceed the SCAQMD’s short-term 
VOC regional emission threshold due to the emissions generated during the application of 
architectural coatings and painting during construction; (2) regional operational emissions (VOC, 
NOX, CO, and PM10) would exceed SCAQMD’s thresholds due to the mobile sources that will be 
emitted by the Project each day; (3) exceed the SCAQMD’s LSTs for PM10 and PM2.5 
thresholds, but would not exceed the SCAQMD’s localized significance thresholds; (4) project is 
not fully consistent with the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP); and (5) cumulative impact on 
air quality would exceed SCAQMD’s regional thresholds for VOC during construction and VOC, 
NOX, and PM10 during operations. 
 
Original Project Impacts Summary. Project construction emissions exceeded SCAQMD 
thresholds so mitigation measures were required. Even after mitigation, short-term VOC 
emissions during construction would still be significant and unavoidable. In addition, project 
operational emissions exceeded SCAQMD thresholds so mitigation measures were required. 
Even after mitigation, impacts from ROG, NOX, CO, and PM10 were determined to still be 
significant and unavoidable. Finally, the Original Project would not exceed levels of exposure to 
diesel particulate matter, SCAQMD’s cancer risk, or CO hotspots, however, the impact to 
sensitive receptors was determined to be significant and unavoidable because the project would 
exceed SCAQMD’s construction-related Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs) for PM10 and 
PM2.5.  
 
Original vs. Revised Project. The Original Project contained a total of 720,000 square feet of 
commercial, office, and warehouse uses in eight buildings, while the Revised Project proposes 
a total of 814,630 square feet of industrial warehouse uses in two buildings. Both the Original 
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Project and Revised Project include offsite improvements on the MJPA property adjacent to the 
eastern boundary of the site for the construction of Brown Street and related drainage 
improvements.  
 
Impact Analysis of the Revised Project. The following analysis is based on the five CEQA 
Guidelines significance criteria for Air Quality: (a) air quality plan; (b) air quality 
standards/violations; (c) cumulative criteria pollutants; (d) sensitive receptors; and (e) odors. 
 
  
Impact AQ-1: Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?  

A consistency determination plays an essential role in local agency project review by linking 
local planning and unique individual projects to the air quality plans. It fulfills the CEQA goal of 
fully informing local agency decision-makers of the environmental costs of the project under 
consideration at a stage early enough to ensure that air quality concerns are addressed. Only 
new or amended General Plan elements, Specific Plans, and significantly unique projects need 
to undergo a consistency review due to the air quality plan strategy being based on projections 
from local General Plans. 

The Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) for the South Coast Air Basin is based on regional 
growth projections developed by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). 
The proposed project is a warehousing project that meets the “regionally significant” project 
criteria under CEQA; therefore, it meets the SCAG’s Intergovernmental Review (IGR) criteria. 
The proposed land use is consistent with the General Plan and zoning designations for the 
project site (Light Industrial), therefore, the project is consistent with SCAG growth projections 
that are the basis of the AQMP and so is consistent with the AQMP in this regard.  

However, the Revised Project would still exceed daily NOx emission thresholds established by 
the SCAQMD even with the reduced emissions after mitigation (see following AQ-2 discussion). 
Therefore, both the Original Project and Revised Project would have significant and unavoidable 
impacts relative to the AQMP.  
  
 
Impact AQ-2: Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 

quality violation?  

Construction emission impacts of the Revised Project would be reduced compared to the 
impacts from the Original Project. The entire site is still being developed with the exception of 
the private conservation easement. The major change is an increase in total square footage of 
development from 720,000 square feet to 814,630 square feet. The construction emissions for 
the Original Project were projected to be significant and unavoidable because they exceeded 
the daily SCAQMD threshold for Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC), as shown in Table 4.3.A, 
even with mitigation but using the older URBEMIS emission estimation model (current at that 
time). 
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Table 4.3.A: Original Project - Short-Term Regional Construction Emissions With Mitigation 

Construction Phase 

Emissions (lbs/day) 

VOC NOX CO SO2 
PM10 

Exhaust 
PM10 
Dust 

PM2.5 

Exhaust 
PM2.5 

Dust 
Demolition 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Site Grading 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Building Construction + 
Architectural Coatings 137.7 21.7 35.2 0.0 1.5 0.1 1.4 0.1 

Asphalt Paving 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Peak Daily Emissions 137.7 21.7 35.2 0.0 1.6 1.5 
SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55 
Significant Emissions? Yes No No No No No 
Source: Table 14, Michael Brandman Associates, 2008 (Original DEIR Appendix B) using URBEMIS. 
CO = carbon monoxide 
lbs/day = pounds per day 
NOx = nitrogen oxides 
PM2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size 
SOx = sulfur oxides 

PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns in 
size 
ROG = reactive organic compounds 
SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management 
District 

 
In contrast, construction emissions of the Revised Project would not exceed any daily SCAQMD 
thresholds, so its short-term impacts would be less than significant (i.e., reduced impacts from 
those of the Original Project). Projected construction emissions of the Revised Project, using the 
latest CalEEMod emission estimation program and with mitigation, are shown in Table 4.3.B. 
 

Table 4.3.B: Revised Project - Short-Term Regional Construction Emissions With Mitigation 

Construction Phase 
Total Regional Pollutant Emissions, lbs/day 

ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2e 
Demolition 2.3 43 32 0.066 4.4 1.5 6,700 
Site Preparation 1.3 35 24 0.042 7.7 4.4 4,300 
Grading 2.0 51 39 0.064 4.3 2.2 6,700 
Building Construction 5.0 40 58 0.12 6.1 2.5 11,000 
Architectural Coating 2.3 2.7 6.3 0.015 0.863 0.273 1,200 
Paving 1.6 20 18 0.024 0.47 0.367 2,500 
Peak Daily Emissions 8.9 63 82 0.16 7.7 4.4 15,000 
SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55 No Threshold 
Significant Emissions? No No No No No No 
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., June 2015. 
Assumes the Building Construction, Architectural Coating and Paving phases overlap. 
CO = carbon monoxide 
CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent 
lbs/day = pounds per day 
NOx = nitrogen oxides 
PM2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size 

PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size 
ROG = reactive organic compounds 
SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District 
SOx = sulfur oxides 
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The air operational pollutant emissions for the Original Project and Revised Project are shown in 
Tables 4.3.C through 4.3.E. It should be noted that the emissions of the Original Project were 
estimated using the older URBEMIS computer model (but which was current at that time), while 
the emissions of the Revised Project are calculated using the newer CalEEMod computer model 
(RFDEIR Appendix C). As summarized in Table 4.3.E, operational emissions for the Original 
Project were projected to exceed the SCAQMD daily thresholds for ROG (as VOC at that time), 
NOX, CO, and PM10. This estimate was based on the URBEMIS software, which was required at 
the time the Original EIR was prepared. By comparison, Table 4.3.E shows that the Revised 
Project would only be significant for NOx using the most current CalEEMod software. Therefore, 
the Revised Project’s emissions will be significant for operational emissions for NOx only, and 
ROG, CO, and PM10 will no longer represent significant regional air quality impacts. The 
estimate of operational emissions using CalEEMod for the Revised Project includes 
implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1a through AQ-1n outlined later in this section. 
 
Table 4.3.C: Operational Air Quality Impacts of the Original Project Using the Older 
URBEMIS Program 

Category 
Pollutant Emissions, lbs/day 

ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 
   Area Sources 5 4 11 0 0 0 
   Mobile Vehicles 84 136 939 1 162 32 
  Total Emissions 89 140 950 1 162 32 
SCAQMD Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55 
Original Project Significant? Yes Yes Yes No Yes No 
Source: Table 4.3-12, Regional Operational Emissions (Mitigated), Michael Brandman Associates, 2008 
  CO = carbon monoxide 
  lbs/day = pounds per day 
  NOx = nitrogen oxides 
  PM2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size 
  PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size 
  ROG = reactive organic gases reported in 2008 MBA report as VOC which are equivalent 
SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District 
SOx = sulfur oxides 
URBEMIS – Urban Emissions Software used by SCAQMD that was replaced in 2012 by CalEEMod 
 
Table 4.3.D: Revised Project - Long-Term Regional Operational Emissions With 
Mitigation 

Category 
Pollutant Emissions, lbs/day 

ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 
Area 21 0.0014 0.15 0.00001 0.00053 0.00053 
Energy 0.041 0.38 0.32 0.0023 0.029 0.029 
Mobile 14 100 220 0.60 41 12 

Total Project Emissions 35 100 220 0.60 41 12 
SCAQMD Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55 
Significant? No Yes No No No No 
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., June 2015. 
CO = carbon monoxide 
lbs/day = pounds per day 
NOx = nitrogen oxides 
PM2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size 
PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size 

ROG = reactive organic compounds (similar to VOC) 
SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District 
SOx = sulfur oxides 
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Table 4.3.E: Long-Term Regional Operational Emissions with Mitigation – Original Project 
using URBEMIS Program and Revised Project Using Current CalEEMod Program 

Category 
Pollutant Emissions, lbs/day 

ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 
Original Project Emissions       

Area Sources 5 4 11 0 0 0 
Mobile  Sources 84 136 939 1 162 32 

Original Project Total 89 140 950 1 162 32 
Revised Project Emissions 35 100 220 0.6 41 12 
SCAQMD Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55 
Original Project Significant? 
 
Revised Project Significant? 

Yes 
 

No 

Yes 
 

Yes 

Yes 
 

No 

No 
 

No 

Yes 
 

No 

No 
 

No 
Source: Table 4.3.A above, and LSA Associates, Inc., June 2015 (see tables in Appendix C). 
CO = carbon monoxide 
lbs/day = pounds per day 
NOx = nitrogen oxides 
PM2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size 
PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size 

ROG = reactive organic compounds (similar to VOC) 
SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District 
SOx = sulfur oxides 

 
In addition to estimating impacts using the daily thresholds, Tables 4.3.F and 4.3.G below 
indicate that the Revised Project will also not exceed the Local Significance Thresholds (LSTs) 
established by the SCAQMD for either construction or operation of the project. The LST 
analysis provides a separate site-specific calculation of project impacts based on proximity to 
sensitive receptors instead of regional emission impacts addressed by daily thresholds. 
 
Table 4.3.F: Local Significance Thresholds for Construction Activities 

On-Site Emissions Sources 
Onsite Emissions (lbs/day) 

NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 
Construction Equipment 75 49 10 6.6 
LST Thresholds 419 4,704 73 22 
Significant Emissions? No No No No 
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., March 2015. 
SRA: Metropolitan Riverside County, 5 acres, 450 foot distance 
CO = carbon monoxide 
lbs/day = pounds per day 
LST = Localized Significance Threshold 
NOx = nitrogen oxides 

PM2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size 
PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size 
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Table 4.3.G: Local Significance Thresholds for Operational Activities 

Emissions sources 
Onsite Emissions (lbs/day) 

NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 
Onsite emissions 5.5 12 2.1 0.6 

LST Thresholds 419 4,704 17 5.5 
Significant Emissions? No No No No 
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., March 2015. 
SRA: Metropolitan Riverside County, 5 acres, 450 foot distance 
CO = carbon monoxide 
lbs/day = pounds per day 
LST = Localized Significance Threshold 
NOx = nitrogen oxides 

PM2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in 
size 
PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns in 
size 

 
 
Impact AQ-3: Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 

project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions, which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)?  

As described in the preceding Impact AQ-2 analysis, long-term air pollutant emissions from the 
Revised Project will still be significant for NOx, which is a criteria air pollutant for which the 
region is in non-attainment, so mitigation is required. Mitigation Measures AQ-1a through AQ-1n 
will substantially reduce8 long-term project emissions for NOx, but will not reduce them to less 
than significant levels. Therefore, impacts related to this issue are considered significant. This is 
the same conclusion as reached in the Original EIR for the Original Project except that the 
Original Project was significant for VOC (now reported as ROG).  
 
 
Impact AQ-4: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?  

A screening health risk assessment (HRA) was conducted of toxic air contaminant (TAC) 
emissions from estimated Revised Project operations. The only TAC known to be emitted during 
the operations of the Revised Project would be diesel exhaust particulate. Based on the traffic 
studies of the Original Project and the Revised Project, the greatest amount of diesel trucks 
expected for either development scenario are estimated at 779 truck trips per day. Using the 
EMFAC2011 idling emissions factor of 0.108 grams per hour for T7 trucks, and assuming that 
the average amount of idling per trip would be 10 minutes, a screening HRA was conducted. 
This HRA determines the health risk level at distance from the loading dock. Table 4.3.H shows 
the predicted health risk levels at various distances from the diesel trucks operating area on the 
Project site.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
8  From 110 to 100 pounds per day (-9%) as shown in Appendix C. 
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Table 4.3.H: Health Risk Assessment for the Revised Project 
Distance from Truck-Building Operating Areas to 

Sensitive Receptor 
 Meters (Feet) 

Carcinogenic Inhalation 
Health Risk  

(number in a million) 

Chronic 
Inhalation 

Health Index 
130 (435) 0.235 0.000087 
140 (465) 0.212 0.000078 
150 (495) 0.192 0.000071 
160 (525) 0.174 0.000064 
170 (565) 0.158 0.000058 
180 (595) 0.144 0.000053 
190 (625) 0.141 0.000052 
200 (665) 0.14 0.000052 
300 (985) 0.109 0.00004 

400 (1,315) 0.08 0.00003 
500 (1,645) 0.06 0.000022 
600 (1,975) 0.047 0.000017 
700 (2,305) 0.038 0.000014 
800 (2,625) 0.031 0.000012 
Thresholds 10 1.0 

Source: LSA Associates, Inc., June 2013. 
 
The Revised Project site plan indicates the closest residence to a truck loading dock is 450 feet. 
Table 4.3.H shows that the peak carcinogenic risk is 0.235 in a million or less even at a 435 foot 
distance, with the threshold of significance set at 10 in a million. The peak chronic risk is well 
under the threshold of 1.0. This shows that even using the very conservative modeling 
techniques of assuming all 779 daily trucks are the largest T7 diesel-type, all spend 10 minutes 
idling per trip, all are co-located at the closest loading area, and the wind constantly blows 
directly from the loading area to the residences, the health risks are still well below the 
thresholds of significance. Thus, the actual health risk levels from the project operations would 
be much less than these estimates.  
 
The Original EIR concluded the project would have significant impacts regarding sensitive 
receptors due to grading and construction activities on the site that would generate substantial 
amounts of dust (PM10 and PM2.5) that would exceed the SCAQMD’s Local Significance 
Thresholds (LSTs) mainly due to proximity to the adjacent residences. However, previously 
referenced Table 4.3.E demonstrates that the Revised Project will not exceed the LST for 
construction activities. 
 
The Revised Project is 13 percent larger in terms of building square footage, but the traffic 
generation is substantially reduced (i.e., approx. 80 percent from that of the Original Project), 
and no grading would occur in the private conservation easement being established along the 
western portion of the site, adjacent to the existing residential neighborhood. This easement 
would also help reduce air quality impacts on local residents relative to the SCAQMD’s LSTs. 
As shown in previously referenced Tables 4.3.E and 4.3.F, the Revised Project will not have 
significant air quality impacts regarding sensitive receptors during either construction or 
operation activities (see Revised Focused DEIR Appendix H).  
 



Alessandro Commerce Centre 
Revised Focused Draft Environmental Impact Report 
 

 

4-18  SECTION 4: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
Revised Admin Draft, July 2015 

It should also be noted that this worst case estimate assumed Lot 2 would support a warehouse 
building. In the Revised Plan, Lot 2 will be used for parking and/or storage instead of a 
permanent warehouse building, so actual air pollutant emissions from the Revised Project would 
be reduced based on the reduced building square footage.  
 
Air quality impacts from the construction and operation of Brown Street and related drainage 
improvements will be equivalent to those identified in the Original EIR because operational 
impacts were considered as part of the original EIR in terms of project access and vehicular 
emissions. 
 
In summary, impacts to sensitive receptors under the Revised Project would be less than those 
estimated for the Original Project and reduced to less than significant levels, as shown in Tables 
4.3.F through 4.3.H, compared to the Original Project, which was considered significant as 
stated in the Original EIR. The main reason for this reduction in impacts is the +200-foot wide 
setback from warehouse building 1 and the existing residences by the creation of the 
conservation easement. 
 
Impact AQ-5: Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?  

The CEQA Guidelines indicate that a significant impact would occur if the Revised Project would 
create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. As was determined in the 
Original EIR for the Original Project, the Revised Project will not have significant impacts in 
regard to odors. 

Individual responses to odors are highly variable and can result in a variety of effects. Generally, 
the impact of an odor results from a variety of interacting factors such as frequency, duration, 
offensiveness, location, and sensory perception. The frequency is a measure of how often an 
individual is exposed to an odor in the ambient environment. The intensity refers to an 
individual’s or group’s perception of the odor strength or concentration. The duration of an odor 
refers to the elapsed time over which an odor is experienced. The offensiveness of the odor is 
the subjective rating of the pleasantness or unpleasantness of an odor. The location accounts 
for the type of area in which a potentially affected person lives, works or visits; the type of 
activity they are engaged in, and the sensitivity of the impacted receptor.  

Sensory perception has four major components: detectability, intensity, character, and hedonic 
tone. The detection (or threshold) of an odor is based on a panel of responses to the odor. 
There are two types of thresholds: the odor detection threshold and the recognition threshold. 
The detection threshold is the lowest concentration of an odor that will elicit a response in a 
percentage of the population, typically presented as the mean (or 50 percent of the population) 
but is sometimes indicated as 100 percent or 10 percent. The recognition threshold is the 
minimum concentration that is recognized as having a characteristic odor quality by x percent 
(usually 50 percent) of the population (AIHA 1989). The intensity refers to the perceived 
strength of the odor. The odor character is what the substance smells like. The hedonic tone is 
a judgment of the pleasantness or unpleasantness of the odor. The hedonic tone varies based 
on subjective experience, frequency, odor character, odor intensity, and duration.  

Land uses typically considered to be associated with odors include wastewater treatment 
facilities, waste-disposal facilities, or agricultural operations. The Revised Project does not 
contain land uses typically associated with emitting objectionable odors.  
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Diesel exhaust and VOCs will be emitted during construction of the Revised Project, which are 
objectionable to some; however, emissions will disperse rapidly from the Revised Project site 
and therefore should not reach a level to induce a negative response. Therefore, as was 
determined in the Original EIR for the Original Project, the Revised Project will not have 
significant impacts in regard to odors and no mitigation is necessary.  

Mitigation Measures. The Original EIR concluded that NOx, ROG, CO, and PM10 emissions 
would exceed significance thresholds established by the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (SCAQMD). These conclusions were based on emission estimates using the 
SCAQMD’s URBEMIS computer model (which has since been superseded by the CalEEMod 
computer model). The Original EIR concluded that the Original Project would still have 
significant air quality impacts even with implementation of the following mitigation measures: 
 
AQ-1a All diesel-powered construction equipment in use in excess of 50 horsepower shall 

require emission control equipment with a minimum of Tier II diesel particulate filter 
emission controls resulting in a minimum of 50 percent particulate matter control. 

AQ-1b Construction equipment will be properly maintained at an offsite location; 
maintenance shall include proper tuning and timing of engines. Equipment 
maintenance records and equipment design specification data sheets shall be kept 
on- site during construction. 

AQ-1c As a matter of law, all construction equipment, whether or not it is used for this 
Project, is required to meet State of California emissions requirements, which are 
administered by the California Air Resources Board. Specifically, all off-road diesel-
fueled vehicles will comply with Sections 2449, 2449.1, 2449.2 and 2449.3 in Title 
13, Article 4.8, Chapter 9, California Code of Regulations. The developer shall 
require all contractors to turn off all construction equipment and delivery vehicles 
when not in use or to limit equipment idling to less than 3 minutes. 

AQ-1d Prior to Project construction, the Project proponent will provide a traffic control plan 
that will require: 

 Construction parking to be configured such that traffic interference is minimized; 

 Dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and equipment on and 
offsite; 

 Schedule construction activities that affect traffic flow on the arterial system to 
off-peak hours to the extent practicable; 

 Reroute construction trucks away from congested streets or sensitive receptor 
areas; and 

 Improve traffic flow by temporary signal synchronization if possible. 

AQ-1e The developer shall use low Volatile Organic Compound-content paints and require 
painting to be applied using either high volume low-pressure spray equipment or by 
hand application. 

AQ-1f Grading activities shall be limited to no more than 5 acres per day of disturbed area. 

AQ-1g  Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the developer will provide documentation 
to the County indicating that workers will carpool to the greatest extent practical. 
Workers will be informed in writing and a letter placed on file at the County 
documenting the extent of carpooling anticipated. 
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AQ-1h To encourage alternate forms of transportation, which reduces vehicle trips, the 
following shall be implemented: 

 Public transit information shall be provided to building occupants and customers. 

 Preferential parking for carpoolers and vanpools shall be designated on the site 
plan. 

 Building owners shall conduct surveys of the employees once per year to 
determine if a shuttle to/from public transit or main residential areas would be 
feasible. 

AQ-1i As described in the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) for New 
Construction, Version 2.2 Rating System, the Project shall comply with the following 
activities and as consistent with County requirements. Documentation of compliance 
with this measure shall be provided to the Riverside County Planning Department 
and Building Official for review and approval prior to issuance of building permit(s) 
and approval of the following features shall be confirmed by the County Building 
Official prior to certificate of occupancy. 

i) SS Credit 7.2 - Use roofing materials having a Solar Reflectivity Index (SRI) 
equal to or greater than 78 for a minimum of 75 percent of the roof surface. 

AQ-1j Documentation of compliance with the following measures shall be provided to the 
Riverside County Planning Department and Building Official for review and approval 
prior to issuance of building permit(s) and approval of features shall be confirmed by 
the County Building Official prior to certificate of occupancy. 

i) The Project shall install solar water heating for the office portions of warehouse 
buildings to the extent practical, as determined by the County. 

ii) The Project shall recycle construction debris to the extent practical, consistent 
with County requirements/programs. 

ii) The Project shall provide material recycling including, but not limited to, mixed 
paper and cardboard, consistent with County programs/requirements. 

iii) The Project shall allow natural lighting to the extent practical to help reduce or 
minimize the use of internal electrical illumination. 

AQ-1k Project proponent shall designate a person(s) to act as a community liaison 
concerning issues related to large particulate matter (PM10) fugitive dust. 

AQ-1l Street sweeping shall be accomplished as needed to remove soil transport to 
adjacent areas; sweeping shall require use of equipment certified under South Coast 
Air Quality Management District Rule 1186.1. 

 
The RFDEIR concludes that NOx emissions from the Revised Project operations are still 
significant. NOx emissions are almost entirely from mobile sources generated by  trucks that 
would not be owned by the Original or Revised Projects. The only feasible mitigation available 
to the project would be to reduce the distance the mobile sources travel or the number of mobile 
sources. Given the nature of the Original or Revised Projects, neither of these measures could 
be implemented to a sufficient degree to reduce project emissions below thresholds. Thus, there 
are no feasible mitigation measures available to reduce these significant air quality impacts to 
less than significant levels. 
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Recommended Changes to Mitigation Measures for the Revised Focused DEIR. Since the 
Revised Project still exceeds the SCAQMD threshold for NOx, the mitigation measures 
recommended for the Original Project are also considered to be applicable to the Revised 
Project. The Revised Focused DEIR therefore incorporates these same mitigation measures. In 
addition, the following mitigation is now considered standard and they have been included at the 
request of SCAQMD. 
 
AQ-1m Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the general contractor for the project shall 

prepare and file a Dust Control Plan with the County that complies with South Coast 
Air Quality Management District Rule 403 and requires the following during 
excavation and construction as appropriate: 

 Apply nontoxic chemical soil stabilizers according to manufacturers’ 
specifications to all inactive construction areas (previously graded areas inactive 
for 10 days or more). 

 Water active sites at least twice daily (locations where grading is to occur will be 
thoroughly watered prior to earthmoving.) 

 Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials, or maintain at 
least 2 feet of freeboard (vertical space between the top of the load and top of 
the trailer) in accordance with the requirements of California Vehicle Code 
Section 23114. 

 Pave construction access roads at least 100 feet onto the site from the main 
road. 

 Control traffic speeds within the property to 15 mph or less. 

AQ-1n Prior to the issuance of a building permit for each phase, the project developer shall 
require by contract specifications that contractors shall utilize power poles or clean-
fuel generators for electrical construction equipment. Contract specifications shall be 
included in the proposed project construction documents, which shall be reviewed by 
the County. 

Conclusions. The Revised Focused DEIR concludes that air quality emissions will be reduced 
compared to the Original Project due to the proposed changes in land use (e.g., no commercial 
or office uses now) and implementation of a variety of mitigation measures, including use of Tier 
2 or better construction equipment, turning off equipment that is not in use, implementing a 
construction traffic control plan, using low VOC paints and coatings, limiting daily grading, 
helping workers carpool, complying with LEED building standards, having a dust control plan, 
and minimizing onsite generators for construction equipment. Despite these measures, air 
quality impacts (i.e., NOx emissions) of the Revised Project will still be significant even with the 
implementation of required mitigation measures and compliance with existing County 
development standards based on the size and design of the Revised Project. While other 
significant criteria pollutants will now be reduced to less than significant, NOx emissions for the 
Revised Project will remain significant and unavoidable. This conclusion is the same that was 
reached in the Original EIR for the Original Project except the Original Project was determined 
to be significant for VOC emissions rather than NOx. 
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4.4  Biological Resources  

** This section is being recirculated for additional public comment in 
accord with the requirements of the Court’s Statement of Decision 
requiring the Privately Conserved Lands be included in the 
environmental setting; the impacts remain the same or are less than 
what were determined in the Original EIR and no new mitigation 
measures are required ** 
 
Existing Conditions. The Project site consists of four plant communities: non-native grassland 
(NNG), coastal sage scrub (CSS), southern willow scrub (WS), and mule fat scrub (MS). Wildlife 
species observed on the project site include; western kingbird (Tyrannus verticalis), American 
crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), American kestrel (Falco sparverius), northern mockingbird 
(Mimus polyglottos), western meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta), granite spiny lizard (Sceloporus 
orcutti), California ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi) and Audubon’s cottontail (Sylvilagus 
audubonii). Although the Project site contains suitable foraging and nesting habitat, there were 
no burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugea)(BUOW) or least Bell’s vireo (vireo belli 
pusillus)(LBV) on the Project site during the focused surveys. For the purposes of this EIR, it 
was assumed the project area, including the project site and the adjacent MJPA property, 
contain Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensii)(SKR), a federally listed endangered 
species. The project site is not expected to support any other species listed as sensitive by 
federal or state resource agencies. The project site contains a drainage ditch and five minor 
riparian areas, but they do not meet the criteria required to be considered wetlands, and the site 
does not contain any known wildlife corridors. 
 
The land to the east and south of the project site is a “Private Conservation Area” under the 
jurisdiction of the March Joint Powers Authority (MJPA) and managed by the Center for Natural 
Lands Management (CNLM) for its habitat value (SKR, etc.). The Original EIR did not include 
the management of this area in the baseline conditions. This minor change in the description 
baseline conditions was directed by the Superior Court Statement of Decision (Appendix F).  
 
The Private Conservation Area has conditions similar to those of the project site relative to 
biological resources (i.e., non-native grassland vegetation and minimal wildlife). 
 
Original EIR Impacts. The Original EIR identified a drainage ditch along Alessandro Avenue 
and five minor riparian areas on the project site, but concluded these areas do not meet the 
criteria required to be considered wetlands, therefore wetlands will not be impacted. The project 
site does not contain any known wildlife corridors and thus will not cause a significant impact on 
wildlife corridors. The Original EIR concluded the project would comply with guidelines of 
MSHCP and be consistent with local policies and ordinances.  
 
The Original EIR concluded that the following environmental impacts were less than significant 
and did not require mitigation: 

 Federally Protected Wetlands;  
 Wildlife Corridors and Nursery Sites; and 
 Conservation Plans. 
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Because there is suitable habitat for burrowing owl on the project site mitigation measures were 
required for the Original Project to reduce any impacts to such habitat to a less than significant 
level. The project site contains riparian/riverine acreage that could be considered impacted by 
the resource agencies. A DBESP was prepared for both the Original and Revised Projects to 
address loss of riparian/riverine habitat and mitigation was required in both reports.  
 
Original vs. Revised Project. The Original Project contained a total of 720,000 square feet of 
commercial, office, and warehouse uses in eight buildings, while the Revised Project proposes 
a total of 814,630 square feet of industrial warehouse uses in two buildings. A number of 
changes were made to the Revised Project as a result of the Settlement Agreement (see 
Appendix G), the primary one being the addition of a minimum 200-foot wide SKR conservation 
easement along the western portion of the site (Lot 4). Other minor changes such as lighting 
and screening were also incorporated into the Revised Project (see Section 3.3.3 in the Project 
Description). The baseline for biological conditions in the surrounding area of the site includes 
the description of the “Private Conservation Area” south and east of the site that is managed by 
the Center for Natural Lands Management (CNLM) under an agreement with the March Joint 
Powers Authority (MJPA) as the landowner. 
  
Superior Court Statement of Decision. Appendix F contains the Superior Court Statement of 
Decision which directed the lead agency (County) to revise the Original EIR for the Original 
Project to include more information about the private conservation land around the project site.  
 
According to the Statement… 

“…The Court finds that the DEIR’s description of the surrounding physical conditions is 
otherwise improper. While the protections afforded the SKR may no longer legally exist, the 
record reflects that the Preserve property has nonetheless continued to exist since the Potrero 
swap-out. The Preserve property is owned by the March Joint Powers Authority and it managed 
by the Center for Natural Lands Management. The CNLM continues to provide various 
monitoring programs for various sensitive bird species such as least Bell’s Vireo and burrowing 
owl (AR 8577). The Preserve property consists of 1,178 acres which includes grasslands, 
wetlands, and riparian habitat. Despite comments and concerns as to the Project’s effects on 
these environmental and biological resources, the EIR refused to recognize the need to address 
the Preserve property with regard to these features.”  
  
The Revised Focused DEIR hereby acknowledges that the baseline for biological impacts now 
includes the conservation land surrounding the project site to the east and south, which is under 
the jurisdiction of the MJPA and is managed by the CNLM, referred to herein as the Private 
Conservation Area. 
 
A number of changes were made to the Original Project as a result of the Settlement Agreement 
(see Section 2.8 and Appendix G), the primary one being the addition of a 200-foot wide SKR 
conservation easement along the western portion of the site (Lot 4). Other minor changes such 
as lighting and screening were also incorporated into the Revised Project (see Section 3, 
Project Description). This conservation easement is labeled an “environmental corridor” on 
Figure 3-5, Revised Conceptual Site Plan. The purpose of this easement or corridor is to help 
establish a connection between the Private Conservation Area south of Alessandro Boulevard 
and the SKR habitat land in the Sycamore Canyon Nature Park north of Alessandro Boulevard. 
The proposed easement is consistent with the requirements of the Settlement Agreement. In 
addition, the developer will provide an endowment to maintain and monitor conditions in the 
easement in perpetuity. As part of the Settlement Agreement, the development will adhere to 
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the urban/wildland interface requirements of the County’s Multi-Species Habitat Conservation 
Plan (MSHCP) such as directing night lighting away from the corridor, and assuring that all 
onsite night lighting adheres to requirements of the International Dark Sky Society.  
 
Additional Biological Studies. During the public review process of the Original EIR, the MJPA 
requested more detailed information on potential impacts to MJPA property that might result 
from construction of the Original Project and Brown Street. Based on the revised land plan, 
approximately 2.4 acres of land under MJPA authority may be impacted on either a temporary 
or permanent basis by the construction of Brown Street (see Figure 3-7).  
 
Several supplemental biological studies were conducted on the project site and MJPA land 
based on requests by MJPA to address potential impacts to their land including and adjacent to 
Brown Street, and the potential jurisdictional areas along Brown Street on MJPA property. 
These studies are outlined below: 

 Addendum to the Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) for Western 
Riverside County (Revised Focused DEIR Appendix A); 

 Addendum to the Jurisdictional Delineation (Revised Focused DEIR Appendix A); 
 Burrowing Owl Habitat Assessment (Revised Focused DEIR Appendix A); 
 Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation Report (Revised 

Focused DEIR Appendix A); 

Impact Analysis of the Revised Project. The following analysis is based on the six CEQA 
Guidelines significance criteria for Biological Resources: (a) effect on species; (b) riparian 
habitat; (c) federally protected wetlands; (d) wildlife corridors and nursery sites; (e) local policies 
or ordinances protecting biological resources; and (f) conservation plans. 
 
Impact BR-1: Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any 

species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service?  

According to the habitat assessment survey conducted by MBA in June 30, 2007, for the 
Original Project, the Project site does not contain any species listed or considered as sensitive 
by federal or state resource agencies. When LSA conducted a supplemental assessment in 
2014 for the adjacent MJPA land, they determined the general assessment prepared by MBA 
was still applicable to the Revised Project because the project site conditions had not changed, 
just the project size and baselines. The adjacent MJPA property (Brown Street extension) was 
surveyed by LSA Associates in 2014 and no significant biological resources were found in that 
area at that time. 

A small portion of the project site along the southern Project boundary (approximately 5 acres) 
is mapped by the MSHCP as being within the Core Area D which is comprised of Public/Quasi-
Public Land consisting of Sycamore Canyon Park and March Air Base Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat 
(Dipodomys stephensi) (SKR) Management Area. Since the adoption of the MSHCP, the SKR 
Reserve has been modified with the addition of the Potrero Site and the release of the March Air 
Base Management Area for development. With this modification, the Project site is no longer 
adjacent to the SKR Reserve, and therefore not within Core Area D. However, there is still SKR 
habitat on the Private Conservation Area property east and south of the Project and impacts to 
that habitat. Therefore SKR was considered to be present on the Revised Project site. The site 
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is located within the boundaries of the County’s HCP Fee Area and thus must pay the 
appropriate mitigation fee.  

The Original DEIR indicated protocol surveys were conducted onsite for burrowing owl and least 
Bell’s vireo; neither species was observed onsite but suitable habitat was present.  

In June, 2013 a new burrowing owl survey was conducted for the project site and the MJPA 
Brown Street property at the request of MJPA to determine if either of these areas was occupied 
by burrowing owl. Again, the species was not found onsite. The following is an excerpt from the 
results of that survey:  
 

“Burrowing owl surveys were previously conducted for this site in 2006 and 2008, also with 
negative results. However, several occurrences of burrowing owl have been recorded in the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Natural Diversity Data Base Rarefind 4 online 
application in nearby areas. Because the burrowing owl is a highly mobile species, it has a 
potential to subsequently occupy any suitable burrows within the site. Per the MSHCP 30-
day Pre-Construction Burrowing Owl Survey Guidelines (revised August 17, 2006) a pre-
construction survey is required for the burrowing owl within 30 days prior to start of 
grading/construction activities.” 

 
Mitigation Measure BR-1a addressed this potential impact to burrowing owls in the Original EIR, 
and the same measure would be implemented as part of the Revised Project, as documented in 
the Revised Focused DEIR because, as was the case with the Original Project, the entire 
project site, with the exception of the conservation easement area, will be developed. As is 
standard practice with the County, the measure requires a pre-construction survey and passive 
relocation if burrowing owls are found onsite. Thus, the potential for significant impacts to 
burrowing owl habitat are the same with the Revised Project as was the case for the Original 
Project (i.e., potentially significant) but would be reduced to less than significant levels by 
implementation of the recommended  mitigation. 

In addition, because development of the Revised Project is similar to the Original Project, with 
the implementation of the mitigation measures listed below, which are also listed in the Original 
EIR, the potential Revised Project related impacts to candidate, sensitive, or special status 
species would be less than significant. The Original EIR concluded the same with respect to the 
Original Project. 

The site contains only a few large isolated shrubs and small trees, but there is at least some 
potential for project development to impact nesting birds and species covered by the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). The MBA assessment for the Original Project indicated the site had 
burrowing owl and least Bell’s vireo9 potential habitat but that neither species was present. 
Mitigation Measure BR-1b requires a nesting survey during nesting season for nesting birds, 
including least Bell’s vireo, and states that “If active nests are found within 500 feet of the 
planned impact area, the area of the nest shall be flagged, including an adequate buffer as 
determined by a qualified biologist, and the flagged area shall be avoided until a qualified 
biologist has determined that the nest is no longer active.” Mitigation Measure BR-1b addressed 
this potential impact to nesting birds in the Original EIR, and the same measure will be 
implemented as part of the Revised Project, because the project site is proposed to be fully 
developed as was the case with the Original Project.  
                                                           
9  MBA concluded the small riparian areas onsite contain suitable nesting and foraging habitat for least Bell’s vireo. 
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The above analysis of the Revised Project comes to the same conclusions as the Original 
Project. The project will have the potential for a significant impact to burrowing owl and least 
Bell’s vireo habitat and mitigation is required. As discussed above regarding SKR, burrowing 
owl, and least Bell’s vireo, as was the case for the Original Project, the Revised Project will not 
have a significant effect on special status wildlife species with implementation of the proposed 
mitigation measures. 
 
 
Impact BR-2: Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 

community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?  

DBESP Report. Since an ephemeral intermittent streambed with vegetation was identified on 
the project site, a revised “Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Protection” 
(DBESP) report was prepared according to MSHCP guidelines to address the Original Project in 
the Original EIR. In addition, the DBESP for the Revised Project also examined the MJPA 
property. 
 
The Revised Project site contains five areas that potentially meet the definition of 
riparian/riverine areas provided in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP and are listed in Table 4.4A 
below. These areas are shown in Figures 4-1 and 4-2 as Areas 1 through 5 with Area 6 
determined to be non-jurisdictional. Per the MSHCP, riparian/riverine areas are lands that 
contain habitat dominated by trees, shrubs, and persistent emergent, which occur close to or 
dependent upon soil moisture from a nearby water source; or areas with fresh water flowing 
during all or a portion of the year. Un-vegetated drainages (ephemeral streams) may be 
included if alterations to that drainage have the potential to affect Covered Species and 
Conservation Areas under the MSHCP.  
 
There is a total of 0.89 acre of MSHCP-Defined Riparian/Riverine areas within the Revised 
Project survey area. A total of 0.21 acre of MSHCP-Defined Riparian/Riverine areas will be 
permanently impacted by Revised Project activities (i.e., State jurisdiction areas). Table 4.4.B 
shows proposed impacts to MSHCP-Defined Riparian/Riverine Areas within the study area.  
 
The 2008 Jurisdictional Delineation Report concluded that that Area 4 was potentially 
jurisdictional with a downstream connection to Ditch 1, which may connect to Sycamore 
Canyon, a Relatively Permanent Waters (RPWs). Sycamore Canyon has a nexus to the Pacific 
Ocean via Tequesquite Canyon, which connects to the Santa Ana River, a RPW that connects 
to the Pacific Ocean. Impacts of the Original Project in this regard were considered potentially 
significant and required mitigation, and the Revised Focused DEIR draws a similar conclusion 
based on the potential jurisdictional impacts shown in Table 4.4.A below. 
 
Based on this potential connectivity to an RPW, the USACE may exert jurisdiction over Area 4. 
The total potential USACE jurisdictional area within the study area associated with Area 4 is 
0.44 acre, although only 0.04 acre is expected to be permanently impacted by project 
development. Since this feature historically conveyed flows and may provide wildlife habitat 
associated with a streambed, the CDFW may assert jurisdiction over Area 4. It is unlikely that 
any of the other riparian/riverine areas would fall under the jurisdiction of federal or state 
agencies relative to water resources. Mitigation Measure BR-2a addressed this potential impact 
to riparian/riverine resources in the Original EIR, and the same measure would be implemented 
as part of the Revised Project, as documented in this Revised Focused DEIR. 
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Table 4.4.A: Project-Related Jurisdictional Impacts 

Area 
Potential Federal1 Jurisdictional Areas Potential State2 Jurisdictional Areas 

Existing Permanent Impacts3 Existing Permanent Impacts3 
Ditch 1 0.05 0.04 0.11 0.08 
Area 1 —  0.05 - 
Area 2  —  0.17 0.06 
Area 3 —  0.01 0.01 
Area 4 0.40  0.55 0.06 
Area 5 —  - - 
TOTAL 0.44 acre 0.04 acre 0.89 acre 0.21 acre 
Source: 2013 LSA Associates Inc., Jurisdictional Delineation Report – Fieldwork conducted April and May 2013 
 
1 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Regional Water Quality Control Board non-wetland waters jurisdiction (Area 4 is slightly under 
0,4 acre so total does not equal sum of individual areas due to rounding) 
2 California State Department of Fish and Wildlife 
3 Impacts based on current Revised Project site plan 
 
As with the Original Project, the impacts of the Revised Project on riparian habitat or other 
sensitive communities will be less than significant after the appropriate mitigation is taken. 
 
 
Impact BR-3: Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 

404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

Any activities resulting in fill, discharge, or alteration of a lake, river or streambed are subject to 
jurisdiction by the CDFW, USACE, and/or RWQCB. A revised Jurisdictional Delineation (JD) 
was prepared for the project site (see Appendix A). The project area contains one earthen ditch 
and five riparian areas10 that were analyzed to determine if these areas are potentially subject to 
CDFW, USACE, and/or RWQCB jurisdiction. A total of 0.44 acre of potential USACE and 
RWQCB jurisdictional areas and 0.89 acre of potential CDFW jurisdictional areas were identified 
within the study area, as shown Table 4.4.A above. A total of 0.04 acre of potential USACE 
jurisdictional areas and 0.21 acre of CDFW jurisdictional areas will be permanently impacted by 
the Project activities. Figures 4-1 and 4-2 show Revised Project impacts to USACE and CDFW 
potential jurisdictional areas, respectively. It is possible that all or some of the jurisdictional land 
impacted by the Project can be mitigated onsite, which typically results in a 1:1 compensation 
rate in subsequent permitting through the resource agencies. In contrast, any amount of 
jurisdictional land that must be compensated for with offsite property is typically mitigated at 3:1 
compensation ratios (DBESP pages 4-5, LSA 8-28-13).  
 
Mitigation Measure BR-2a in the Original EIR addressed impacts to jurisdictional land, and the 
same measure, with minor wording changes to address onsite versus offsite mitigation, will be 
implemented as part of the Revised Project, as documented in the Revised Focused DEIR. As 
with the Original Project, the Revised Project will not have a significant impact on federally 
protected wetlands.  
 
                                                           
10   Areas 1 through 5 shown in Figures 4-1 and 4-2 plus Area 6 which was determined to be non-jurisdictional 
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Impact BR-4: Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 

wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of wildlife nursery sites?  

The Project site does not contain flowing water or standing pools, nor does the site support any 
vegetation or resources that serves as a habitat for the migratory fish or wildlife. The site does 
not lie within any known wildlife corridors. Although the site contains small isolated drainage, it 
does not contain any nursery areas or resources. The Revised Project site is the same as the 
Original Project. Therefore, as was the case for the Original Project as discussed in the Original 
EIR, implementation of the Revised Project will not have a significant impact on wildlife 
corridors. The layout of the Revised Project may allow for an incremental increase in movement 
of SKR within and around the project site by creation of the Private Conservation Easement 
along the western portion of the site, which provides connectivity to vacant MJPA habitat land to 
the south and land associated with Sycamore Canyon to the north. 
 
According to the supplemental biological assessments (Revised Focused DEIR Appendix A), 
construction of road and drainage improvements within Brown Street and on the adjacent MJPA 
land will not have any significant impacts on listed or otherwise sensitive species of plants or 
animals, wildlife movement, or species nursery areas. Therefore, any impacts to wildlife 
corridors or nursery sites would remain less than significant. 
 
 
Impact BR-5: Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a 

tree preservation policy or ordinance?  

The Project site is within the bounds of the Western Riverside County MSHCP. The Revised 
Project site is the same as the Original Project. As was the case for the Original Project, with 
compliance and adherence with the guidelines of the MSHCP, (see Impact BR-6 below for 
details), the Revised Project will be consistent with and not conflict with any local policies and 
ordinances protecting biological resources.  
 
According to the supplemental biological assessments (Revised Focused DEIR Appendix A), 
construction of road and drainage improvements within Brown Street and on the adjacent MJPA 
land will not conflict with any established policies or ordinances related to biological resources, 
and the new private conservation easement along the western portion of the project site will 
help provide connectivity for SKR and other species between the Sycamore Canyon resources 
to the north and the MJPA property surrounding the project site. Impacts would remain less than 
significant.  
 
 
Impact BR-6: Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 

Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 
[CEQA Biological Resources Threshold 4(f)]  

The Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) provides 
for the assembly of a Conservation Area consisting of Core Areas and Linkages for the 
conservation of Covered Species (Riverside County 2003). Covered Species are 146 species of 
plants and animals of various federal and state listing statuses. The Conservation Area is to be 
assembled from portions of the MSHCP Criteria Area, which consists of quarter-section (i.e., 
160-acre) Criteria Cells, each with specific criteria for the species conservation within that cell. 
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The MSHCP provides an incentive-based program, the Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition 
Negotiation Strategy (HANS) for adding land to the MSHCP Conservation Area. If it is 
determined that all or a portion of the property is needed for inclusion in the MSHCP 
Conservation Area, then various incentives may be available to the property owner in exchange 
for the conveyance of a property interest. The MSHCP requires focused surveys for certain 
plant, amphibian, avian, and mammal species for project sites located within designated plant 
and animal survey areas when potential suitable habitat is present. For example, surveys for 
listed riparian birds are required when suitable riparian habitat is present, and surveys for listed 
fairy shrimp species are required when vernal pools or other suitable habitat is present (see also 
“Other Species of Concern” below). Projects located in proximity to the MSHCP Conservation 
Area may result in edge effects that could adversely affect biological resources within the 
MSHCP Conservation area. MSHCP Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines (MSHCP Section 
6.1.4) are intended to reduce such indirect effects. 
 
An MSHCP Consistency Report was prepared for the Revised Project (see Revised Focused 
DEIR Appendix A), which involves essentially the same development area as the Original 
Project plus the adjacent MJPA property (Brown Street extension). The project site is not 
located within an MSHCP Criteria Area, therefore, no analysis of the project’s relationship to 
MSHCP Reserve Assembly is required. However, the project site is adjacent to Existing Core D, 
which consists of two non-contiguous habitat blocks of PQP lands associated with Sycamore 
Canyon Park. According to the MSHCP, “the Core provides live-in habitat for the granite spiny 
lizard, a species requiring rock outcrops, and likely provides movement habitat for bobcat.” 
MSHCP requirements, including species surveys, are applicable for this site. Table 4.4.B 
summarizes MSHCP requirements associated with the project site.  
 
Table 4.4.B: MSHCP Project Review Checklist 

 Yes No 
Is the project located in a Criteria Area or Public/Quasi-Public Land?   
Is the project located in Criteria Area Plant Survey Area?   
Is the project located in Criteria Area Amphibian Survey Area?   
Is the project located in Criteria Area Mammal Survey Area?   
Is the project located adjacent to MSHCP Conservation Areas?   
Is the project located in Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area?   
Are riverine/riparian/wetland habitats or vernal pools present?   
Is the project located in Burrowing Owl Survey Area?   
Source: LSA July 2013 
 
Plants of Special Concern. The project site is not located within any MSHCP Narrow Endemic 
Plant Species Survey Areas (NEPSSA) or Criteria Area Species Survey Areas (CASSA).  
 
Other Species of Concern. The project site is not within designated MSHCP survey areas for 
any other animal species not previously discussed. During an agency coordination meeting, a 
USFWS staff person requested information on fairy shrimp relative to the project site. The site 
has numerous rocky outcroppings with very shallow bedrock, highly variable topography, and no 
underlying clay soils to form vernal pools. Therefore, onsite physical conditions would not 
support fairy shrimp and both MBA and LSA biologists concluded that the site did not contain 
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any suitable fairy shrimp habitat11. In summary, no surveys for other animal species not 
previously discussed are necessary for MSHCP consistency. 
 
Urban/Wildlands Interface Requirements. Any development in proximity to an MSHCP 
Conservation Area may result in adverse edge effects to biological resources within the MSHCP 
Conservation Area. The guidelines provided in MSHCP Section 6.1.4 (Guidelines Pertaining to 
the Urban/Wildlands Interface) are intended to reduce such edge effects. The guidelines 
describe mitigation for project impacts related to drainage, toxics, lighting, noise, invasive 
species, barriers, grading, and land development. The Revised Project will adhere to the 
guidelines where required. 
 
SKR HCP. Section 10(a)(2)(A) of the 1973 Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) requires 
the preparation of a habitat conservation plan (HCP) for incidental take of threatened or 
endangered species when there is no federal agency involvement in a project. Continuing land 
development may cause incidental take of listed species and, therefore, HCPs have been 
prepared for areas within western Riverside County. The MSHCP and the Stephens’ Kangaroo 
Rat Habitat Conservation Plan (SKR HCP) are the principal habitat conservation plans in 
western Riverside County. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) regional office 
maintains a current list of habitat conservation plans for the southern California region. 
 
The Revised Project includes dedication of an approximately 6.69 acre area in the northwest 
portion of the project site for conservation to maintain habitat connectivity for Stephens’ 
kangaroo rat (SKR) between the portions of Existing Core D to the north and south of the 
project site. No development will occur in this portion of the project site. Details of the entity that 
will be in charge of management of this onsite Conservation Easement will be determined prior 
to project commencement. Additionally, due to the proximity of the project site to Existing Core 
D, the MSHCP Section 6.1.4 Guidelines, as discussed in the 2006 MSHCP Report, will be 
implemented into the project. The County will require the project to pay the established SKR 
HCP mitigation fee. 
 
Offsite Brown Street and Drainage Improvements. The planned construction of Brown Street 
and related drainage improvements will create a permanent boundary between project 
development and the Private Conservation Land immediately east of the project site. No 
significant biological impacts to the Private Conservation Area are expected to result from these 
improvements. 
 
Summary. The preceding analyses indicate that the Revised Project will not have any significant 
impacts on biological resources, or on any programs established to protect biological resources. 
That conclusion is based on the design of the Revised Project, payment of MSHCP and SKR 
HCP mitigation fees, and implementation of the mitigation measures proposed for the Original 
Project with minor changes to address the changes in the scope of the Revised Project. This 
conclusion is similar to that reached in the Original EIR for the Original Project. 
  

                                                           
11  MBA surveyed the site in 2007 and LSA confirmed the results of that survey and evaluated the adjacent MJPA 

property in 2014 
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Figure 4-2: Federal Jurisdictional Areas 
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Figure 4-3: State Jurisdictional Areas 
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Figure 4-4 Line-of-Sight Diagram 
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Mitigation Measures. The Original EIR concluded that there were significant impacts on listed 
or otherwise sensitive species and the following mitigation measures are required:  
 
BR-1a Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) - Pursuant to Objective 6 of the Species 

Account for the burrowing owl included in the Western Riverside County Multiple 
Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP), within 30 days prior to the 
issuance of a grading permit, a pre-construction presence/absence survey for the 
burrowing owl shall be conducted. A qualified biologist shall conduct the survey 
and the results of this presence/absence survey shall be provided in writing to 
the Environmental Programs Department at Riverside County. If it is determined 
that the Project Site is occupied by burrowing owl, take of “active” nests shall be 
avoided pursuant to the MSHCP and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. However, 
when the burrowing owl is present, relocation outside of nesting season 
(February 1 through August 31) by a qualified biologist shall be required. The 
Environmental Programs Department shall be consulted to determine appropriate 
type of relocation (active or passive) and translocation sites. 

 
BR-1b Nesting Birds - The removal of any trees, shrubs, or any other potential nesting 

habitat shall be conducted outside the avian nesting season wherever 
practicable. The avian nesting season extends from February 15 through August 
30. If ground-disturbing activities are scheduled during the nesting season, a 
survey for nesting birds shall be conducted by a qualified biologist prior to any 
ground disturbing activities. If active nests are found within 500 feet of the 
planned impact area, the area of the nest shall be flagged, including an adequate 
buffer as determined by a qualified biologist, and the flagged area shall be 
avoided until a qualified biologist has determined that the nest is no longer active. 
This measure shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the County 
requirements until said nesting activity has concluded. 

 
It should be noted that these measures apply to activities on the project site as well as work 
within the adjacent MJPA property that is disturbed by project construction (e.g., Brown Street 
alignment). 
 
The Original EIR concluded there were potentially significant impacts on riparian habitat and the 
following mitigation measure was required:  
 
BR-2a The Project applicant shall mitigate onsite impacts to riparian/riverine habitat by 

funding offsite restoration activities at a ratio of 3:1. The restoration will be done 
through the Santa Ana Watershed Association to ensure high quality habitat is 
preserved /restored within the same watershed as the impact area. 

 
Recommended Changes to Mitigation Measures for the Revised Focused DEIR. 
Subsequent to circulation of the Original EIR, the site plan was revised to allow for mitigation of 
all or most of the riparian/riverine impacts by redesigning the two onsite detention basins, 
especially the basin in Lot 1 that is adjacent to the north end of the SKR conservation 
easement. Therefore, the following modification is proposed for Mitigation Measure BR-2a (new 
text underlined): 
 
BR-2a To the greatest extent feasible, the project applicant will mitigate the riparian/

riverine habitat onsite through either avoidance or onsite creation of biologically 
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equivalent or superior habitat to ensure replacement of any lost function or value 
of the riparian/riverine habitat. To the greatest extent feasible, the project 
applicant will mitigate loss of riparian/riverine habitat onsite through either 
avoidance or onsite creation of biologically equivalent or superior habitat to 
ensure replacement of any lost function or value of the riparian/riverine habitat. 
The applicant shall provide onsite habitat at a ratio of 1:1. If onsite mitigation is 
determined to be insufficient by the resource agencies, the Project applicant shall 
mitigate any residual onsite impacts to riparian/riverine habitat by funding offsite 
restoration activities at a ratio of 3:1. The restoration will be done through the 
Santa Ana Watershed Association to ensure high quality habitat is preserved 
/restored within the same watershed as the impact area. 

 
Conclusions. Even with the entire Private Conservation Area in the baseline, the overall 
conclusions of the Original EIR are the same for the Revised Project. The Revised Focused 
DEIR concludes that biological impacts of the project will be less than significant based on the 
design of the Revised Project and with the implementation of recommended mitigation 
measures and compliance with the Settlement Agreement and existing MSHCP and County 
development standards applicable to the Revised Project. Impacts to riparian habitat and 
jurisdictional waters will be mitigated through avoidance, onsite habitat creation, or the creation 
of equivalent or superior habitat offsite. Nesting birds and burrowing owl will be evaluated, with 
appropriate protocols in place for either avoidance or relocation as appropriate. The Revised 
Project will actually preserve a dedicated area for both SKR habitat and to help reduce the 
impact of any edge effects related to the proximity of Existing Core D within the MSHCP. 
Therefore, the conclusions of the Revised Focused DEIR are the same as the Original EIR with 
respect to biological resources. 
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4.5 Cultural Resources 
 
** The analysis of cultural resource impacts in the Original EIR was 
expanded to include the adjacent MJPA (Brown Street improvements). 
The rest of the analysis in the Original EIR is valid per the Court’s 
Statement of Decision and major revisions to this section of the 
Original EIR are not warranted ** 
 
Existing Conditions. A record search in 2006 showed that no previous studies have occurred 
within the project site (including the MJPA Property) and that all lands within the 1-mile records 
search radius and outside the project site boundary have been surveyed in the past. At that 
time, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was contacted in an effort to 
determine whether any cultural resources existed in the vicinity of the Project site. The NAHC 
replied that no Native American cultural resources existed in the project site area. Mr. Eric Scott 
of the San Bernardino County Museum conducted the paleontological records search and 
concluded that the Project site rests entirely on exposures of granitic rocks, which have low 
potential for significant fossil deposits to be uncovered during grading (MBA 2006). Two teams 
of archaeologists also conducted assessment and testing at the Project site. The teams re-
recorded four previously identified sites and recorded four new sites. The four previously 
recorded sites were CA-RIV-5423, CA-RIV-5427, CA-RIV-5452 and CA-RIV-5457. The four new 
sites detected during the assessment were CA-RIV-8091 (MD-002), CA-RIV-8092 (MD003), 
CA-RIV-8093 (MD-006), and P#33-15326 (JS-001). Site CA-RIV-5425 was relocated just east 
of the southeast corner of the Project site, so this site will not be affected by construction even 
though it was recorded partly inside the Project site by a previous researcher. 
 
Original EIR – Less Than Significant Impacts. The Phase I and II archaeological 
assessments prepared in 2006 for the Project site without analysis of the MJPA Property 
indicated that the project site did not contain any historical resources, and also determined that 
no significant paleontological resources would be impacted because the project site rested 
entirely on exposed granitic rocks of the Val Verde Pluton, mixed Paleozoic schist, and gneiss 
and Cretaceous granitic rock. The Original EIR concluded that potential impacts on historical 
resources, paleontological resources, and geologic features would be less than significant and 
did not require mitigation.  
 
Original EIR – Potentially Significant Impacts. The Phase I prepared in 2006 did identify 
eight sites of potential significance within the project site. Feature 2 of site CA-RIV-5457 in the 
southwestern portion of the site (Lot 4) was determined to be a potentially significant 
archeological resource and that there was a high potential for impacts to buried and unrecorded 
archaeological resources based on the grading plan for the Original Project. It was 
recommended that a qualified archaeologist monitor all project-related earthmoving and 
mitigation measures.  
 
In addition, the Phase I and Phase II assessments did not indicate any human remains within 
the project site therefore human remains are not expected to be encountered during 
construction. However, impacts are potentially significant if grading activities disclosed the 
existence of human remains. Thus, if such remains were uncovered, mitigation would be 
required requiring grading to be stopped and the County Coroner contacted to properly dispose 
of the remains.  
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Original vs. Revised Project. The Original Project contained a total of 720,000 square feet of 
commercial, office, and warehouse uses in eight buildings, while the Revised Project proposes 
a total of 814,630 square feet of industrial warehouse uses in two buildings. Under the Original 
Project, the site would be disturbed by earthwork/grading almost up to the western property line 
in Parcel I, which overlapped the one remaining potentially significant archaeological site. 
However, the Revised Project contains a conservation easement along the western side of the 
site (Lot 4) which eliminates impacts to Feature 2 of site CA-RIV-5457.  
 
Impact Analysis of the Revised Project. The Original Project proposed disturbance of the 
entire site. The Revised Project includes a private conservation easement along the western 
portion of the property, so the Revised Project will actually disturb less of the project site. Thus, 
impacts disclosed in the Original EIR are less for the Revised Project.  
 
In early 2014, the County directed the project’s cultural team to assess the Brown Street portion 
of the adjacent MJPA property. The County wished to determine if there were any important 
resources in this area, or if there was any connectivity to the existing resources found on the 
Original Project site under the Original EIR. LSA Associates, Inc. conducted a Phase 1 and 2 
assessment of the MJPA Property and found no significant resources and no connectivity to 
existing resources on the adjacent property. The Pechanga Band, which expressed interest in 
any resources found in this area were informed of the planned cultural investigation conducted 
in April 2014. LSA prepared a summary report and submitted it to the County Archaeologist and 
also sent a copy to Anna Hoover with the Pechanga Band (LSA, May 2014). Based on the 
subsequent report, no further investigation or additional mitigation is required for development of 
the Revised Project, including the adjacent Brown Street within the MJPA property. 
 
The following analysis is based on the four CEQA Guidelines significance criteria for Cultural 
Resources: (a) historical resource; (b) archaeological resource; (c) paleontological resource or 
geologic feature; and (d) human remains. 

Impact CR-1  Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined 
in CEQA §15064.5? 

 
The original and updated cultural resource assessments indicate the Original Project site and 
adjacent MJPA Property upon which the Brown Street improvements are proposed (LSA May 
2014) do not contain any historical resources as outlined in the CEQA Guidelines. Therefore, 
the conclusion is the same as the Original EIR with impacts being less than significant. 

Impact CR-2  Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to CEQA §15064.5? 

 
With respect to analysis of the MJPA property, an updated cultural report was prepared to 
address any changes that had occurred to the Project since the previous assessment in 2006. 
In addition, the new assessment evaluated the offsite land under MJPA authority immediately 
east of the project site within the Brown Street right-of-way and areas that will be disturbed by 
grading for Brown Street. The new assessment identified one additional potential cultural 
resource area within the MJPA property adjacent to Brown Street, which was designated P-33-
022246. This new area was examined in detail during a Phase III assessment by LSA in May 
2014) and no significant resources or artifacts were found (see Appendix B-1). Representatives 
of the Pechanga Tribe were notified of the planned Phase II work and declined to monitor.  
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With respect to project changes, there would be no significant difference in cultural impacts of 
the project with Lot 2 being used for parking and/or storage instead of a permanent warehouse 
building under the Original Project because the site (and Lot 2) would still require grading which 
could affect the P-33-022246 resource area. However, it was determined this area did not 
contain significant cultural resources, so no mitigation is required.  
 
Mitigation Measures. The Original EIR concluded there could be potentially significant impacts 
to archaeological resources and the following mitigation measures were recommended:  
 
CR-2a Phase III data recovery must be completed for Feature 2 (CA-RIV-5457) prior to 

final approval of grading plans if this area is to be graded. The recovery fieldwork 
must be completed in its entirety before grading begins, and a Phase III 
excavation report must be finalized and approved before final inspection. The 
Phase III excavation must be designed and written to Archaeological Resource 
Management Reports standards and County of Riverside standards.  

 
CR-2b The Project Archaeologist must create a mitigation-monitoring plan prior to 

earthmoving in the Project area, and a pre-grade meeting associated with the 
details of that plan must occur between the monitoring archaeologist(s) and the 
grading contractor before grading begins. The abatement plan document must 
contain a description of how and where artifacts will be curated if found during 
monitoring, and contingency plans associated with Native American tribal 
representation if the recovered artifacts are considered sacred items by one or 
more Native American tribes. 

 
CR-2c Monitoring of development-related excavation is required during all construction-

related earthmoving. The Project Archaeologist may, at his or her discretion, 
terminate archaeological monitoring in any one location on the Project Site if and 
only if bedrock or sterile soils are encountered during earthmoving at that 
location. 

 
CR-2d Should previously unidentified cultural resource sites be encountered during 

monitoring, they must be evaluated, and tested if necessary, for significance 
following CEQA Guidelines prior to allowing a continuance of grading in the area. 
County Condition of Approval 10 (Planning 002) addressing inadvertent 
archaeological finds shall also be implemented. 

 
CR-2d Native American monitors shall also be allowed to monitor all grading, excavation 

and groundbreaking activities. Permission is required from March Joint Powers 
Authority if activities and monitoring occurs on their property.  

 
Modifications to Mitigation Measures. The following minor change to MM CR-2a is 
recommended to clarify the location of any Phase III work that may be required relative to 
grading within the new Private Conservation Easement area: 
 
CR-2a Phase III data recovery must be completed for Feature 2 (CA-RIV-5457) prior to 

final approval of grading plans if this area is to be graded within the Private 
Conservation Area. Any recovery fieldwork must be completed in its entirety 
before grading begins, and a Phase III excavation report must be finalized and 
approved before final inspection. The Phase III excavation must be designed and 
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written to Archaeological Resource Management Reports standards and County 
of Riverside standards. 

 
With implementation of the recommended mitigation measures, potential impacts to 
archaeological resources will be reduced to less than significant levels. 
 
 
Impact CR-3  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 

feature? 
 
The geotechnical report and cultural resources report for the project site indicate the area is 
underlain by shallow bedrock with numerous rock outcroppings of exposed granite. Fossils and 
other paleontological resources are typically not found under these surface and subsurface 
conditions, so the potential impacts to paleontological resources is considered to be less than 
significant, and no mitigation is required. This determination is the same for the Original Project 
and the Revised Project including the Brown Street area as it contains the same geologic/soils 
conditions as the Original Project site. 
 
 
Impact CR-4  Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? 
 
The Original EIR also concluded that impacts to human remains could be potentially significant 
if unknown remains existed on the Project site. This conclusion also applies to the MJPA 
property. The following mitigation measures were recommended to reduce any impacts to less 
than significant in the Original EIR and also apply to the MJPA property:  
 
CR-4a If human remains are encountered during earth-disturbing activities, all work 

within 100 feet of the find shall stop immediately and the Riverside County 
Coroner’s office shall be notified. If the Coroner determines the remains are 
Native American in origin, the NAHC will be notified and, in turn, will notify the 
person determined to be the Most Likely Descendent who will provide 
recommendations for treatment of the remains (CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5; 
Health and Safety Code § 7050.5; Public Resources Code §§ 5097.94 and 
5097.98). 

 
Based on the Revised Project design (i.e., the SKR conservation easement), grading of the 
project site would now have only minor or no impacts on CA-RIV-5457. However, some 
excavation may still be needed proximate to CA-RIV-5457, so the mitigation proposed in the 
Original EIR (CR-2a) is still necessary for the Revised Project.  
 
Conclusions. The Revised Focused DEIR concludes that impacts of the Revised Project on 
cultural resources are potentially significant relative to archaeological resources, and so 
recommends implementation of Phase III recovery if grading within the conservation easement 
will affect Feature 2, monitoring of project grading by a qualified archaeologist and tribal 
representatives if they so desire, and procedures to follow if previously undiscovered artifacts 
are found. Impacts of the Revised Project will then be less than significant with implementation 
of the recommended mitigation measures, plus the proposed design of the Revised Project,  
compliance with the Settlement Agreement (see Section 2.8 and Appendix G), and compliance 
with existing County development standards. This conclusion is the same that was reached for 
the Original Project in the Original EIR. 
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4.6  Geology and Soils 

** This section in the Original EIR was expanded to address geology 
and soils impacts on the adjacent MJPA property (Brown Street 
Improvements). The rest of the analysis in the Original EIR is valid per 
the Court’s Statement of Decision and the fact that major revisions to 
the Original EIR for this section are not warranted. ** 
 
Existing Conditions. The Project site is located in Southern California within the Peninsular 
Range Geomorphic Province, which is characterized by northwest trending elongated ranges 
and intervening valleys. The topographic features of the Project site can be generally 
characterized as low-lying hills and small drainages with a total relief of approximately 100 feet. 
The soil structure in the Project site consists of topsoil, colluvium and granitic bedrock. The 
Project site is located in an area of regular seismic activity and is prone to periodic earthquakes. 
Due to its proximity, the adjacent property to the east of the Project site under MJPA jurisdiction, 
which includes the Brown Street improvement area, has similar geologic and soil conditions 
(e.g., numerous rock outcroppings with weathered granitic soil).  
 
Original EIR – Less Than Significant Impacts. The potential risk for seismic hazards including 
fault rupture, strong ground shaking, ground and failure, were determined to be less than 
significant in the Original EIR. The onsite soils were found to have very low expansion potential, 
and compliance with the recommendations set forth in the various site-specific geotechnical 
reports would reduce any risks associated with expansive soils to less than significant levels. 
Potential soil constraints for using septic or alternative wastewater disposal systems were not 
applicable since the proposal for sewer service would not generate any risks of significant 
impact. Therefore, the Original EIR concluded the following environmental impacts were found 
to be less than significant and did not require mitigation: 

 
 Earthquakes  

 Expansive Soils  

 Wastewater Disposal Systems  
 

Soil erosion could be potentially significant on the project site during grading and excavation 
and mitigation measures were recommended. The Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation 
concluded that the topsoil, alluvium/colluvium soil and highly weathered bedrock on the project 
site were considered potentially compressible and required mitigation measures.  
 
Original EIR – Potentially Significant Impacts. The Original EIR concluded that soil erosion 
and topsoil loss could be reduced to less than significant levels by implementation of Mitigation 
Measure HWQ-1a and HWQ-1b (see Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality). 
 
Original vs. Revised Project. The Original Project contained a total of 720,000 square feet of 
commercial, office, and warehouse uses in eight buildings, while the Revised Project proposes 
a total of 814,630 square feet of industrial warehouse uses in two buildings. In addition, a small 
portion of land under MJPA jurisdiction will be impacted by construction of Brown Street and 
related drainage improvements. 
 
Impact Analysis of the Revised Project including the Brown Street Improvements.  



Alessandro Commerce Centre 
Revised Focused Draft Environmental Impact Report 
 

 

4-46  SECTION 4: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
Revised Admin Draft, July 2015 

 
The following analysis is based on the five CEQA Guidelines significance criteria for Geology 
and Soils: a) earthquakes; b) soil erosion or topsoil loss; c) unstable geologic location; d) 
expansive soils; and e) wastewater disposal systems. 

Impact GS-1 Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury or death involving:  
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42.  
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?  
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?  

                    iv) Landslides?  
 
Under both the Original Project and the Revised Project, essentially all of the project site will be 
graded except under the Revised Project, the far western portion of the site (Lot 4) will include a 
6.69 acre, minimum 200-foot wide conservation easement. The buildings and uses are similar in 
scope and scale and would not represent an increase in the intensity of the site; impacts in that 
respect would be the same for the Revised Project. The geologic and soil conditions in the 
adjacent MJPA Brown Street area are equivalent to those of the Original Project site. Therefore, 
geotechnical and soils impacts of the Revised Project, including the MJPA Brown Street area, 
are equivalent to those of the Original Project. 
 
 
Impact GS-2  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Under both the Original Project and the Revised Project, essentially all of the project site will be 
graded except under the Revised Project, the far western portion of the site (Lot 4) will be the 
conservation easement. During grading and excavation there would be potential for surface 
water to carry sediment from onsite erosion into stormwater system and local waterways. In 
both project scenarios this is a potentially significant impact that requires mitigation.  

Mitigation Measures HWQ-1a and HWQ-1b addressed impacts to loss of topsoil, and the same 
measures, with minor wording changes, will be implemented as part of the Revised Project, as 
documented in Section 4.8 of the Revised Focused DEIR. The geologic and soil conditions in 
the adjacent MJPA Brown Street area are equivalent to those of the Original Project site. The 
general region is subject to moderate ground shaking from major faults and erosion by wind and 
water. Onsite soils consist of topsoil and colluvium underlain by granitic bedrock which is also 
expressed as outcroppings throughout the project area. Topsoil, mostly consisting of dark to red 
brown, dry to damp, silty fine to rootless, medium grain sand was encountered in the upper 12 
inches. With implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, potential erosion impacts of 
the Revised Project, including the adjacent MJPA Brown Street area, are reduced to less than 
significant levels. 

 
Impact GS-3  Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a 

result of the Project and potentially result in on-or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?  

Under both the Original Project and the Revised Project, essentially all of the project site will be 
graded except for the far western portion of the site (Lot 4) will be the conservation easement. 
The various geotechnical reports for the Revised Project site indicate that the underlying 
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bedrock is capable of supporting the proposed development. Liquefaction risk is also 
considered low. However, the Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation by Leighton Consulting 
Inc. in 2007 concluded that the topsoil, alluvium/colluvium soil and highly weathered bedrock 
that exist on site are considered potentially compressible and this material should be removed 
and recompacted. Therefore mitigation is required.  

Mitigation Measure GS-3a in the Original EIR addressed impacts to topsoil compaction, and the 
same measure, with minor wording changes to include the MJPA Property, will be implemented 
as part of the Revised Project. As was the case for the Original Project there is a potential for 
impacts but any impacts are less than significant with implementation of mitigation. 

 
Impact GS-4  Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-A of the California Building Code 

(2007), creating substantial risks to life or property?  

Under both the Original Project and the Revised Project, essentially all of the project site will be 
graded except under the Revised Project the far western portion of the site (Lot 4) will be the 
conservation easement. The geologic and soil conditions in the adjacent MJPA Brown Street 
area are equivalent to those of the Original Project site, as described in Section GS-2 above. 
Therefore, expansive soils impacts of the Revised Project, including the adjacent MJPA Brown 
Street area, are equivalent to those of the Original Project. Thus as was the case for the 
Original Project, the Revised Project impacts are less than significant and do not require 
mitigation. 

 
Impact GS-5  Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative 

wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater?  

Under both the Original Project and the Revised Project, the project will connect to the City of 
Riverside sewer system. A “will-serve” letter from the City of Riverside sewer system dated June 
16, 2006 confirmed that sewer service for the parcels subject to this EIR could be provided by 
the City. An updated “will-serve” letter for sewer service from the City of Riverside was obtained 
and the applicant will provide all the updated will serve letters as part of the County’s 
development review process (Appendix J). The Revised Project will not create any impacts 
related to soil constraints of using septic or alternative wastewater disposal systems since the 
project will connect to an existing piped sewer collection system, therefore, there will be no 
significant impacts in this regard. Similar to in the Original Project, this is a less than significant 
impact. 

Changes to Mitigation Measures. The Original EIR concluded the Original Project might 
experience significant impacts related to unstable geologic formations, so the following 
mitigation measure was recommended: 

GS-3a The developer shall implement the grading recommendations identified in the 
Preliminary Geotechnical Report (2007). Prior to the commencement of building 
construction, the applicant shall retain a qualified engineer to design foundations 
adequate to support the project structures where necessary, based on the 
recommendations of the Preliminary Geotechnical Report (2007). Settlement 
analysis shall be performed once the structural design loads and foundation 
system geometry have been defined for each building. 
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Additional geotechnical work has been done on the project site since the 2007 report, so the 
following minor text will be added to Mitigation Measure GS-3a (added text shown underlined): 
 
GS-3a The developer shall implement the grading recommendations identified in the 

Preliminary Geotechnical Report (2007) and any subsequent geotechnical 
investigations approved by the County Geologist. Prior to the commencement of 
building construction, the applicant shall retain a qualified engineer to design 
foundations adequate to support the project structures where necessary, based 
on the recommendations of the Preliminary Geotechnical Report (2007) or any 
subsequent geotechnical investigations approved by the County Geologist. 
Settlement analysis shall be performed once the structural design loads and 
foundation system geometry have been defined for each building. This condition 
shall apply to any improvements made on the adjacent MJPA property as 
appropriate. 

 
Conclusions. With the minor wording changes to Mitigation Measure GS-3a, the Revised 
Focused DEIR concludes that impacts of the Revised Project related to geotechnical and soil 
constraints will be less than significant by implementing recommendations in the project 
geotechnical report and conducting any necessary subsequent investigation per the County 
Geologist. Therefore, the Revised Project will implement the grading recommendations and 
ensure suitable designs of the foundation occur based upon appropriate geotechnical 
investigations. This conclusion is the same that was reached in the Original EIR for the Original 
Project. 
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4.7  Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
 
** This section of the Original DEIR has been expanded to address 
impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials on the adjacent 
MJPA property (Brown Street Improvements). The rest of the analysis 
in the Original EIR is valid per the Court’s Statement of Decision and 
the fact that major revisions to the Original EIR for this section are not 
warranted. ** 
 
Existing Conditions. Historically, the site and adjacent properties to the east and south were 
vacant, undeveloped land. The property to the east and south are under the jurisdiction of the 
MJPA and are being managed as biological habitat (i.e., conservation/open space). The MJPA 
property was identified by a search of governmental databases as having used, stored, and 
disposed of hazardous waste materials over the years by the U.S. Air Force. Several areas of 
soil and groundwater contamination and solvent plumes were identified on other portions of the 
former air force base, but no contaminated areas were found adjacent to the Project site. 
 
The adjacent MJPA land to the east that is planned for Brown Street and related drainage 
improvements was surveyed by LSA staff in July 2013. The MJPA property planned for these 
improvements does not contain any indication of contamination by hazardous materials.  
 
Original EIR Impacts. The project site was not listed on any hazardous materials site lists, 
which made it unlikely that it had experienced the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment in the past. The project site was not (and still is not) within a half mile of any 
existing schools, therefore, no potential hazmat impact to any schools was expected. No known 
environmental hazard or condition requiring remedial action was associated with this site, nor 
was the site located on a list of hazardous materials sites identified that could create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment. The site was determined to be northwest of 
the runway take-off pattern for the existing March Air Reserve Base, however, there were no 
private airstrips or helipads within the immediate vicinity of the Project site, and there were no 
plans to develop any such facilities in proximity to the Project site. The Original Project would 
not result in the impairment or interference with the implementation of the Riverside County 
emergency evacuation and support services procedures in the event of a natural disaster or war 
emergency. The Project site was not located within or adjacent to the “Wildfire Susceptible 
Area” as depicted in the Riverside County Integrated Project.  
 
Therefore, the Original EIR concluded that the following environmental impacts were found to 
be less than significant and did not require mitigation: 

 Accident Conditions  
 Schools  
 Hazardous Materials Site Listing  
 Private Airstrip  
 Emergency Plans  
 Wildland Fires  

 
The Phase I ESA indicated the Project Site contained nine, 5-gallon containers of dark oily 
substance and small areas of dark oil-stained soils were noted beneath the containers. Although 
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this was considered a limited or minor amount of contamination, there was at least a potential 
for significant impacts related to hazardous material contamination, so mitigation was required. 
Based on the limited amount of material observed, it was not necessary to prepare a Phase II 
characterization report in addition to the proposed mitigation. Any small amount of contaminated 
soil that may be found during grading would be removed and disposed of by a licensed 
contractor, as outlined in Mitigation Measure HHM-1a.  
 
All future businesses located at this site will be required to adhere to all Federal, state, and local 
regulatory laws, controls, regulations, and conditions concerning hazardous materials, waste, 
and safety. Although the project site was within the Airport Influence Policy Area II, it was found 
to be consistent with the Riverside County Airport Land Use Plan and the Riverside County 
General Plan. At the time the Original EIR was approved, the MJPA recommended mitigation 
that includes the notification of the Base of potential industrial uses within the Original Project.  
 
Original vs. Revised Project. The Original Project contained a total of 720,000 square feet of 
commercial, office, and warehouse uses in eight buildings, while the Revised Project proposes 
a total of 814,630 square feet of industrial warehouse uses in two buildings. Both the Original 
Project and Revised Project call for construction of Brown Street and related drainage 
improvements on the offsite MJPA land immediately adjacent to the eastern boundary of the 
Project site.  
 
Impact Analysis of the Revised Project. The following analysis is based on the eight CEQA 
Guidelines significance criteria for Hazards and Hazardous Materials: a) routine use; b) 
accidental conditions; c) schools; d) hazardous materials site listing; e) airports; f) private 
airstrips; g) emergency plans; and h) wildland fires.  

Impact HHM-1  Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials?  

There will be no commercial retail or office uses on the site, but there will still be industrial 
warehousing and street improvements as part of Project development. Similar to the Original 
Project, the Revised Project will utilize light industrial type chemicals and materials which are 
regulated by state and federal laws. The addition of Brown Street would not increase the 
amount of chemicals or materials used by the Project. The small areas of dark stained soil were 
re-examined by LSA on June 22 and no visible signs of contamination were present. While no 
impacts are anticipated from contaminated soils based upon the small amount of dark oil-stains, 
if soils are later determined to be contaminated during the course of construction for the 
Revised Project, all standard hazardous remediation, removal, and disposal procedures will be 
adhered to. Therefore, the potential impacts of the Revised Project relative to hazards and 
hazardous materials will be similar for those identified for the Original Project (i.e., less than 
significant with compliance with existing laws and regulations regarding hazardous materials, 
including the County Fire and Health Departments).  

Impact HHM-2  Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the likely release of hazardous 
materials into the environment?  

Similar to the Original Project, the Revised Project will utilize light industrial type chemicals and 
materials which are regulated by state and federal laws. The slight addition of square footage 
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under the Revised Project would not significantly increase the amount of chemicals or materials 
used by the Project.  

The adjacent MJPA Brown Street property shows no sign of contamination by hazardous 
materials, and no buildings that could use hazardous materials will be located in this area (i.e., 
only the street and related drainage improvements). Therefore, the potential impacts of the 
Revised Project relative to hazards and hazardous materials will be similar for those identified 
for the Original Project (i.e., less than significant).  
 
 
Impact HHM-3  Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 

substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 
 
The Project site is not within a half mile of any existing schools. The nearest school, Benjamin 
Franklin Elementary School, is located 1.4 miles southwest of the Project site. In addition, 
implementation of the Revised Project will not produce hazardous emissions or otherwise cause 
hazardous materials impacts upon school facilities located within the target study radius, and no 
mitigation is required. This conclusion is similar to that reached for the Original Project in the 
Original EIR. 
 
Section 4.3 of this Revised Focused DEIR indicates that air emissions from the Revised Project, 
including diesel particulate matter or DPM, will not cause a significant health risk to area 
residents due to truck activity on the project site. 
 
There will be no commercial retail or office uses on the Revised Project site, but there will still 
be industrial warehousing. The warehouse uses occupying these two new buildings will be 
consistent with the County’s light industrial zoning and standards, so the  use of hazardous 
materials will be identified and controlled per applicable regulations of the County Fire and 
Health Departments. 
 
The adjacent MJPA property shows no sign of contamination by hazardous materials, and no 
buildings will be located in this area (i.e., only Brown Street and related drainage improvements, 
therefore, there will be no hazardous materials used or stored in the adjacent MJPA property. 
Therefore, the potential impacts of the Revised Project relative to hazards and hazardous 
materials will be less than significant. This conclusion is similar to that identified for the Original 
Project in the Original EIR. 

Impact HHM-4  Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment?  

The Revised Project site, including the MJPA Brown Street property, similar to the Original 
Project site, is not listed on the Cortese List per Government Code Section 65962.5 and 
therefore there will be no significant impacts in this regard, and no mitigation is necessary. 

Impact HHM-5  For a Project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the Project result 
in a safety hazard for people residing or working the Project area?  

The following information is from the Original EIR...  
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The [Original Project] site, located two miles northwest of the March Air Reserve Base, is 
within the Airport Influence Policy Area II. Because the March ARB does not have an Airport 
Master Plan, the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission utilizes compatibility 
guidelines set forth in the current Riverside County Airport Land Use Plan. The Project site is 
located within Area II of the Riverside County Airport Land Use Plan. According to the 
Riverside County Airport Land Use Plan, Area II guidelines allow for commercial 
development as proposed by the Project and therefore the development is consistent with 
the Riverside County Airport land Use Plan. 
  
The Riverside County Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Airport Zones has set 
regulations that govern development issues such as development intensity, density, and 
height of structures, noise and permitted uses (See Table 4.7-1). According to the Riverside 
County Airport Land Use Commission Comprehensive Land Use Plan, developments in Area 
II Safety Zone are required to have densities below 75 persons per acre (or 300 persons per 
building). Maximum coverage in Area II Safety Zones are required to be below 25 percent of 
net area, 50 percent of gross area, or 65 percent per-feet of the net area (whichever is 
greater). The Proposed Project will develop approximately 16.5 acres of total building space 
(720,000 sq. ft. divided by 1 acre (43,560 sq. ft.) = 16.5), therefore the maximum “population” 
density of the Proposed Project will be 1,238 persons on the site (16.5 x 75 = 1,238). 
Consistent with the analysis provided in Section 4-12 (Population and Housing), the 
Proposed Project is expected to generate 1,300 jobs; therefore, the Proposed Project is 
generally consistent with the maximum density allowed by the Riverside County Airport Land 
Use Plan.  
 
In addition, the Project site is approximately 2,369,664 square feet (54.4 acres). Dividing the 
total square feet of the development structures by the total square feet of the Project site, the 
coverage of the Proposed Project will be approximately 30 percent (720,000 divided by 
2,369,664 = 0.30); therefore, the Proposed Project is below the maximum coverage allowed 
by the Riverside County Airport Land Use Plan (50 percent of gross area).  
  
Therefore, the proposed Alessandro Commerce Centre is consistent with the Riverside 
County Airport Land Use Commission Comprehensive Land Use Plan, and Riverside County 
General Plan, accordingly, potential airport-related impacts to people residing or working in 
the Project area is less than significant.  

 
The Original EIR concluded that, although the site is proximate to the March Air Reserve Base, 
there was no potential significant impact related to air hazards, and mitigation was not required. 
 
The Revised Project proposes only warehouse uses compared to warehouse, retail, and office 
uses proposed by the Original Project. Although the Revised Project proposes more square 
footage than the Original Project (720,000 versus 814,630 square feet), the occupancy of the 
warehouse buildings will be considerably lower than the original mixed use project (0.34 vs. 
0.30) and both are below the County’s maximum density allowed by the County Airport Land 
Use Plan (i.e. 50 percent of gross area)(814,630 sf divided by 2,369,664 sf = 0.34). 
 
The Revised Project would have a different amount and distribution of employees from the 
Original Project as its land uses are different. At present, it is estimated that the Revised Project 
will generate 534 new employees, based on an average generation rate of 0.65 employees per 
thousand square feet of warehousing (or 1 employee per 1,530 square feet) compared to 1,300 
employees for the Original Project. The Revised Project is therefore also well within the 
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development density guidelines of the Riverside County Airport Land Use Plan. The maximum 
building height of the Original Project (34 feet) and Revised Project (45 feet) are both below the 
maximum height allowed under the County Airport Land Use Plan for this area (76 feet) so the 
Revised Project would not result in any impacts to ongoing aircraft or airport operations with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure HHM-5a. 
Based on the information presented above, the potential impacts of the Revised Project relative 
to an airport land use plan would be similar or less than those identified for the Original Project 
(i.e., less than significant) including the adjacent MJPA Brown Street property. 

Impact HHM-6  For a Project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the Project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the Project area?  

 
There are no private airstrips or helipads within the immediate vicinity of the Project site, and the 
there is no plan to develop any such facilities in proximity to the Project site. Accordingly, 
implementation of the Revised Project, similar to the Original Project, will not result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the Project site, including the adjacent MJPA Brown 
Street property, and no mitigation is required. 

Impact HHM-7  Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan?  

The Project is directly accessible off of Alessandro Boulevard, and both the Original Project and 
Revised Project required improvements to Brown Street which will improve emergency access 
to the site. The Revised Project’s site plan meets the County Fire Department’s emergency 
access requirements regarding the length of a cul-de-sac street for emergency vehicles. The 
two project warehouse buildings will take direct access from Alessandro Boulevard via Brown 
Street with two driveways for each building as well as two driveways for Lot 2 which is proposed 
for truck parking. The intersection of Alessandro and Brown will be a signalized intersection, so 
the entire developed portion of the site will provide direct access for emergency vehicles and 
responders. In addition, construction of project-related improvements along the south side of 
Alessandro Boulevard will be short-term and are not expected to significantly impact traffic or 
safety along Alessandro Boulevard. As discussed in the traffic section, the Revised Project 
would not create a substantial number of truck trips that would interfere with any key emergency 
evacuation plans or routes. Therefore, the Revised Project will have less than significant 
impacts regarding emergency access, response, or evacuation and no mitigation is required. As 
with the Original Project, potential impacts of the Revised Project in this regard are less than 
significant. 

Impact HHM-8  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland 
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands?  

The Project site is not located within or adjacent to the “Wildfire Susceptible Area” as depicted in 
the Riverside County Integrated Project, Figure S-11. Therefore, the Revised Project site, 
including the MJPA Brown Street property, similar to the Original Project, will not create 
significant impacts related to wildland fire hazards and no mitigation is required. 
 
Mitigation Measures. The Original EIR concluded that due to routine use of hazardous 
materials, there is a potential significant impact and the following mitigation measures were 
recommended:  
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HHM-1a  Stained soils, as identified in Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA), 

shall be removed to prior to any ground disturbing activities. The removal 
process shall be in compliance with the County hazardous materials 
removal/handling regulatory guidelines and work will be performed to the 
satisfaction of the County Environmental Health staff. 

 
Implementation of HHM-1a will help assure that there will be no impacts related to release of 
hazardous materials during removal of stained soils found onsite. In addition, the Original EIR 
concluded that there is a potential significant impact related to air hazards due to the proximity 
of airports, and the following mitigation measure was recommended:  

 
HHM-5a  Prior to the issuance of occupancy permits, information on users, uses, and use 

of hazardous materials within the Project Site will be transmitted to the MJPA for 
review. The County Planning, Environmental Health, and/or Fire Departments 
shall have authority to modify any use or occupancy permits to restrict or 
preclude uses that involve materials that could cause a demonstrable hazard to 
March ARB flight activities. 

 
The Original Project had commercial, office, and light industrial uses. Although the Revised 
Project has only industrial warehouse uses, the mitigation measures recommended for the 
Original Project also apply as stated to the Revised Project.  
 
Conclusions. The Revised Focused DEIR concludes that all hazard-related impacts of the 
Revised Project, including the adjacent MJPA property, will be less than significant with the 
implementation of recommended mitigation measures that require removal and proper disposal 
of any stained onsite soils, and making sure future uses comply with County requirements 
regarding storage and handling of hazardous materials. In addition to compliance with federal 
and state hazmat regulations, implementation of these measures will help ensure potential 
impacts of the Revised Project related to hazardous materials are reduced to less than 
significant levels. This conclusion is the same that was reached in the Original EIR for the 
Original Project. 
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4.8  Hydrology and Water Quality 
 
** This section from the Original DEIR  is being expanded and 
recirculated for additional public comment due to changes in the 
project design that require revisions to the Original EIR, including 
improvements on the adjacent MJPA property; the impacts remain the 
same or are less than what was determined in the Original EIR and no 
new mitigation measures are required ** 
 
Existing Conditions. The Project site is within the Santa Ana River watershed and is under 
the jurisdiction of the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board. The Project area 
drains into Sycamore Canyon through existing pipes under Alessandro Boulevard. The 
Project site is not within a 100-year Federal Emergency Management Agency Flood Zone 
Area.  

The general topography of the Revised Project site slopes from south to north towards 
Alessandro Boulevard. Under existing conditions, the site drains northerly and easterly. The 
offsite area drains northeasterly towards the mid-portion of the site and is collected by an inlet 
(headwall) and conveyed easterly across the site crossing under Brown Street and outlets 
(headwall with rip-rap energy dissipater) east of the project site into the existing natural flow line. 
The northern portion of the on-site drains northerly across Alessandro Boulevard towards 
Sycamore Canyon. According to the preliminary geotechnical report prepared by Leighton 
Consulting, groundwater near the Revised Project site is inferred to be approximately thirty feet 
below the ground surface. 
 
Runoff from the MJPA property adjacent to the eastern portion of the project site drains south 
toward Alessandro Boulevard. 
  
Original EIR – Less Than Significant Impacts. The development of the Original Project was 
determined to result in an increase in surface runoff, due to increasing the amount of impervious 
surfaces and decreasing the amount of permeable surfaces. Detention basins utilized for water 
quality and increased runoff mitigation will be featured on the project site. With the use of 
detention basins the project will not substantially alter existing drainage patterns, streams, 
rivers, or result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site. Since the Project will be required 
to implement all Best Management Practices required by the SWPPP and the WQMP, the 
Project’s runoff water would not exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainages systems. The hydrology study determined the project would not increase offsite flows 
as a result of development (Rick Engineering 2007). 
 
The Original Project does not include the construction of residential uses on or within the project 
site. The Project site is not within a 100-year flood hazard area according to FEMA. The Project 
site is within 10 miles of approximately 10 dams in the region. However, the Project site is 
located in an area classified as having zero risk of being inundated from floodwaters from a dam 
failure. The Project site is not located near the coastline of the Pacific Ocean, or near any large 
continental bodies of water, and the project area is relatively flat. Therefore, an impact from 
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow would be less than significant.  
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The Original EIR concluded that the following environmental impacts were found to be less than 
significant and did not require mitigation: 

 Groundwater Supply 

 Groundwater Quality; 

 Drainage Pattern - Erosion or Siltation;  

 Drainage Pattern - Flooding;  

 Runoff Water and Drainage Systems;  

 Housing Placement: Flood Hazard Area;  

 Structures: Flood Hazard Area;  

 Flooding; and  

 Seiche, Tsunami, or Mudflow.  
 

Original EIR – Potentially Significant Impacts. The Original EIR concluded that water quality 
impacts were potentially significant and mitigation would be required that would reduce those 
impacts to less than significant. 
 
Original vs. Revised Project. The Original Project contained a total of 720,000 square feet of 
commercial, office, and warehouse uses in eight buildings, while the Revised Project proposes 
a total of 814,630 square feet of industrial warehouse uses in two buildings. Except for the 
private conservation easement proposed in the western portion of the site (Lot 4), the entire 
project site is proposed to be developed under both the Original Project and Revised Project, 
including the adjacent MJPA Brown Street property.  
 
Impact Analysis of the Revised Project. The following analysis is based on the nine CEQA 
Guidelines significance criteria for Hydrology and Water Quality: (a) water quality standards and 
requirements; (b) groundwater supplies and recharge; (c) drainage pattern: erosion or siltation; 
(d) drainage pattern: flooding; (e) runoff water and drainage systems; (f) housing placement: 
flood hazard area; (g) structures: flood hazard area; (h) flooding; and (i) seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow.  

Impact HWQ-1 Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise 
substantially degrade water quality?  

 
Short-term Construction Impacts. The implementation of the Revised Project would result in 
construction activities that have the potential to contribute pollutants to off-site drainage 
courses. Construction may generate increased amounts of pollutants, mainly silt, debris, 
chemicals, and dissolved solids, from the following sources: 

- Grading – Disruption of surface soils and increased susceptibility to erosion; 
- Building construction – Use of sealants, glues, wood preservatives, oils, concrete, and 

the generation of debris related to construction activities; 
- Painting - Paint fragments and stucco flakes; and 
- Construction equipment and vehicle maintenance -Washing, chemical degreasing. 

 
These construction activities may result in short-term degradation of surface water quality due to 
the increased pollutant burden. However, the Revised Project must be consistent with the 
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SWRCB NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction 
Activity. This permit requires the preparation of a Storm Water Pollutant Prevention Plan, which 
identifies BMPs to prevent construction related pollutants from contaminating stormwater and all 
products of erosion from moving offsite, including but not limited to: 
 

 Creating temporary detention basins, revegetation or other protection of graded areas, 
protecting inlet structures from becoming clogged, etc.; 

 Protecting any disturbed surfaces during winter and spring when rainfall is most likely; 
 Protecting the catch basins that drain offsite to the north into Sycamore Canyon; 
 Construction contractor shall have standard operating procedures consistent with 

County guidelines for reduce discharge of wastes or hazardous materials into storm 
drains; and 

 Visual inspections to assure compliance with approved SWPPP plans and stated BMPs. 

As with the Original Project, compliance with the requirements and the provisions of the SWPPP 
will mitigate any of the Revised Project’s potential construction period impacts on water quality 
to a less than significant level. 
 
Long-Term Operational Impacts. The long-term operations and development of the Revised 
Project would potentially increase the pollutant burden of the stormwater flows. The Revised 
Project will increase the amount of impervious surfaces onsite, resulting in an increase in 
stormwater flows. Furthermore, the Project’s industrial activities may result in runoff containing 
the following contaminants: oil, grease surfactants, heavy metals, solvents, pesticides or 
nutrients. To minimize potential pollutant burden, by virtue of the size of the Revised Project, the 
Project applicant will be required to prepare a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) 
through the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4), NPDES. Moreover, the Revised 
Project will be required to follow the recommendations of the 2005 Western Municipal Water 
District Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) concerning water supplies, demands, and Best 
Management Practices for the district relating to water quality. Implementation of the WQMP 
measures will help assure that “first flush” runoff and its attendant pollution is controlled to 
prevent it from reaching existing storm drains or natural drainages, as outlined in Mitigation 
Measures HWQ-1a and 1b. 
 
The Revised Project has more square footage of development (+13%) compared to the Original 
Project (814,630 vs. 720,000 sf), however, the Revised Project has over 290,000 sf dedicated to 
the new Private Conservation Easement (-40%), so the Revised Project will actually result in 
less coverage of native ground compared to the Original Project. Therefore, runoff will be 
reduced from that evaluated under the Original EIR. The Revised Project also has two 
detention/water treatment basins which will help protect the quality of water leaving the site. As 
with the Original Project, compliance with the WQMP will mitigate any of the Revised Project’s 
potential operational impacts on water quality to a less than significant level. 
 
Construction and operation of the Brown Street improvements will require compliance with the 
County’s SWPPP and WQMP requirements. Therefore, impacts from the Revised Project are 
equivalent to those identified for the Original Project.  
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Impact HWQ-2 Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop 
to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits 
have been granted).  

 
The Revised Project, including Brown Street improvements, would incrementally reduce 
infiltration by covering over native soils with impermeable surfaces (buildings, parking lots). 
However, the Project site has shallow bedrock and exposed granitic rock outcroppings, so 
infiltration in this area is relatively low. Therefore, potential impacts of the Revised Project, like 
the Original Project, on groundwater supplies or recharge are considered to be less than 
significant, and no mitigation is required. 
 
 
Impact HWQ-3  Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?  

Both the Original Project and Revised Project, including the MJPA Brown Street improvements, 
will result in an increase in surface runoff by increasing the amount of impervious surfaces and 
decreasing the amount of permeable surfaces. This lowers the infiltration rate through the 
Project site, resulting in the necessity for an on-site drainage system that is proposed as part of 
the Revised Project. (See detailed analysis under Impacts HWQ-4 below). Therefore, potential 
impacts of the Revised Project, like the Original Project, on drainage patterns are considered to 
be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
 
 
Impact HWQ-4  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 

alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner, which would result in flooding on-or off-site?  

A revised hydrology study (preliminary drainage report) was prepared by DRC Engineering, Inc. 
(DRC 2013) and is included in Appendix I of the Revised Focused DEIR. The study indicated 
that outflows at the three culverts crossing Alessandro Boulevard and the inlet at Brown Street 
will all have flows equal or less than existing to protect offsite properties. This includes the outlet 
closest to the conservation easement (“environmental corridor”) proposed along the western 
side of the site (Lot 4) as outlined in the Settlement Agreement (see Section 2.8 and Appendix 
G). The maximum and minimum runoff scenarios presented in the revised hydrology study are 
presented in Table 4.8.A below. 
 
Table 4.8.A Revised ACC Project Hydrology1 

Drainage Location 
100-Year, 24-Hour 2-Year, 1-Hour 

Existing Proposed2 Existing Proposed2 
Culvert – West (existing 18-inch)3 4.8 3.0 14.1 9.0 
Culvert – East (existing 24-inch) 10.0 0.4 29.0 1.3 
Culvert Across Brown Street (proposed 36-inch) 51.7 40.7 149.9 118.1 
Source: DRC Engineering, Inc. June 6, 2013 
 
1  values are peak flow rate in cubic feet per second. Culverts cross Alessandro Boulevard 
2  with proposed mitigation 
3  corresponds to outlet closest to the environmental corridor (conservation easement area) 
 
Information on the ditch and 5 minor drainages found onsite is provided in Section 4.4, 
Biological Resources. 



Alessandro Commerce Centre 
Revised Focused Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

 

SECTION 4: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 4-59 
Revised Admin Draft, July 2015 

 
As with the Original Project, the Revised Project does not involve any alterations to any streams 
or rivers. The revised drainage report for the project includes the portion of the adjacent MJPA 
property that will be needed for proposed Brown Street and related drainage improvements and 
concludes that existing runoff from the Project site will be maintained at or below existing levels. 
Therefore, potential impacts of the Revised Project, like the Original Project, on drainage 
patterns are considered to be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
 
 
Impact HWQ-5  Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 

storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted 
runoff?  

Implementation of the Original Project or Revised Project would increase the runoff flow due to 
the creation of additional impervious surfaces on the Project site. In order to mitigate the 
potential impact associated with such increased flows, the Revised Project will be required to 
maintain existing runoff from the Project site at or below existing levels through the construction 
and maintenance of two onsite detention basins. As discussed prior, the Revised Project will 
actually decrease the offsite flow compared to existing conditions for both the 100-year and 2-
year storm event. The onsite detention basins will hold “first flush” runoff and its attendant 
pollution is controlled to prevent it from reaching existing storm drains or natural drainages, as 
outlined in Mitigation Measures HWQ-1a and 1b. In addition, the design of the drainage plan for 
the Revised Project keeps runoff from the MJPA site on MJPA property so there will be no 
increase in runoff volume or velocity on the Revised Project site. The Revised Project will be 
required to complete a NPDES permit, which will require the preparation of a SWPPP for 
construction activities, and a WQMP for ongoing activities. Therefore, the potential impacts of 
the Revised Project relative to runoff water will be similar for those identified for the Original 
Project (i.e., less than significant) and no mitigation is required. 
 
 
Impact HWQ-6  Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 

Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?  

Neither the Original nor the Revised Project include the construction of residential uses within 
the Project site. The Project site is not located within a 100-year flood plain or other flood hazard 
delineation area. Accordingly, implementation of the Revised Project, including street 
improvements on the adjacent MJPA Brown Street property, will not generate any risks 
associated with the placement of housing any residential structures within a flood hazard area. 
No impact will occur and no mitigation is required.  
 
 
Impact HWQ-7  Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures, which would impede or redirect flood 

flows?  

The Revised Project site is not within a 100-year flood hazard area according to FEMA. 
Therefore, implementation of the Revised Project would not result in the construction of 
improvements within the ascribed flood hazard area that would impede or redirect flood flows, 
and the impact will be less than significant. Therefore, potential impacts of the Revised Project, 
including street improvements on the adjacent MJPA Brown Street property, like the Original 
Project, on flood flows are considered to be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
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Impact HWQ-8  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?  

The Revised Project site is within 10 miles of approximately 10 dams in the region. However, 
most of these dams are located below the Project site in elevation. The two closest dams with 
similar or higher elevations than the site are Perris Dam, 1560 ft., and Box Springs Dam, 1680 
ft. Perris Dam is located approximately 7.5 miles to the southeast, and Box Springs is located 
approximately 4.5 miles from the Project site. According to Figure 5-10, Dam Failure Inundation 
Zones (RivCo 2003a), the Project site is located in an area classified as having zero risk of 
being inundated from floodwaters from a dam failure. Therefore, potential dam failure impacts 
upon individuals/property or the Revised Project site will be less than significant. Therefore, 
potential impacts of the Revised Project, including street improvements on the adjacent MJPA 
Brown Street property, like the Original Project, due to flooding, including flooding as a result of 
a levee or dam failure are considered to be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
 
 
Impact HWQ-9  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

The Revised Project site is not located near the coastline of the Pacific Ocean, or near any large 
continental bodies of water. Therefore, implementation of the Revised Project will not result in 
impacts related to a tsunami.  
 
A seiche is defined as a standing wave in an enclosed or partially enclosed body of water. The 
nearest large bodies of surface water are (i) Lake Perris, which is approximately 7.5 miles 
southwest of the Revised Project site and (ii) Lake Mathews, which is approximately 7 miles 
southeast of the Project site. Due to the Project site’s distance from Lake Mathews and Lake 
Perris, the Revised Project will not be subject to impacts associated with a seiche.  
 
The Revised Project site and its surrounding vicinity is relatively flat. The nearest topographic 
relief to the Project site, the foothills of the Box Springs Mountain, is approximately 10 miles 
north of the Project site. Therefore, the potential for mudflow affecting the Project site is not 
substantial, and the impact will be less than significant and no mitigation is required. Therefore, 
potential impacts of the Revised Project, including street improvements on the adjacent MJPA 
Brown Street property, like the Original Project, due to inundation by seiche, tsunami or mudflow 
are considered to be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  
 
Mitigation Measures. The Original EIR concluded that water quality impacts could be 
significant and recommended the following mitigation measures: 
 
HWQ-1a  Prior to the issuance of grading permits for any portion or phase of the project, 

the applicant shall submit to and receive County approval of a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan and Grading Plan that identify specific actions and 
BMPs to prevent stormwater pollution from construction sources. The plans shall 
identify a practical sequence for site restoration, Best Management Practices 
implementation, contingency measures, responsible parties, and agency 
contacts. The applicant shall include conditions in construction contracts 
requiring the plans to be implemented and shall have the ability to enforce the 
requirement through fines and other penalties. The plans shall incorporate 
control measures in the following categories: 

• Soil stabilization practices; 
• Sediment and runoff control practices; 
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• Monitoring protocols; and 
• Waste management and disposal control practices. 
 
Once approved by the County, the applicant’s contractor shall be responsible, 
throughout the duration of the Project for installing, constructing, inspecting, and 
maintaining the control measures included in the Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan and Grading Plan.  

 
HWQ-1b  Prior to final building inspection for any portion or phase of the Project, the 

applicant shall receive County approval of a Water Quality Management Plan 
that identifies specific long-term actions and Best Management Practices to 
prevent storm water pollution from ongoing site operations. The Water Quality 
management Plan shall identify a practical sequence for BMP implementation, 
contingency measures, responsible parties, and agency contacts. The applicant 
shall enforce the requirement through fines and other penalties, as necessary. 
 
Once approved by the County, the applicant shall be responsible throughout the 
duration of the Project for installing, constructing, inspecting, and maintaining the 
control measures included in the Water Quality Management Plan. 
 
The Water Quality Management Plan shall identify potential pollutant sources 
that could affect the quality of stormwater discharges from the Project Site. 
Control practices shall include those that effectively treat target pollutants in 
stormwater discharges anticipated from the Project Site. To protect receiving 
water quality, the Water Quality Management Plan shall include, but is not limited 
to, the following elements: 
 
•  Permanent erosion control measures such as detention basins, inlet protection, 

and temporary revegetation or other ground cover that shall be employed for 
disturbed areas after initial construction is finished. 

 
• No disturbed surfaces will be left without erosion control measures in place 

during the winter and spring months (September 30 – March 30). 
 
• Sediment shall be retained onsite by a system of sediment basins, traps, or 

other appropriate measures. Of critical importance is the protection of existing 
catch basins that eventually drain to Sycamore Canyon. 

 
• The construction contractor shall prepare Standard Operating Procedures for 

the handling of hazardous materials on the Project Site to prevent, eliminate, 
or reduce discharge of materials to storm drains. 

 
• Best Management Practices performance and effectiveness shall be 

determined either by visual means where applicable (i.e., observation of 
above-normal sediment release), or by actual water sampling in cases where 
verification of contaminant reduction or elimination, (inadvertent petroleum 
release) is required to determine adequacy of the measure. 
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A new drainage study was prepared for the Revised Project, but it still indicates that the 
mitigation measures recommended for the Original Project are still necessary to help protect 
water quality. Therefore, the Revised Focused DEIR incorporates these same mitigation 
measures. 
 
Conclusions. Both the Original Project and the Revised Project had potential short- and long-
term water quality impacts, so a number of mitigation measures were proposed, consistent with 
the SWPPP and WQMP, that would help ensure development of the site would not result in 
significant water quality impacts. These measures included the design of improvements on the 
project site and MJPA property to control runoff into the planned detention basins to control first 
flush pollution and downstream erosion, provide for onsite flood control, and protect 
downstream areas from soil erosion and sedimentation. With implementation of recommended 
mitigation measures, the Revised Focused DEIR concludes that drainage and water quality 
impacts of the Revised Project will be less than significant including the design of the Revised 
Project and compliance existing County development standards. This conclusion is the same 
that was reached in the Original EIR for the Original Project. 
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4.9  Land Use and Planning 

** The Original DEIR Section regarding land use and planning was 
expanded to include the adjacent MJPA property (Brown Street 
Improvements). The rest of the analysis of the Original EIR is valid per 
the Court’s Statement of Decision and the fact that major revisions to 
the Original EIR for this section are not warranted. ** 
 
Existing Conditions. The Project site is currently vacant with evidence of moderate to high 
human disturbance. Dirt access roads occur along the project’s eastern and western 
boundaries and two dirt roads bisect the central portion of the site. Significant dumping has 
occurred along the central portion of the eastern boundary. In addition, the northern portion of 
the Project site has been recently disked. A natural gas pipeline crosses the project area from 
east to west. Surrounding land uses include undeveloped land that is part of the Sycamore 
Canyon Park to the northwest, undeveloped land that is under the MJPA to the south and 
east, and residential development to the west. The Project site is designated as Light 
Industrial (LI) in the County’s General Plan and zoning ordinance. The surrounding areas to 
the east, southwest and south of the Project site are not designated because they are outside 
of the City of Riverside Sphere of Influence. The land to the west is designated Semi Rural 
Residential (SRR). From the northwest to due north, the land use designation changes from 
Business/Office Park (B/OP) to Public Park (P) back to Office/Business Park (O/BP). 

The MJPA land east of and adjacent to the eastern boundary of the MJPA Brown Street right-
of-way has been set aside as permanent habitat preservation and is referred to as the Private 
Conservation Lands in this document.  

Original EIR Impacts. The Project site does not consist of any established communities. 
Although a residential neighborhood exists along the western boundary of the Project site, the 
remaining areas adjacent to the project site are undeveloped and vacant. Therefore, the 
Original Project does not have the potential to divide an established community. The Project is 
consistent with the County of Riverside General Plan, Lake Mathews/Woodcrest Area Plan, 
Riverside County Zoning, March Air Reserve Base Airport Influence Policy Area, and City of 
Riverside Sphere of Influence. The Project site is located within the boundaries of the Western 
Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). Compliance and 
adherence with the guidelines in the urban/wildlands interface analysis will cause the project to 
be fully consistent with the Western Riverside County MSHCP and will not conflict with any 
habitat conservation plan, or otherwise adversely affect any significant biological communities.  
 
The Original EIR concluded that the following environmental impacts were found to be less than 
significant and did not require mitigation: 

 
 Divide Established Community  
 Conflict with Applicable Plans, Policies, or Regulations  
 Conflict with Conservation Plans  

 
Original vs. Revised Project. The Original Project contained a total of 720,000 square feet of 
commercial, office, and warehouse uses in eight buildings, while the Revised Project proposes 
a total of 814,630 square feet of industrial warehouse uses in two buildings. While the Original 
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Project also included commercial and office uses, it did include light industrial (warehouse) uses 
similar to the planned uses of the Revised Project. 
 
Impact Analysis of the Revised Project. The following analysis is based on the three CEQA 
Guidelines significance criteria for Land Use and Planning: a) divide established community; b) 
conflict with applicable plans, policies, or regulations; and c) conflict with conservation plans.  

Impact LUP-1 Physically divide an established community? 

Because the Revised Project site and Original Project site are the same, impacts to established 
communities would be the same. The Revised Project will be constructed on vacant, 
undeveloped land. The Project site does not consist of any established communities. A 
residential neighborhood exists along Gem Lane, the western boundary of the Project site. 
However, the remaining land adjacent to the Project site is either undeveloped (south and east) 
or developed as a roadway (Alessandro Boulevard to the north. Therefore, similar to the 
Original Project, the Revised Project, including the MJPA Brown Street improvements, does not 
have the potential to divide an established community, so this impact is less than significant and 
no mitigation is required. 

Impact LUP-2  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the Project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, 
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect?  

The Project site is within an unincorporated area in the County of Riverside, and therefore, it is 
subject to the County’s General Plan goals and policies. The site is designated as Light 
Industrial (LI) under the foundation component of Community Development in the General Plan. 
This designation allows for a variety of uses including industrial, manufacturing, service, and 
commercial. The Revised Project is consistent with the existing General Plan (Light Industrial or 
LI) and zoning classifications of the site (Industrial Park or IP). Therefore, similar to the Original 
Project, no significant land use or planning impacts are expected from implementation of the 
Revised Project, including the MJPA Brown Street improvements, and no mitigation is required.  
 
Impact LUP-3  Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural communities 

conservation plan? 

The planned construction of Brown Street and related drainage improvements will create a 
permanent boundary between project development and the Private Conservation Land 
immediately east of the project site. No significant land use impacts to either MJPA or the 
Center for Natural Lands Management, the organization that manages the Private Conservation 
Area, are expected to result from these improvements. The Private Conservation Easement will 
incrementally increase SKR habitat around the project site and provide a connection between 
the SKR inhabiting Sycamore Canyon and those inhabiting the MJPA preserve lands. 
Therefore, similar to the Original Project, no significant land use or planning impacts related to 
conservation plans are expected from implementation of the Revised Project, including the 
MJPA Brown Street improvements. 
 
Conclusions. The Revised Focused DEIR concludes that the project will not divide a 
community, conflict with General Plan, zoning, or established conservation plans. Since land 
use and planning impacts of the Revised Project, including construction of Brown Street on 
MJPA land, will be less than significant, no mitigation is needed. This conclusion is the same 
that was reached in the Original EIR for the Original Project. 
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4.10   Mineral Resources  
 
** The section of the Original DEIR regarding mineral resources has 
been expanded to include the adjacent MJPA property (Brown Street 
Improvements). The rest of the analysis in the Original EIR is valid per 
the Court’s Statement of Decision and the fact that major revisions to 
the Original EIR for this section are not warranted ** 
 
Existing Conditions. The Revised Project site and the MJPA property are underlain by topsoil, 
colluvium and relatively shallow granitic bedrock. Based on the Riverside County General Plan 
and the State Mining and Geology Board, the Alessandro Commerce Centre site is designated 
as MRZ-3, which are areas containing mineral deposits, the significance of which cannot be 
evaluated from available data. For many years, the project site has been planned and zoned for 
urban and suburban uses. No mining operations currently occur on or in proximity of the site; 
nor does information suggest that mining operations been conducted on or in proximity of the 
site in the past.  
 
Original EIR Impacts. The Original EIR concluded that the Original Project was not expected to 
result in the loss of availability of valuable mining resources known to exist on or within the 
project site. With the adherence to Riverside County General Plan mineral resource policies, the 
current zoning of the site, and the residential neighborhoods west of the site, the possibility of 
future mining operations on the site was extremely limited. Impacts to the loss of locally-
important mineral resources were determined to be less than significant, and no mitigation was 
required.  
 
The Original EIR concluded that the following environmental impacts were found to be less than 
significant and did not require mitigation: 

 
 Loss of Known Mineral Resource  

 Loss of Mineral Resource Recovery Site  
 

Original vs. Revised Project. The Original Project contained a total of 720,000 square feet of 
commercial, office, and warehouse uses in eight buildings, while the Revised Project proposes 
a total of 814,630 square feet of industrial warehouse uses in two buildings. 
 
Impact Analysis of the Revised Project. The following analysis is based on the two CEQA 
Guidelines significance criteria for Mineral Resources: a) loss of known mineral resource; and b) 
loss of mineral resource recovery site. 

Impact MR-1  Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the state?  

Similar to the Original Project, the Revised Project, including the MJPA Brown Street 
improvements, would develop essentially the entire project site, so impacts to known mineral 
resources would be the same as those identified in the Original EIR (i.e., less than significant) 
and no mitigation is required. 
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Impact MR-2  Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?  

 
The underlying geology and soils of the MJPA property is similar to that of the Original Project 
site (i.e., shallow topsoil and colluvium underlain by relatively shallow granitic bedrock). Similar 
to the Original Project, the Revised Project, including the MJPA Brown Street improvements, 
would develop essentially the entire project site, except for the approximately 6.69 acres, 200-
foot wide conservation easement along the western border, so impacts would be the same as 
those identified in the Original EIR (i.e., less than significant) and no mitigation is required.  
 
Conclusions. The Revised Focused DEIR concludes that the project will not have any impacts 
on identified mineral resources, so impacts to mineral resources from development of the 
Revised Project will be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. This conclusion is the 
same that was reached in the Original EIR for the Original Project. 
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4.11   Noise 

** This section from the Original EIR is being recirculated for 
additional public comment due to changes in the project design that 
require revisions to the Original EIR, including improvements on the 
adjacent MJPA property and the possible rock crushing activity; the 
impacts remain the same or are less than what was determined in the 
Original EIR and no new mitigation measures are required, although 
one measure was modified to address potential rock crushing ** 
 
Existing Conditions. The dominant noise source at the project site is currently vehicular traffic 
on I-215, approximately 0.5 mile to the east, and traffic on Alessandro Boulevard immediately to 
the north. Existing roadway noise levels onsite are estimated between 54.4 dBA CNEL to 70.5 
dBA CNEL. A single set of railroad tracks, running north and south, are located 0.33 mile to the 
east. Interstate 215 (I-215) is located just past the tracks, approximately 0.5 mile from the 
Project site. The site is located approximately 2 miles northwest of March Air Reserve Base 
(Base), which has a 2.5-mile runway capable of handling aircraft up to a C-17. The project site 
is within the March Air Reserve Base Airport Influence Policy Area, Safety Zone II. 
 
Original EIR Impacts. Ambient noise measurements were taken at several locations near the 
Project site and indicate that noise levels in the immediate project area range from 54.4 to 69.1 
CNEL depending upon the location of the measurement (MBA 2007). The noise levels during 
construction and operation of the Original Project would not exceed Riverside County noise 
standards with the construction-exemption, and therefore the impact would not be considered 
significant. The vibrations that would be experienced by the neighboring residential area would 
be below the 80 VdB threshold. Construction on the site would also be required to abide by the 
Riverside County Noise Ordinance. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  
 
The noise impact analysis study showed that the highest permanent noise increase due to the 
Original Project would be below the threshold of 70dBA (MBA 2007). Therefore, impacts from 
permanent increases in ambient noise levels would be less than significant. Although the 
construction activity would take place in accordance with Riverside County noise ordinance 
requirements for construction, the study shows the noise increment up to 20 dBA CNEL above 
the normal level during certain construction phases. Therefore, mitigation measures N-4a and 
N-4b were recommended.  
 
The Project site is located eight miles southeast of the Riverside Municipal Airport and is 
beyond the airport’s 60 dBA CNEL noise contour. The March Air Reserve Base (March ARB) is 
located two miles southeast of the site and it is within Airport Influence Policy Safety Area II. 
However, the County noise ordinance has a noise threshold of 70 dBA which is applicable for 
the Project site. Therefore, the Original EIR concluded that there would not be significant noise 
impacts to employees and visitors to the project site because of the proximity of March ARB.  
 
The Original EIR concluded that the following environmental impacts were found to be less than 
significant and did not require mitigation: 
 

 Noise Levels in Excess of Standards  
 Excessive Groundborne Vibration  
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 Permanent Increase in Ambient Noise Levels  
 Airport Noise Levels  
 Private Airstrip Noise Levels  

 
Original vs. Revised Project. The Original Project contained a total of 720,000 square feet of 
commercial, office, and warehouse uses in eight buildings, while the Revised Project proposes 
a total of 814,630 square feet of industrial warehouse uses in two buildings. 
 
Impact Analysis of the Revised Project. The following analysis is based on the six CEQA 
Guidelines significance criteria for Noise: a) noise levels in excess of standards; b) excessive 
groundborne vibration; c) permanent increase in ambient noise levels; d) temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels; e) airport noise levels; and f) private airstrip noise levels. 

Impact N-1  Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in 
the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?  

The trip generation assessment (Appendix E) determined that the Revised Project would 
generate only a third of the total vehicular trips (in Passenger Car Equivalents or PCEs) than the 
Original Project so it is likely the Revised Project, including the MJPA Brown Street 
improvements, would have substantially less impact on land uses along truck routes serving the 
project, and would also be less than significant as the noise impacts of the Original Project were 
determined to be less than significant. 
 
County Noise Standards. The County of Riverside has adopted a modified version of the State 
guidelines for interior and exterior noise standard sources as part of the General Plan Noise 
Element for assessing the compatibility of land uses with transportation related noise impacts. 
The County addresses two separate types of noise sources, mobile and stationary. Mobile or 
transportation related noise impacts are controlled using the 24-hour CNEL to assess the land 
use compatibility for community noise exposure. The Noise Element of the County General Plan 
specifies the maximum noise levels allowable for new development impacted by transportation 
noise sources such as arterial roads, freeways, airports and railroads. The General Plan defines 
noise levels for industrial uses up to 75 dBA CNEL as “normally acceptable”, which means the 
development of an industrial use is satisfactory with normal conventional construction without 
special noise insulation requirements. A stationary noise producer is any object or entity in a 
fixed location that emits noise. The County of Riverside has set exterior noise limits to control 
delivery trucks, trash compactors, speakerphones, vehicle activities, and mechanical ventilation 
system noise impacts associated with development to adjacent noise sensitive uses. These 
facility-related noises, as projected to any portion of any surrounding property containing a 
habitable dwelling … must not exceed the worst-case noise levels. In addition, while noise 
generated by the use of motor vehicles over public roads is preempted from local regulation, the 
County considers the use of vehicles to be a stationary source when operated on private 
property such as a truck terminal or warehousing facility. The Noise Element sets an exterior 
noise limit not to be exceeded for a cumulative period of more than ten minutes in any hour of 
65 dBA Leq for daytime hours of 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. and 45 dBA Leq. during the noise sensitive 
nighttime hours of 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 
 
At this time it is not anticipated that the warehouse buildings will operate 24 hours a day, 7 days 
a week, but it is possible since the project is speculative and no specific building users have yet 
been identified. In any event, the project loading docks of Building 1, which would be closest to 
the residences, are not located on the west side of the building (facing the existing residences) 
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so it is not expected that warehouse operations would cause significant noise impacts on local 
residents even if one or both of the proposed warehouses were to operate 24/7. For example, 
the loading docks for Building 1 face north-south and are approximately 400 feet from the 
existing residences at their closest point. Both loading/unloading and truck slow-speed 
movement would result in approximately 75 dBA Lmax at 50 feet. Air conditioning units (rooftop) 
would generate up to 70 dBA at 50 feet. At a distance of 400 feet, a reduction of 18 dBA occurs 
based only on distance attenuation. Therefore, each loading dock or truck movement would be 
reduced to 57 dBA (75 – 18) for a noise level of 50 dBA Lmax. Even if it was assumed there 
would be up to 32 trucks in the loading/unloading area, either maneuvering into or out of the 
dock doors or idling for loading/unloading, which would increase the noise level by 12 dBA (3 
dBA increase per doubling of the number of trucks), the resulting noise level would be 69 dBA 
Lmax, which is lower than the County’s 70 dBA and 75 dBA Lmax for daytime and nighttime 
stationary source noise levels, respectively. The rooftop air conditioning units would receive 
additional noise attenuation from the parapet surrounding the roof and would not have any 
measurable contribution to the ambient noise levels at 400 feet away. Therefore, even 24/7 
operation of the project warehouses would not have significant noise impacts on the adjacent 
residences. 
 
The loading docks for Building 2 on Lot 3 do face west so it is possible operational noise may 
reach the existing residences to the northwest. Both loading/unloading and truck slow-speed 
movement would result in approximately 75 dBA Lmax at 50 feet. Air conditioning units (rooftop) 
would generate up to 70 dBA at 50 feet. At a distance of 1,110 feet, a reduction of 27 dBA 
occurs based only on distance attenuation. Noise from Building 2 that traveled toward the 
existing residences would also be partially blocked by Building 1, with a minimum of 6 dBA 
noise reduction from building shielding. Therefore, each loading dock or truck movement would 
be reduced by 33 dBA (75 – 27 – 6) for a noise level of 42 dBA Lmax. Even if it was assumed 
there would be up to 16 trucks in the loading/unloading area, either maneuvering into or out of 
the dock doors or idling for loading/unloading, which would increase the noise level by 15 dBA 
(3 dBA increase per doubling of the number of trucks), the resulting noise level would be 57 
dBA Lmax, which is much lower than the County’s 70 dBA and 75 dBA Lmax for daytime and 
nighttime stationary source noise levels, respectively. The rooftop air conditioning units would 
receive additional noise attenuation from the parapet surrounding the roof and would not have 
any measurable contribution to the ambient noise levels at 1,110 feet away. Therefore, even 
24/7 operation of the project warehouses would not have significant noise impacts on the 
adjacent residences.12 
 
A supplemental noise assessment was prepared for the Revised Project (see Appendix D), 
including the possible use of an onsite rock crushing facility to be located on Lot 3 (see section 
3.3.3 in the Project Description). At a minimum, the rock crushing machinery would be at least 
880 feet from the closest sensitive receptor (i.e., residences west of the site) and more likely 
1,300 feet if the rock crushing equipment is placed near the center of Lot 3. The assessment 
indicates that rock crushing would result in noise levels of 62 dBA Lmax and 51.4 dBA Leq under 
worst case conditions (880 feet from residences) while it is more likely noise levels would be 59 
dBA Lmax and 48.4 dBA Leq, all of which are within County noise requirements, as outlined 
below. It should be emphasized that it is not certain that rock crushing activities will actually 
occur onsite, and it would never occur at night or on the weekends. However, it is analyzed in 

                                                           
12  Data provided by Dr. Tony Chung, director of the LSA noise assessment group via email (June 16, 2015). 
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this section to identify potential worst case conditions. This activity was not identified in the 
Original EIR. 
 
Using Lot 2 for parking and/or storage would incrementally reduce the general noise impacts of 
the project both to nearby neighbors and on surrounding roadways by reducing the amount of 
warehouse building on the site compared to the Original Project. 
 
Based on the foregoing, the Revised Project, including the adjacent MJPA property, and similar 
to the Original Project, will not have significant impacts related to noise exposure in excess of 
established standards with implementation of the recommended mitigation measures, including 
modifications to MM N-4a to address potential rock crushing activities.  

Impact N-2  Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels?  

During construction, there will be a significant amount of fill importation and leveling. These 
activities require numerous pieces of large construction equipment vehicles such as bulldozers 
and dump trucks. A large bulldozer or a loaded truck can create ground vibration in excess of 80 
VdB at 25 feet from the vibration source. However, the nearest sensitive receptor to the 
proposed project construction is over 200 feet to the west. Vibration decreases the further away 
the receptor gets from the source. The threshold in residential settings for infrequent vibration 
events (less than 70 events per day) is 80 VdB. Considering the distance of the nearest 
sensitive receptor to the potential vibration source (50 feet), the vibration experienced at that 
location would be well below 80 VdB. Further, impacts at the site of the closest sensitive 
receptor are unlikely to be sustained during the entire construction period, but rather only during 
the time that heavy construction equipment is operating in the immediate vicinity, or when rock-
crushing activities are ongoing. Construction on the site will also be required to abide by the 
Riverside County Noise Ordinance (See Ordinance 847). Brown Street is on the east side of the 
Project while the residences are west of the site, representing a separation of over 1,200 feet. 
Therefore, the impact of the Revised Project, including the MJPA Brown Street improvements, 
will be less than significant and no mitigation is required. This is the same conclusion that was 
determined by the analysis of the Original Project.  

Impact N-3  A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above 
levels existing without the Project?  

As outlined above under Impact N-1, the Revised Project, including the MJPA Brown Street 
improvements, will not result in significant short- or long-term increases in ambient noise levels 
as long as the recommended mitigation is implemented. This is the same conclusion that was 
determined by the analysis of the Original Project. 
 
Impact N-4  A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity 

above levels existing without the Project?  

A supplemental noise assessment was prepared for the Revised Project (see Appendix D) for 
the possible use of an onsite rock crushing facility to be located on Lot 3 (see section 3.3.3 in 
the Project Description). At a minimum, the rock crushing machinery would be at least 880 feet 
from the closest sensitive receptor (i.e., residences west of the site) and more likely 1,300 feet if 
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the rock crushing equipment is placed near the center of Lot 3. The assessment13 indicates that 
rock crushing would result in noise levels of 62 dBA Lmax and 51.4 dBA Leq under worst case 
conditions (880 feet from residences) while it is more likely noise levels would be 59 dBA Lmax 
and 48.4 dBA Leq, all of which are within County noise requirements and therefore is not a 
significant impact. It should be emphasized that it is not certain that rock crushing activities will 
actually occur onsite, but it is analyzed in this section to identify potential worst case conditions. 
This activity was not identified in the Original EIR. 
 
The noise study for the Original DEIR estimated the maximum construction noise from the 
Original Project would be during grading and would equal 81 dbA at 150 feet (Table 4.11-5, 
DEIR page 4.11-13). The Revised Project now has a private conservation easement along the 
western side of Building 1 so grading would be over 250 feet from the closest residence, further 
reducing potential noise impacts. Assuming maximum noise levels of 90 dB at 50 feet during 
grading or construction, maximum noise levels would be less than 70 dB during daytime hours 
and would not occur during evenings. This anticipated noise level would be within the County’s 
75 dBA and 70 dBA Lmax for daytime and nighttime stationary source noise levels, respectively. 
 
The Original EIR indicated that Project noise levels from vehicular sources were well below 
County standards (Original EIR Table 4.11-4, page 4.11-11). The Revised Project noise levels, 
including activities associated with the MJPA Brown Street improvements, would be equivalent 
or less than those of the Original Project identified in the Original EIR since the estimated 
operational traffic for the Revised Project would be 80 percent14 less than the Original Project 
(see Table 4.14.3 on page 4-83 in the traffic section). Page 4.11-15 of the Original DEIR states 
that…”The noise impact analysis study shows that the highest permanent noise increase due to 
the Proposed Project would be at the Project site road between Alessandro Boulevard and 
Brown Street (See Table 4.11-4) However, the increased noise level (57.4 dBA CNEL) is well 
below the threshold of 70dBA outlined in Riverside County noise ordinance (MBA 2007b).” The 
much lower PCE value but higher proportion of trucks would still not result in an ambient noise 
level increase above 60 dBA at that location15, therefore, the Revised Project would have 
roadway noise level impacts equal or less than those of the Original Project. 

Therefore, noise level impacts of the Revised Project will be less than significant with 
implementation of the proposed mitigation and less than significant, even with the higher 
proportion of truck trips to vehicular trips under the Revised Project. 

Impact N-5  For a Project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the Project 
expose people residing or working in the Project area to excessive noise levels?  

The Revised Project site, including the MJPA Property, is located eight miles southeast of the 
Riverside Municipal Airport and is beyond the airport’s 60 dBA CNEL noise contour. The March 
Air Reserve Base (March ARB) is located two miles northwest of the March ARB and the site is 
within the Airport Influence Policy Safety Area II. Because, the March ARB does not have an 
Airport Master Plan, the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission utilizes compatibility 

                                                           
13  Leq, is the constant noise level that would result in the same total sound energy being produced over a given 

period, but it is NOT an “average” sound level. Lmax is the root mean squared highest level of a noise source 
where peak is the maximum level of the raw noise source. 

14  Traffic values in Passenger Car Equivalents (PCE) 
15  Data provided by Dr. Tony Chung, director of the LSA noise assessment group (June 30, 2015). 
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guidelines set forth in the current Riverside County Airport Land Use Plan. According to the 
Riverside County Airport Land Use Plan, Area II guidelines allow for light industrial development 
as contemplated by the Revised Project. Therefore, the development is consistent with the 
Riverside County Airport Land Use Plan.  

The Project site is located within the 60 dBA CNEL noise contour for March ARB. However, the 
County noise ordinance has the threshold of 70dBA, which is applicable for the Project site. 
Therefore, there will not be a significant noise impacts to the on-site people within the Project 
site because of the proximity of March ARB and no mitigation is required. The Revised Project 
site is in the same location as the Original Project, therefore, the potential impacts of the 
Revised Project relative to airport land use plans will be similar for those identified for the 
Original Project (i.e., less than significant) and no mitigation is required. 
 
Impact N-6  For a Project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the Project expose people 

residing or working in the Project area to excessive noise levels?  

There are no private airstrips in the Project vicinity, including the MJPA Property. The nearest 
private airstrip, Flabob Airport is located 8 miles northwest of the Project site. The site is beyond 
the airport’s 60 dBA CNEL noise contour. Therefore, the impacts from a private airstrip would 
be less than significant. The Revised Project site is in the same location as the Original Project, 
therefore, the potential impacts of the Revised Project relative to private airstrips will be similar 
for those identified for the Original Project (i.e., less than significant) and no mitigation is 
required. 

  
Mitigation Measures. The Original EIR concluded that impacts from temporary or periodic 
increases in ambient noise levels were potentially significant and the following mitigation will be 
required: 

 
MM N-4a  Prior to grading permit issuance, the project applicant shall submit a Construction 

Noise Mitigation Plan to the County for review and approval. The plan shall 
depict the location of construction equipment and describe how noise would be 
mitigated through methods such as, but not limited to, locating stationary noise-
generating equipment (such as pumps and generators), as far as possible from 
nearby noise-sensitive receptors. Where practicable, noise-generating equipment 
will be shielded from nearby noise-sensitive receptors by noise-attenuating 
buffers such as structures or haul, trucks and trailers. Onsite noise sources 
located less than 200 feet from noise-sensitive receptors will be equipped with 
noise-reducing engine housings. Portable acoustic barriers able to attenuate at 
least 6 dB will be placed around noise-generating equipment located within 200 
feet of residences. Water tanks and equipment storage, staging, and warm-up 
areas will be located as far from noise-sensitive receptors as reasonably 
possible. The noise attenuation measures identified in the plan shall be 
incorporated into the project. 

 
MM N-4b  During construction, all equipment shall utilize noise reduction features (e.g., 

mufflers, engine shrouds, etc.) that are no less effective than those originally 
installed by the manufacturer. 
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Although certain aspects of the Revised Project have changed compared to the Original Project, 
the noise mitigation measures included in the Original EIR are applicable and appropriate for 
the Revised Project as well. After review, it was determined that Measure N-4a can be applied 
to rock crushing equipment if it is used during construction, but it must be placed within Parcel 3 
as outlined in Section 3.3.3 of the project description. Therefore, the following minor addition to 
Measure N-4a is required (additional text underlined) if rock crushing activities actually were to 
occur: 
 
MM N-4a  Prior to grading permit issuance, the project applicant shall submit a Construction 

Noise Mitigation Plan to the County for review and approval. The plan shall 
depict the location of construction equipment and describe how noise would be 
mitigated through methods such as, but not limited to, locating stationary noise-
generating equipment (such as pumps and generators), as far as possible from 
nearby noise-sensitive receptors. Where practicable, noise-generating equipment 
will be shielded from nearby noise-sensitive receptors by noise-attenuating 
buffers such as structures or haul, trucks and trailers. Onsite noise sources 
located less than 200 feet from noise-sensitive receptors will be equipped with 
noise-reducing engine housings. Portable acoustic barriers able to attenuate at 
least 6 dB will be placed around noise-generating equipment located within 200 
feet of residences. Water tanks and equipment storage, staging, and warm-up 
areas will be located as far from noise-sensitive receptors as reasonably 
possible. The noise attenuation measures identified in the plan shall be 
incorporated into the project as conditions of approval of the grading and 
construction plans as appropriate. Any rock crushing equipment must be located 
within Lot 3, preferably as far from existing residences as possible, to minimize 
noise impacts. Rock crushing equipment can only be operated on weekdays 
between 9 am and 4 pm to further reduce noise impacts on residents. 

 
In addition, the following measure was added to help ensure there will be no significant noise 
impacts from warehouse operations under the Revised Project, even if one or both of the 
warehouses were operated on a 24/7 basis: 
 
MM N-4b If, during project operations, the County Planning Department receives 4 or more 

noise complaints within a 3-month period from residents living west of the project 
property, the tenants or occupants of either one or both warehouses will be 
required to conduct noise assessments along the western property boundary to 
determine if project operational noise levels exceed County standards. If noise 
levels are found to exceed County standards, one or both operators shall be 
required to install noise attenuation improvements or reduce operational activities 
to reduce noise levels to meet County standards. This requirement shall be made 
part of conditions for map or conditional use permit approvals for both buildings 
of the project, and shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the County 
Planning Department Manager.  

 
Conclusions. Implementation of the additional mitigation measures controlling rock crushing 
and warehouse operations will ensure that potential noise impacts do not exceed County noise 
standards. Revised Focused DEIR concludes that noise impacts of the project will be less than 
significant with the implementation of recommended mitigation measures, based on the 
proposed design of the Revised Project, and in compliance with the County noise ordinance and 
other County development standards applicable to noise, even with the potential addition of rock 
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crushing activities in Lot 3. This conclusion is the same that was reached in the Original EIR for 
the Original Project. 
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4.12   Population and Housing 

** The analysis in the Original EIR is valid per the Court’s Statement of 
Decision and the fact that major revisions to the Original EIR for this 
section are not warranted **  

Existing Conditions. The project site, including the MJPA Property, is currently undeveloped 
and unpopulated. The surrounding area is vacant to the south, east, and north. However, non-
residential development is planned further to the east (in the County) and north across 
Alessandro Boulevard (in the City of Riverside). Residential developments are located to the 
west of the Project site along Gem Lane. Alessandro Boulevard bounds the project site to the 
north, and the I-215 Freeway is located approximately a half a mile to the east.  

According to Department of Finance, the 2008 population of Riverside County was 2,088,322. 
Based on SCAG predictions, the population of the County is expected to grow 91 percent from 
2003 to 2030. According to DOF data, there are 207,507 household units within the 
unincorporated areas of Riverside County, with an average of 3.090 persons per household. 
The County of Riverside’s household inventory is predicted to increase 96 percent between 
2003 and 2030. SCAG also estimated that employment was 650,319 within the unincorporated 
areas of Riverside County in 2005. SCAG forecasted that employment will increase 39.4 
percent from the year 2010 to 2030.  

The employment-population ratio for the areas classified as the Western Riverside Council of 
Governments was approximately 0.20 (89,249 employment / 435,178 residents) in 2005. 
SCAG estimates predict that the employment-population ratio will increase to 0.33 (258,430 
employment / 783,622 residents) by the year 2030. The employment-housing ratio for the 
regions of the Western Riverside Council of Governments was approximately 0.65 (89,249 
employment / 136,976 housing) for the year 2005. SCAG predicts that the ratio will be 1.02 
(258,430 employment / 252,975 housing) by the year 2030. 

Original EIR Impacts. The Original Project is consistent with growth and development predictions 
for the area by the Southern California Association of Governments. The implementation of the 
Original Project was found not to affect local-regional or regional population projections. 
Additionally, the region’s employment to housing ratio is estimated to be 0.73 for the year 2010, 
and the employment opportunities provided by the project will help to improve the jobs/housing 
imbalance in this region. The Project would not result in the displacement of housing because the 
project site does not have existing housing units. The Project would not result in the displacement 
of people because the project site is currently vacant.  
 
The Original EIR concluded that the following environmental impacts were found to be less than 
significant and did not require mitigation: 

 Population Growth  
 Housing Displacement / Replacement Housing  
 Population Displacement / Replacement Housing  

 
Original vs. Revised Project. The Original Project contained a total of 720,000 square feet of 
commercial, office, and warehouse uses in eight buildings, while the Revised Project proposes 
a total of 814,630 square feet of industrial warehouse uses in two buildings. 
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Impact Analysis of the Revised Project. The Revised Project would have a different amount 
and distribution of employees from the Original Project as its land uses are different. At present, 
it is estimated that the Revised Project will generate 534 new employees, based on an average 
generation rate of 0.65 employees per thousand square feet of warehousing (or 1 employee per 
1,530 square feet). 
 
 
Impact P-1  Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (e.g., by 

proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure). 

 
The Revised Project would not construct any new housing or add any new population, either 
directly or indirectly. The Revised Project is consistent with County zoning and land use 
designations, so population and housing projections would not be negatively affected by 
development of the Revised Project, either directly or indirectly. Therefore, the Revised Project 
would still not have any significant impacts on population or housing, and no mitigation is 
needed or recommended.  
 
 
Impact P-2  Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the 

construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

  
The Revised Project would not construct any new housing or add any new population, either 
directly or indirectly. The Revised Project is consistent with County zoning and land use 
designations, so population and housing projections would not be negatively affected by 
development of the Revised Project, and is not expected to create a need to build replacement 
housing. Therefore, the Revised Project would still not have any significant impacts on 
population or housing, and no mitigation is needed or recommended.  
 
 
Impact P-3  Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of 

replacement housing elsewhere?  

 
The Revised Project would not construct any new housing or add any new population, either 
directly or indirectly. The Revised Project is consistent with County zoning and land use 
designations, so population and housing projections would not be negatively affected by 
development of the Revised Project. The majority of the new employees would be anticipated to 
come from the existing area. The Revised Project is not the type that would lead to greater 
development of the area nor create an enticement for greater numbers of people to relocate 
to—or to move away from—the area. Therefore, the Revised Project would still not have any 
significant impacts on population or housing, and no mitigation is needed or recommended.  
 
Conclusions. The Revised Focused DEIR concludes that population and housing impacts of 
the Revised Project, including the MJPA Brown Street property, will be less than significant 
based on its proposed land uses, so no mitigation is needed. This conclusion is the same that 
was reached in the Original EIR for the Original Project. 
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4.13   Fire, Police, Schools, and Recreation 
 
** The analysis in the Original EIR is valid per the Court’s Statement of 
Decision and the fact that major revisions to the Original EIR for this 
section are not warranted. As such, this section is not being 
recirculated for comment, however, the section as it concerns the 
Revised Project is being provided as information and context for the 
reader **  
 
Existing Conditions. The Insurance Service Office (ISO) classifies cities according to their 
level of fire protection and physical conditions. The ISO ratings are on a scale from 1-10 with 
Class 1 being the best. The ISO rating for the County of Riverside is Class 3 and only 5 percent 
of the more than 44,000 fire agencies in the United States receive an ISO 2 rating or better (i.e., 
ISO 1). The Project site is located in the “Hazardous Fire Area” of the County. The Project site 
also falls under “Category 1 – Heavy Urban” and, based upon the Fire Protection Master Plan, 
the “Category 1 – Heavy Urban” specifies that a full alarm assignment be operating on the fire 
ground within fifteen minutes and the fire station be located within 3 miles. The Riverside 
County Sheriff’s Department (RCSD) provides police protection for those portions of western 
Riverside County that include the Project site. Nine sheriff substations are located throughout 
the County. The closest County law enforcement services available to the Project site are 
located at the Perris Station  

The Project site is located within the Moreno Valley Unified School District (MVUSD). MVUSD 
operates 39 schools: 23 elementary, six middle schools, five comprehensive high schools, and 
five alternative schools. The Riverside County Regional Park and Open-Space District operates 
and manages park and trail services in the unincorporated areas of Riverside County. The 
nearest regional park in proximity to the Project site is Box Springs Mountain Reserve, located 
approximately 4 miles to the north of the site. The Riverside County Library System (System) 
will provide library services for all of Riverside County, including the project site. The closest 
library to the Project site is the Woodcrest Library, which is approximately 5 miles to the 
southwest. The next closest is the Perris Library, located approximately 6.5 miles to the south.  

Original EIR Impacts. Industrial uses do not generate a substantial number of law enforcement 
service calls compared to residential uses. The project would also not propose land uses that 
would directly generate new students for existing schools. The Original Project would result in 
an indirect incremental increase in park services demand most likely through employees and 
visitors to the site. No trails run through the Project site, therefore, existing trails would not be 
directly impacted. The Project would result in an indirect incremental increase in trail service 
demand and use via off-duty employee use. Any increase in area population would be indirect 
and would not be expected to be substantial given the industrial uses of the Project. Therefore, 
significant increases or new demands on public or civic facilities are unlikely to occur. The 
project would also pay fees to the Development Impact Fee Program to lower impacts to law 
enforcement, schools, recreational areas, and fire protection to a less than significant level.  
 
The Original EIR concluded that the following environmental impacts were found to be less than 
significant and do not require mitigation: 

 
 Fire Departments 
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 Law Enforcement  
 Schools  
 Parks  
 Trails  
 Other Public Facilities  
 Increase Use of Parks  
 Recreational Facilities Physical Effect on Environment  

 
Original vs. Revised Project. The Original Project contained a total of 720,000 square feet of 
commercial, office, and warehouse uses in eight buildings, while the Revised Project proposes 
a total of 814,630 square feet of industrial warehouse uses in two buildings. Both the Original 
and Revised Projects called for construction of Brown Street and related drainage 
improvements on the offsite MJPA property immediately adjacent to the eastern boundary of the 
site. 
 
Impact Analysis of the Revised Project. The CEQA threshold for public services is if the 
project would result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of 
the public services: (a) fire protection; (b) police protection; (c) schools; (d) parks; or (e) other 
public facilities.  
 
 
Impact PSR-1  Result in the need for new or physically altered fire facilities in order to maintain 

acceptable levels of service?  

The Original DEIR indicated the site was within a 5-minute response time from Fire Station No. 
6 (Table 4.13-1, DEIR page 4.13-6), and the Revised Project would have a similar response 
time since they are at the same location. The Revised Project proposes different land uses than 
the Original Project, but they are light industrial in nature (i.e., warehousing) and are not 
expected to result in significant increases in the need for fire protection services compared to 
those of the Original Project. Although the Revised Project has 13% more developed area than 
the Original Project, the Original Project contained retail commercial uses and a fast food 
restaurant, which are open at night and can attract the public to an otherwise deserted industrial 
site, possibly increasing the need for fire services. Therefore, the Revised Project will create an 
equal or reduced demand for fire protection services compared to the Original Project. The 
developer of the Revised Project is required to pay existing Development Impact Fees for 
anticipated fire protection service impacts (see Table 4.13.A. To address potentially significant 
fire protection impacts, the following mitigation measure was proposed:  
 
MM PSR-1 Prior to issuance of building permits, the Riverside County Fire Department shall 

notify the developer if a development agreement is required to help fund 
improvements to the regional integrated fire protection response system that are 
in addition to those of the Development Impact Fee (DIF) program. This 
notification shall demonstrate a nexus and rough proportionality for any additional 
mitigation specifically required by the Alessandro Commerce Centre Project. In 
no case will the additional mitigation cost for new facilities and/or equipment 
exceed the proportion of Project square footage to the standard identified in the 
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Riverside County Fire Protection Master Plan (currently one new station per 3.5 
million square foot of new commercial/industrial development). 

 
With implementation of this measure, potential fire service-related impacts of the Original 
Project were determined to be less than significant, along with payment of the County’s DIF fee. 
A similar conclusion applies to the Revised Project as it proposes similar types of uses although 
slightly more square footage.  
 
 
Impact PSR-2  Result in the need for new or physically altered police facilities in order to 

maintain acceptable levels of service?   

The Original DEIR indicated the “closest County law enforcement services available to the 
Project site are located at the Perris Station” (DEIR page 4.13-6) and this would be the same for 
the Revised Project. The Revised Project proposes different land uses than the Original Project, 
but they are light industrial in nature (i.e., warehousing) and are not expected to result in 
significant increases in the need for fire protection services compared to those of the Original 
Project. Although the Revised Project has 13% more developed area than the Original Project, 
the Original Project contained retail commercial uses and a fast food restaurant, which are open 
at night and can attract the public to an otherwise deserted industrial site, possibly increasing 
the need for police (i.e., County Sheriff) services. Therefore, the Revised Project will create an 
equal or reduced demand for police protection services compared to the Original Project. The 
developer of the Revised Project is required to pay existing Development Impact Fees for 
anticipated fire protection service impacts (see Table 4.13.A. The Original DEIR 
concluded…”Based on current service levels, the Proposed Project could generate up to an 
additional 2.3 calls for service per day (based on a Countywide average of 1.2 calls per 
thousand population per day), with approximately two percent of the calls being priority one 
calls. The Proposed Project would provide development impact fees to the County of Riverside 
for capital improvements to the Sheriff’s Department facilities. These fees would be used to fund 
improvements/construction of land, equipment, and facilities. The impact fees would lower the 
impact of the Project to a less than significant level. 
 
Since the proposed Revised Project is similar in many ways to the Original Project, it is 
expected that payment of the County’s DIF fee for sheriff services will also reduce potential 
impacts of the Revised Project to less than significant levels (see Table 4.13.A). 
 
 
Impact PSR-3  Result in a need for new or physically altered school facilities in order to 

maintain acceptable levels of service?  

The Original DEIR indicated the project site was within the boundaries and served by the 
Moreno Valley Unified School District (MVUSD). Both the Original Project and Revised Project 
were non-residential in nature so they would be expected to only generate a minimal number of 
additional students for local schools (i.e., employees may have their children attend school in 
the school district they work in as opposed to where they live if they obtain permission from the 
two districts). The Revised Project would be required to pay the applicable non-residential 
school impact fee to the MVUSD which is considered full mitigation of potential school impacts 
under CEQA. See Table 4.13.A for an estimate of school impact fees. 
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Impact PSR-4  Result in a need for new or physically altered parks in order to maintain 
acceptable parkland ratios?  

Impact PSR-5 Result in a need for safety improvements to local or regional trails? 

Impact PSR-7 Result in a need for new or physically altered recreational facilities which might 
have an adverse physical effect on the environment. 

 
The Original DEIR indicated the Original Project is served by the County of Riverside 
Recreation and Parks Department (DEIR pages 4.13-6 and -7) and this agency would also 
serve the Revised Project. The Revised Project would result in an incremental increase in the 
demand for existing park facilities and trails, but these impacts are not expected to be significant 
due to the nature of the project (i.e., non-residential), and payment of the County’s DIF fees for 
parks and trails is expected to assure that project impacts will be less than significant in this 
regard (see Table 4.13.A). 
 
 
Impact PSR-6  Result in a need for new or physically altered government facilities in order to 

maintain acceptable ratios?  

 
The Original DEIR indicated the Original Project is served by the County of Riverside (DEIR 
page 4.13-5) and this agency would also serve the Revised Project. The Revised Project would 
result in an incremental increase in the demand for existing government services and facilities, 
but these impacts are not expected to be significant due to the nature of the project (i.e., non-
residential), and payment of the County’s DIF fees for various governmental services is 
expected to assure that project impacts will be less than significant in this regard (see Table 
4.13.A). 
 
Table 4.13.A: Development Impact Fees for Revised Project 

Service (Provider) DIF Fee Rate1 Project DIF2 
Fire Protection (County) $1,779 per acre $96,066 
Police Protection (County) $2,000 per acre $108,000 
Schools (MVUSD) $0.54 per square foot (Level I) $439,900 
Parks (County) NA $0 
Trails (County) NA $0 
Other Public Facilities3 (County) $8,500 per acre ($10,279 – Fire Fee) $459,000 
Area Plan DIF4 $6,358 per acre $343,332 
Source:  Riverside County website and Moreno Valley Unified School District website, accessed June 30, 2015 
 
1   Based on data from “An Overview of the New 2010-2020 Development Impact Fee (DIF) Nexus Study”, Riverside County 

Executive Office staff report, February 22, 2014. and “County of Riverside Development Impact Fee Study Update, Draft Final 
Report”, Wildan Financial Service, December 18, 2013.  

2  Based on 54 acres for site and 814,630 square feet of building.  
3  Includes criminal justice public facilities, library construction, flood control, library books, and multi-service centers.  
4  County Ordinance 659.13 for Highgrove/Northside/University City Area Plan adopted January 14, 2015. 
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Conclusions. The Revised Focused DEIR concludes that impacts to public services from the 
Revised Project will be incremental and less than significant based on the proposed design of 
the Revised Project, including the MJPA Brown Street improvements, and compliance with 
existing County development standards applicable to the Revised Project, such as Development 
Impact Fees. This conclusion is the same that was reached in the Original EIR for the Original 
Project and no mitigation is required. 
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4.14   Transportation  
 
** This section of the Original EIR was expanded for additional public 
comment due to changes in the project design that require major 
revisions to the Original EIR, including the Brown Street 
improvements on the adjacent MJPA property; the impacts remain the 
same or are less than what was determined in the Original EIR and no 
new mitigation measures are required ** 
 
Existing Conditions. Alessandro Boulevard runs along the northern boundary of the site, 
while the I-215 Freeway is located approximately a half mile to the east. Riverside Transit 
Agency (RTA) currently serves these portions of eastern Riverside County that include the 
Project area. Route 20 (along Alessandro Boulevard), Route 22 (along Trautwein Road), and 
Route 27 (along the 1-215 Freeway) are the closest bus routes to the Project site. New 
development is required to implement the County of Riverside General Plan policies related to 
transportation and circulation, which will help reduce the effects of growth and development. In 
addition, the County has established a Traffic Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) program. All 
development projects are required to pay a TUMF fee to fund regional transportation 
improvements. 

Original EIR Impacts. According to the TIA, the following three (3) study area intersections 
were projected to operate at unacceptable Level of Service (LOS) during the peak hours for 
Opening Year without Project improvements: 
 

 Trautwein Road (NS) at Alessandro Boulevard (EW); 
 San Gorgonio Drive/Brown Street (NS) at Alessandro Boulevard (EW); and 
 1-215 Freeway NB Ramps (NS) at Alessandro Boulevard (EW).  

 
Based on the analysis contained in the TIA, development of the Proposed Project will increase 
traffic. At three (3) intersections, LOS will deteriorate to unacceptable levels as a result of 
adding Project traffic to existing traffic plus ambient growth. Therefore, the Proposed Project 
must mitigate for Project-related impacts to traffic/intersections (original DEIR page 4.14-14). 
 
Therefore, impacts due to increased traffic are potentially significant and mitigation measures 
MM T-1a, MM T-1f, and MM T-1g were recommended. Intersection operations for existing plus 
ambient growth plus project intersection delay and level of service conditions, with and without 
improvements under near-term conditions were not significant.  
 
The Project site is located within the March Air Reserve Base Airport Influence Area and is 
subject to all regulations and guidelines regarding structures constructed within this area. The 
proposed Alessandro Commerce Centre is consistent with the density, intensity, noise, and 
height requirements under the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission Comprehensive 
Land Use Plan, the California Airport Land Use Handbook, and Riverside County General Plan; 
therefore, impacts to air traffic patterns are less than significant. The Project is consistent with 
all regulations and guidelines pertaining to the Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Airport 
Safety Zones. Therefore, hazard impacts from the March Air Reserve Base Airport Influence 
Area will be less than significant. 
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As part of Original Project development, roadways would be improved in the Project area, 
enhancing emergency access, including Brown Street. The Project proposes to provide 
approximately 1,784 spaces, which is 174 spaces over the minimum required spaces. 
Therefore, the Project will meet the minimum parking requirements for the County of Riverside, 
and impacts due to parking capacity will be less than significant. The Project does not conflict 
with policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation. 
 
The Original EIR concluded that the following environmental impacts were found to be less than 
significant and did not require mitigation: 
 

 Level of Service Standards  
 Air Traffic Patterns  
 Hazards  
 Emergency Access  
 Parking Capacity  
 Conflict with Alternative Transportation  

 
Original vs. Revised Project. The Original Project contained a total of 720,000 square feet of 
commercial, office, and warehouse uses in eight buildings, while the Revised Project proposes 
a total of 814,630 square feet of industrial warehouse uses in two buildings. 
 
Impact Analysis of the Revised Project. The following analysis is based on the six CEQA 
Guidelines significance criteria for Transportation: a) traffic increase; b) level of service 
standard; c) air traffic patterns; d) hazards; e) emergency access; and f) conflict with alternative 
transportation. 
 
 
Impact T-1 Cause an increase in traffic, which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and 

capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of 
vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?  

 
The traffic study prepared by Kunzman Associates in 2007 estimated the Original Project would 
generate 8,953 total trips in passenger car equivalents (PCE), which includes an allowance for 
truck trips within the PCE value. It also estimated the project would generate 449 actual truck 
trips per day (2-, 3-, and 4-axle trucks). The Kunzman study evaluated the estimated project 
traffic on the Level of Service (LOS) of each affected intersection, and LOS values were 
calculated based on trip generation, distribution, and existing capacities of the study area 
intersections. Since the Revised Project was expected to generate so much less traffic, the 
County determined that a trip generation comparison was the most appropriate quantitative way 
to assess potential impacts, rather than a new traffic study based on LOS values. The project 
traffic study examined the following intersections: 
 

 Trautwein Road (NS) at Alessandro Boulevard (EW) 
 Mission Grove Parkway (NS) at Alessandro Boulevard (EW); 
 Project Access (NS) at Alessandro Boulevard (EW); 
 San Gorgonio Road (NS) at Alessandro Boulevard (EW); 
 Sycamore Canyon Boulevard (NS) at Alessandro Boulevard (EW); 
 1-215 Freeway SB Ramps (NS) at Alessandro Boulevard (EW); and 
 1-215 Freeway NB Ramps (NS) at Alessandro Boulevard (EW). 

 



Alessandro Commerce Centre 
Revised Focused Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

 

SECTION 4: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 4-85 
Revised Admin Draft, July 2015 

A trip generation comparison was conducted of the Original vs. the Revised Project by 
Kunzman Associates in September 2014 (Appendix E). The analysis determined that the 
Revised Project would generate only 1,797 total trips (PCE) compared to 8,953 PCE trips for 
the Original Project, a reduction of almost 80 percent (see Table 4.14.A below). Therefore, 
actual project-related impacts on local intersections and roadways would be substantially less 
under the Revised Project. 
 
Table 4.14.A: Trip Generation Comparison - Original vs. Revised Project (PCE) 

Land Plan AM Peak PM Peak Total 
Original Project  827  739  8,953 
Revised Project  119  129  1,797 
Difference -708 -610 -7,156 
Percent Difference -85.6% -82.5% -79.9% 
PCE = passenger car equivalents (takes into account truck length affecting traffic congestion) 
Source: Tables 1 through 4, Kunzman Associates, Inc. September 1, 2014 (see RDEIR Appendix E) 
 
Lot 2 would be used for parking and/or storage which would incrementally reduce the traffic 
impacts of the project by reducing the amount of warehouse building on the site and the amount 
of offsite trailer storage and related trips that would be needed to transport trucks offsite. 
 
Table 4.14.B below shows the conclusions of the Original DEIR regarding project area 
intersections that would be affected by traffic from the Original Project: 
 
Table 4.14.B: Original Project – Traffic Impacts 

Intersection 
Existing 

Traffic Control 
Evening Peak Hour Morning Peak Hour 

Delay LOS Delay LOS 
Trautwein Road (NS) at: Alessandro 
Boulevard (EW) 

- Without Improvements 
- With Improvements 

 
 

TS 
TS 

 
 

99.9 
35.3 

 
 

F 
D 

 
 

32.5 
23.7 

 
 

C 
C 

Mission Grove Parkway (NS) at: 
Alessandro Boulevard (EW) TS 34.9 C 36.3 D 

Project Access (NS) at: 
Alessandro Boulevard (EW) CSS 13.7 B 21.1 C 

San Gorgonio Drive/Brown Street (NS) 
at: 
Alessandro Boulevard (EW) 

- Without Improvements 
- With Improvements 

 
 
 

TS 
TS 

 
 
 

99.9 
18.5 

 
 
 

F 
B 

 
 
 

99.9 
21.3 

 
 
 

F 
C 

Sycamore Canyon Boulevard (NS) at: 
Alessandro Boulevard (EW) TS 12.9 B 18.4 B 

I-215 Freeway SB Ramps (NS) at: 
Alessandro Boulevard (EW) TS 14.8 B 11.1 B 

I-215 Freeway SB Ramps (NS) at: 
Alessandro Boulevard (EW) 

- Without Improvements 
- With Improvements 

 
 

TS 
TS 

 
 

87.9 
42.3 

 
 

F 
D 

 
 

34.1 
25.5 

 
 

C 
C 

1 NOTES:  CSS = cross street stop     TS = traffic signal 
Source: Table 4.14.A: Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project Intersection Delay and Level of Service (Original DEIR,              
page 4.14-13 and -14). 
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Due to the substantial reduction in traffic from the Revised Project compared to the Original 
Project (i.e., 80 percent reduction in daily PCE volume), It is anticipated that with this reduction 
in PCEs, the three affected intersections would now operate at an acceptable LOS. It is 
therefore concluded that the Revised Project would have less than significant impacts on area 
traffic, including the three intersections identified in the Original DEIR, and no mitigation is 
required. This is a different conclusion that was reached in the Original DEIR regarding traffic 
impacts. 

However, in an abundance of caution, the mitigation measures adopted for the Original Project 
(MM T-1a through T-1g) are included as a part of the Revised Project, including the proposed 
MJPA Brown Street improvements. This represents a less than significant impact.  

Impact T-2 Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the 
county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?  

Impacts to level of service standards established by the county congestion management agency 
by the Original Project were potentially significant. According to the new trip generation 
comparison for the revised project, the overall trips from the project would be reduced by almost 
80 percent (from 8,953 to 1,797 trips). Therefore, actual project-related impacts on local 
intersections and roadways would be proportionally less. 
 
The less than significant conclusion of the Revised Project for this section is different than the 
potentially significant conclusion set forth in the Original EIR for the Original Project and impacts 
are actually decreased for the Revised Project.  

Impact T-3  Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a 
change in location that results in substantial safety risks? 

The employee density of the Revised Project is less than that of the Original Project since the 
Revised Project proposes only warehouse uses and does not include retail or office uses which 
have higher employee densities. Therefore, potential impacts of the project relative to the March 
Air Reserve Base Airport Influence Area are less than significant under the Revised Project, 
including the MJPA Brown Street improvements, similar to the Original Project. The Revised 
Project will not result in a change to air traffic patterns.  

Impact T-4  Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?  

The Revised Project is directly accessible off of Alessandro Boulevard, and both the Original 
and Revised Projects required improvements to Brown Street which will improve emergency 
access to the site. Both Alessandro and Brown Street will have linear alignments so no new 
road hazards are expected from these improvements. Therefore, as was the case for the 
Original Project, impacts are less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Impact T-5  Result in inadequate emergency access? 
The Revised Project is directly accessible off of Alessandro Boulevard, and both the Original 
and Revised Projects required improvements to Brown Street which will improve emergency 
access to the site. Brown Street meets the emergency access requirements of the County Fire 
Department. The Revised Project will also not interfere with any emergency roadways or cause 
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undue traffic delays during construction or operations on existing roadways that would create 
any impacts related to emergency access. Therefore, as was the case for the Original Project, 
impacts are less than significant and no mitigation is required. 
 
Impact T-6  Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs supporting alternative transportation 

(e.g. bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?  

The Revised Project will provide all improvements regarding alternative transportation, such as 
bicycle racks, as required by the County during its development review process and as required 
as part of the state Green Building Code. The site is adjacent to Alessandro Boulevard which 
supports several regional bus routes. If the Riverside County Transportation Authority requires a 
bus stop adjacent to the Project site, it will be provided as part of the County’s development 
review process. Therefore, similar to the Original Project, impacts of the Revised Project, 
including the MJPA Brown Street improvements, are less than significant and no mitigation is 
required. 
 
Changes to Mitigation Measures. The Original EIR concluded that impacts to local 
intersections were significant and recommended Mitigation Measures MM Y-1a through T-1g 
shown below. Although the Revised Project will have substantially less traffic impacts (approx. 
80% reduction from the Original Project), the following changes are recommended to the Project 
mitigation based on the identified impacts of the Revised Project: 
 
MM T-1a  Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall be responsible for the 

following improvements:  
 
The intersection of the San Gorgonio Drive/Brown Street (North-South) at 
Alessandro Boulevard (East-West) shall provide the following geometrics: 

 Northbound: One left turn lane, two through lanes, one striped out for 
future use, one right turn lane. 

 Southbound: No improvements. Current adjacent project is constructing 
improvements. 

 Eastbound: No new improvements; One left turn lane, two through lanes, 
and one through/right turn currently provided. 

 Westbound: One left turn lane; Exiting improvements will remain and 
include three through lanes, and one right turn lane. 

 
Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall pay applicable TUMF and 
other fees as mitigation for impacts at the following intersections: 

 Trautwein Road (North-South) and Alessandro Boulevard (East-West): 
 Construct an additional northbound left turn lane. I-215 Northbound 

Ramps (North-South) and Alessandro Boulevard (East-West): 
 Restripe existing shared left turn/right turn lane to an exclusive left turn 

lane. 
 

MM T-1b  Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall dedicate 50-foot half-width 
Secondary right-of-way along the Project frontage of Brown Street from 
Alessandro Boulevard to the southern Project boundary. The applicant shall 
construct the Brown Street approach to Alessandro Boulevard to its full 
Secondary intersection cross-section width. Prior to issuance of building 
certificate of occupancy, the applicant shall construct Brown Street from south of 
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Alessandro Boulevard intersection improvements to the southern boundary of the 
Project as a half- section width as an Industrial Collector plus a painted median 
and a northbound travel lane including landscaping and parkway improvements 
in conjunction with development. The applicant shall make an appropriate 
transition from the Secondary cross-section at the Alessandro Boulevard 
intersection improvements to the Industrial Collector cross-section. 

 
MM T-1c  Prior to building permit issuance, the developer shall construct landscape and 

sidewalk improvements along Alessandro Boulevard from the west Project 
boundary to San Gorgonio Drive/Brown Street per the direction of the county 
Landscape Architect. Landscaping will conform to Riverside County’s updated 
water efficient landscape ordinance.  

 
MM T-1d  Prior to final building inspection, the developer shall provide sufficient on-site 

parking to meet the County of Riverside parking code requirements. 
 
MM T-1e  Prior to grading permit issuance, the developer shall provide construction plans 

for road sight distance at the Project Access. Plans shall be reviewed by the 
County, with respect to California Department of Transportation/County of 
Riverside standards in conjunction with the preparation of final grading, 
landscaping, and street improvement plans. The developer shall provide 
evidence to the County that construction plans were reviewed and approved. 

 
MM T-1f  Prior to final building inspection, the developer shall implement on-site traffic 

signing and striping in conjunction with detailed construction plans for the project. 
 
MM T-1g  Prior to building permit issuance, the developer shall participate in the phased 

construction of off-site traffic signals within the study area through payment of 
traffic signal mitigation fees on a per square foot basis. The traffic signals within 
the study area at buildout should specifically include an inter-connect of the traffic 
signals to function in a coordinated system. 

 
The trip generation analysis (Appendix E) of the Revised Project shows that total PCE traffic will 
be reduced by almost 80 percent compared to the Original Project (i.e., one fifth that of the 
Original Project), so actual traffic impacts will be substantially less than indicated in the Original 
EIR. However, out of an abundance of caution, the Revised Project will provide similar 
mitigation as outlined for the Original Project unless a new traffic study is prepared to better 
identify specific impacts and mitigation measures for the Revised Project. 
 
Conclusions. The Revised Focused DEIR concludes that traffic impacts of the Revised Project 
will be less than significant with the implementation of recommended mitigation measures, 
which require a number of intersection improvements based on the traffic study for the Original 
Project. This conclusion is based on the proposed design of the Revised Project, including the 
proposed MJPA Brown Street improvements, and compliance with existing applicable County 
development standards and the County’s DIF program in addition to implementing the 
recommended improvements that were part of the Original DEIR and traffic study. This 
conclusion is the same that was reached in the Original EIR for the Original Project. 
 
  



Alessandro Commerce Centre 
Revised Focused Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

 

SECTION 4: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 4-89 
Revised Admin Draft, July 2015 

4.15   Utilities 
 
** The analysis in the Original EIR is valid for this section per the 
Court’s Statement of Decision and the fact that major revisions to the 
Original EIR for this section are not warranted. ** 
 
Existing Conditions. The City of Riverside Publics Work Department will provide wastewater 
disposal and treatment for the Revised Project. The Riverside Regional Water Quality 
Treatment Plant will treat the wastewater generated from the proposed development. The plant 
currently generates 20 tons of sludge per day, with the projected creation of 28 tons of sludge 
per day at the plant’s design capacity.  

The Western Municipal Water District will provide water for the Project site. The district serves 
over 825,000 people over a 527 square mile region of the western Riverside County. It 
currently sells approximately 34 billion gallons, or 125,000 acre-feet, throughout the region 
(2007). Currently undeveloped, the site has no existing storm water infrastructure. The site is 
characterized by small drainages and low-lying hills with a total relief of approximately 100 
feet. 

Currently undeveloped, the site has no existing storm water drainage infrastructure. The site is 
characterized by small drainages and low-lying hills with a total relief of approximately 100 
feet. The general topography of the Project site slopes from south to north towards Alessandro 
Boulevard. Under existing condition, the site drains northerly and easterly. The off-site area 
drains northeasterly towards the mid-portion of the site, and then across Alessandro Boulevard 
towards Sycamore Canyon through storm drain pipes varying in diameter from 18 inches to 30 
inches and located along Alessandro Boulevard east of the Project site. The northern portion 
of the site drains northerly across Alessandro Boulevard via an 18-inch corrugated metal pipe 
(CMP) and a 24-inch CMP towards Sycamore Canyon. Sycamore Canyon flows northwesterly 
to the Tequesquite Arroyo, which then flows westerly to the Santa Ana River.  
 
Original EIR Impacts. The wastewater treatment provided by the Riverside Regional Water 
Quality Treatment Plant meets the requirements of the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. If the Original Project complies with all applicable regulations, the impact relating 
to violations of wastewater treatment of the RWQCB will be less than significant. The City of 
Riverside Public Works department has agreed to provide the project with wastewater 
treatment. Water supplies are sufficient for the Project as well as other contemplated projects; 
therefore no capital improvements on the existing water supply infrastructure are required.  
 
The Original Project will result in an increase in storm water due to increase in impervious 
surfaces. However, the existing Project design will accommodate this increase in storm water 
on-site in two detention basins and therefore there will be no need for expansion of off-site 
drainage facilities. The Project will not result in significant environmental impacts relative to 
creation, modification or expansion of drainage facilities to accommodate Project flows.  
 
WMWD has sufficient water supplies to meet its current and projected water demands including 
those of the Original Project, over the next 20 years. WMWD along with, Metropolitan Water 
District of Southern California (MWD), wholesale supplier and neighboring water agencies 
identified a number of projects which combined with MWD efforts, will ensure reliable long-term 
water supplies for the existing and future demands. Therefore, no capital improvements on the 
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existing water supply infrastructure are required and thus Project-related impacts to water 
supply will be less than significant.  
 
The Original Project would result in an incremental increase in the demand for solid waste 
disposal. The Project’s solid waste would be transported to the Moreno Valley Transfer Station, 
and then to El Sobrante Landfill. Development of the Project is consistent with the General Plan 
land use and the Original Project will not exceed the daily 4,000 tpd, reserved for refuse 
generated within the County. Therefore, the impact will be less than significant. The Project 
does not contemplate or anticipate any activities/uses that would exceed or otherwise require 
special consideration in relation to compliance with relevant solid waste handling/disposal 
statues and regulations. The Revised Project will import fill to grade the project site, so there will 
be no significant export or need to dispose of soil as a result of project grading. Therefore, the 
impact will be less than significant.  
 
The Original EIR concluded that the following environmental impacts were found to be less than 
significant and do not require mitigation: 
 

 Wastewater Treatment  

 Water or Wastewater Treatment Facilities  

 Storm water Drainage Facilities  

 Water Supplies  

 Wastewater Treatment Capacity  

 Landfill Capacity  

 Legal Compliance for Solid Waste  
 

Original vs. Revised Project. The Original Project contained a total of 720,000 square feet of 
commercial, office, and warehouse uses in eight buildings, while the Revised Project proposes 
a total of 814,630 square feet of industrial warehouse uses in two buildings. Both the Original 
and Revised Projects include offsite drainage improvements along the new Brown Street on the 
eastern boundary of the project site. 
 
Impact Analysis of the Revised Project. The following sections analyze the expected 
wastewater, water supply, and storm water drainage impacts of the Revised Project. 

Impact U-1 Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, or require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

 
The Original EIR estimated the Original Project would generate 130,000 gallons of wastewater 
each day or 47.5 million gallons per year (based on an average daily consumption of 100 
gallons per employee per day and 1,300 projected employees). This was estimated to be 1.6 
percent of the local treatment plant’s excess capacity above the average peak flow. 
 
Using these same factors, it is estimated the Revised Project will have 534 employees so its 
daily wastewater generation will be 53,400 gallons or 19.5 million gallons per year. This is less 
than 0.7 percent of the plant’s excess capacity above the average peak flow. Because the 
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existing wastewater treatment capacity is sufficient for the Proposed Project as well as other 
contemplated Projects, the Proposed Project implementation will not necessitate the 
construction of a new wastewater treatment facility. There is no significant impact so no 
mitigation is required. 

Impact U-2 Require or result in the construction of new water treatment facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

 
The Original EIR estimated the Original Project would consume 260,000 gallons of potable 
water per day or approximately 95 million gallons per year assuming each of the 1,300 
employees would consume an average of 200 gallons per day. The Revised Project would have 
13 percent more development in terms of square footage but would have only 534 employees 
since all of its uses would now be warehousing. The Revised Project would therefore consume 
106,800 gallons of water per day or 39 million gallons per year, equal to 120 acre-feet per year. 
In addition, the Western Municipal Water District16 has indicated reclaimed water is now 
available to this project for landscape irrigation, which was not available at the time the Original 
Project was processed. Since landscaping consumes at least 75 percent of industrial property 
water, using reclaimed water would reduce the use of potable water to 26,700 gallons of potable 
water per day compared to 260,000 gallons per day for the Original Project, a reduction of 90 
percent which is well in excess of the latest State Department of Water Resources drought 
reduction guidelines for urban areas (i.e., maximum 36 percent). The reduction to 26,700 
gallons per day for the Revised Project equates to only .0819 acre-feet of water per day, which 
is approximately 29.89 acre-feet of water per year (AFY). This is a substantial reduction in 
potable water use compared to the Original Project which would have required approximately 
291.27 AFY. The project will therefore be required to obtain reclaimed water from the WMWD to 
use for landscape irrigation. 

As outlined in the Original DEIR, the Urban Water Management Plan for the Western Municipal 
Water District indicated the Original Project would consume approximately 1.2 percent of the 
District’s regional supply surplus, and the Water Supply Assessment WSA concluded that water 
supplies were sufficient for the Original Project as well as other projects contemplated at that 
time. Therefore, no capital improvements on the existing water supply infrastructure were 
required. 

In addition, all new development is required to conform to the County’s latest landscaping 
irrigation requirements that have been adjusted to address ongoing drought conditions in 
Southern California. The project will be required to install water conserving improvements such 
as drip irrigation, no turf, and drought tolerant landscaping plants. 

Since the Revised Project would use almost 60-90 percent less water than the Original Project, 
the Revised Project would have sufficient water supply and no regional water improvements 
would be needed to serve the project. Therefore, the Revised Project will not have significant 
impacts on water infrastructure, and no mitigation is required. This conclusion is similar to the 
one reached for the Original Project in the Original EIR. 
                                                           
16  Brenda Myer with the Western Municipal Water District said the entire nearby Meridian Specific Plan area has 

“purple pipe” for reclaimed water and all landscaping in that area will use recycled water. She said the ACC 
developer would have to install separate piping and get permits for a similar connection to the ACC project site 
(personal contact May 19, 2015). 
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Impact U-3 Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects?  

 
Development of the Revised Project will result in increased stormwater flows off the site. The 
infiltration of the presently undeveloped site will be decreased by the construction of the 
Revised Project, and approximately 60 percent of the site will be covered by impervious 
surfaces. The Revised Project design will accommodate this increase in storm water with the 
implementation of two detention basins. The hydrology study for the Revised Project indicates 
that the post-construction drainage system will adequately control the incremental increase of 
stormwater flow from developing the site via the two detention basins. In addition, new 
developments within the Santa Ana Watershed region must mitigate their post construction 
water quality impacts by complying with Section 6 of the Drainage Area Management Plan 
(DAMP). The Project may also require coverage under the SWRCB NPDES permit General 
Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity (Construction Activity 
General Permit), since the Proposed Project will disturb more than one acre of land. Therefore, 
as long as the development abides by all applicable stormwater regulations, the impacts 
relating to capital improvements of stormwater facilities will be less than significant, and no 
mitigation is required.  

Conclusions. While the Revised Project has changed from the Original Project in terms of uses 
and size of buildings, the site is planned to be fully developed and impacts related to water 
consumption, wastewater generation, and runoff from the site under the Revised Project are 
considered to be equivalent or less than those of the Original Project. The Revised Project will 
utilize nearly 90% less potable water resources than the Original Project, which translates to a 
minimal volume of water for a project of this size and scale. Additional water reductions related 
to the applicable water efficient landscape ordinance, the use of reclaimed water for 
landscaping, and compliance with the California Green Building Codes (Part 11 of Title 24 
(CALGreen) will further reduce the use of potable water for the Revised Project. The Revised 
Focused DEIR concludes that impacts related to utilities will be less than significant with the 
implementation of the proposed design of the Revised Project, including the MJPA Brown Street 
improvements, and compliance with existing County development standards, and no mitigation 
is required. This conclusion is the same that was reached in the Original EIR for the Original 
Project.  
 
Impact U-4 Conflict with the State CEQA Guidelines Appendix F regarding energy conservation?  
 
Development of the Revised Project will result in increased consumption of energy in the form of 
electricity, natural gas, and vehicular fuels. Public Resources Code Section 21100(b)(3) and 
CEQA Guidelines Appendix F requires a description (where relevant) of the wasteful, inefficient, 
and unnecessary consumption of energy caused by a project. In 1975, the California State 
Legislature adopted Assembly Bill 1575 (AB 1575) in response to the oil crisis of the 1970s. 
Appendix F of the State CEQA Guidelines provides guidance for assessing potential impacts 
that a project could have on energy supplies, focusing on the goal of conserving energy by 
ensuring that projects use energy wisely and efficiently. Because Appendix F does not include 
specific significance criteria, this threshold is based on the goal of Appendix F. Therefore, an 
energy impact is considered significant if the proposed project would:  
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 Develop land uses and patterns that cause wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary 
consumption of energy or construct new or retrofitted buildings that would have 
excessive energy requirements for daily operation. 

 
Short-Term Construction 
 
In 1994, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) adopted the first set of emission 
standards (Tier 1) for all new off-road diesel engines greater than 37 kilowatts (kW). The Tier 1 
standards were phased in for different engine sizes between 1996 and 2000, reducing NOx 
emissions from these engines by 30 percent. The EPA Tier 2 and Tier 3 standards for off-road 
diesel engines are projected to further reduce emissions by 60 percent for NOx and 40 percent 
for particulate matter from Tier 1 emission levels. In 2004, the EPA issued the Clean Air Non-
road Diesel Rule which will cut emissions from off-road diesel engines by more than 90 percent. 
 
Depending on market conditions, the project is expected to be constructed in at most two 
phases with each phase taking approximately a year to a year and a half to complete. 
Construction would consist of site preparation, grading, building construction, paving, and 
architectural coatings. Tables 4.15.A and 4.15.B provide an estimate of construction fuel 
consumption for on-road and off-road vehicles for the project based on information provided by 
the CalEEMod air quality computer model; refer to Draft EIR Appendix C (Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gas Analysis). 
 
As indicated in Table 4.15.C, project construction would consume a total amount of 
approximately 239,375 gallons of fuel. As described in Section 4.3, Air Quality, PPP 4.3-2 
requires that all diesel fueled construction vehicles used for the project meet the latest 
emissions standards and ensures idling is minimized which would improve construction fuel 
efficiency. PPP 4.3-2 would also ensure that the development associated with proposed project 
utilizes diesel construction equipment that complies with Tier 3-level emissions standards during 
all construction phases. The use of Tier-3 off-road engines would not only reduce exhaust 
emissions, but would also improve the fuel economy of the equipment fleet. There are no 
unusual project characteristics that would necessitate the use of construction equipment that 
would be less energy-efficient than at comparable construction sites in the region or State. 
Therefore, it is expected that construction fuel consumption associated with the proposed 
Project would not be any more inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary than other similar 
development projects of this nature. 
 
Table 4.15.A: Construction Fuel Consumption–Off-Road Equipment 

Phase Equipment Quantity HP1 
Load 

Factor1 
Fuel Use 

(gal/hour)2 

Duration 
(total 

hours)1 

Total Fuel 
Consumption 

(gallons)3 
Site 
Preparation  

Rubber Tired 
Dozers  6 255 0.4 4.08 360 1,468.8 

Site 
Preparation 

Tractors/Loaders/ 
Backhoes 8 97 0.37 1.44 360 516.8 

Grading  Excavators  4 162 0.38 2.46 840 2,068.4 
Grading  Graders 2 174 0.41 2.85 840 2,397.0 

Grading Rubber Tired 
Dozers  4 255 0.40 4.08 840 3,427.2 

Grading Scrapers  4 361 0.48 6.93 840 5,822.2 
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Table 4.15.A: Construction Fuel Consumption–Off-Road Equipment 

Phase Equipment Quantity HP1 
Load 

Factor1 
Fuel Use 

(gal/hour)2 

Duration 
(total 

hours)1 

Total Fuel 
Consumption 

(gallons)3 

Grading Tractors/Loaders/ 
Backhoes 4 97 0.37 1.44 840 1,205.9 

Building 
Construction  Cranes 2 226 0.29 2.62 5,670 14,864.5 

Building 
Construction Forklifts  6 89 0.20 0.71 6,480 4,613.8 

Building 
Construction Generator Sets  2 84 0.74 2.49 6,480 16,111.9 

Building 
Construction 

Tractors/Loaders/ 
Backhoes 6 97 0.37 1.44 5,670 8,139.9 

Building 
Construction Welders 2 46 0.45 0.83 6,480 5,365.4 

Paving  Pavers 4 125 0.42 2.10 600 1,260.0 
Paving Paving Equipment  4 130 0.36 1.87 600 1,123.2 
Paving Rollers  4 80 0.38 1.22 600 729.6 
Architectural 
Coating  Air Compressors  2 78 0.48 1.50 1,080 1,617.4 

Total 38,580 70,732.0 
1. Horsepower data obtained from CalEEMod model, June 2015 (Draft EIR Appendix C)  
2. Consumption Rate = Horsepower x Load Factor x Fuel Consumption Factor 

(Fuel Consumption Factor for a diesel engine is 0.04 gallons per horsepower per hour) 
3. Total Fuel Consumption calculated by multiplying Duration x Fuel Consumption Rate 

 
Table 4.15.B: Construction Fuel Consumption for On-Road Cars and Trucks1 
Activity Total Miles2 Average Economy(miles per gallon) Total Fuel Consumption (gallons) 

Haul 0 6.1 0 
Vendor 710.7 6.1 4,335 
Workers 7,717.5 21.6 164,308 
Total 168,643 
1   Includes earthwork and demolition hauling, vendor deliveries, and construction crew commuting. 
2  Total Miles data from CalEEMod model, June 2015 (Draft EIR Appendix C). 
 
Table 4.15.C: Total Construction Fuel Consumption for On-Road and Off-Road 

Source Gallons of Fuel 
Off-Road 70,732 
On-Road 168,643 

Total 239,375 
       Source:  Tables 4.15.A and 4.15.B 
 
 

Long Term Operations 
 
Transportation Energy Demand 
 
Pursuant to the Federal Energy Policy and Conservation Act of 1975, the National Highway 
Traffic and Safety Administration (NHTSA) is responsible for establishing additional vehicle 
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standards and for revising existing standards. Since 1990, the fuel economy standard for new 
passenger cars has been 27.5 miles per gallon (mpg). Since 1996, the fuel economy standard 
for new light trucks (gross vehicle weight of 8,500 pounds or less) has been 20.7 mpg. Heavy-
duty vehicles (i.e., vehicles and trucks over 8,500 pounds gross vehicle weight) are not currently 
subject to fuel economy standards. However, a regional figure of 12 mpg will be used on this 
assessment to estimate fuel consumption for diesel trucks as part of this project. Compliance 
with federal fuel economy standards is not determined for each individual vehicle model. Rather, 
compliance is determined based on each manufacturer’s average fuel economy for the portion 
of their vehicles produced for sale in the United States.  
 
Trip generation rates provided in the Trip Generation Comparison (see Table 4.14.A) in the 
traffic impact analysis and the miles per trip traveled provided by SCAG and SCAQMD accepted 
figures were used to estimate vehicle fuel consumption associated with trips generated by the 
proposed project. Table 4.15.D, Project Operational Fuel Consumption, provides an estimate of 
the mitigated annual fuel consumed by vehicles traveling to and from the proposed project. The 
fleet mix provided in the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis included 33 
percent light duty automobiles and light/medium duty trucks, and 67 percent heavy duty trucks 
and buses.  
 
Table 4.15.D: Project Operational Fuel Consumption  

Land Uses ADT1 Miles/Trip2 
Vehicle Miles 

Traveled (VMT)3 
Fuel Consumption 

(gallons)4 

Warehouse Trucks 1,200 50.0 60,000 5,000 
Worker Commuting 597 22.0 13,134 730 
Total 1,797 — 73,134 5,730 
1. Trip Generation Comparison, Table 4.14.A, RFDEIR page 4-88  
2. Extrapolated from SCAG regional data  
3. ADT multiplied by miles/trip 
4. VMT divided by 12 miles/gallon for trucks (diesel) and 18 miles per gallon composite for passenger and other work-related 

vehicles (other than diesel big-rig trucks). General fleet mix and fleet consumption identified by the U.S. EPA  
 

As indicated in Table 4.15.D, the operation of project is estimated to consume approximately 
5,730 gallons of fuel daily. However, the project would not result in any unusual characteristics 
that would result in excessive long-term operational fuel consumption. The project is located in 
close proximity to existing bus transit stops. The Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) provides bus 
service within the general project area. The proximity of the project site to existing transit and to 
neighboring residential uses could reduce the number of trips to and from the project site. Fuel 
consumption associated with vehicle trips generated by the project would not be considered 
inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary in comparison to other similar developments in the region. 
 
Building Energy Demand 
 
With implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1i and AQ-1j which requires the Revised 
Project to meet LEED building standards including energy conservation, plus the County 
requires new development to meet or exceed the State Green Building Code standards for 
water and energy conservation, including installation of ENERGY STAR appliances, install 
lighting that use an average of 5 percent less energy than conventional lighting, and use low 
VOC paints. The Revised Project would be expected to demand less than 1 million kilowatt 
hours (kWh) of electricity per year and approximately 1 billion British Thermal units (BTU) of 
natural gas per year. The project would involve operations typical of industrial warehouses 
requiring limited amounts of electricity and natural gas for typical lighting, climate control (only in 
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office areas), and day-to-day activities. Additionally, the proposed project would incorporate 
several water, energy, solid waste, and land use efficiency measures through compliance with 
various County development requirements. Therefore, the project would not be considered 
inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary in comparison to other similar light industrial development 
within the region. 
 
Energy Efficiency Measures 
 
Title 24, California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Non-residential Buildings, 
was established by the California Energy Commission (CEC) in 1978 in response to a legislative 
mandate to create uniform building codes to reduce California’s energy consumption, and 
provide energy efficiency standards for non-residential buildings like warehouses. In 2013, the 
CEC updated Title 24 standards with more stringent requirements. The 2013 Standards are 
incorporated within the California Building Code and are expected to substantially reduce the 
growth in electricity and natural gas use. Additional savings result from the application of the 
Standards on building alterations, and these savings are cumulative. Implementation of high 
efficiency lighting, energy efficient appliances, low-flow faucets, toilets, water-efficient irrigation 
systems,) would further reduce energy consumption. 
 
The project would adhere to all Federal, State, and local requirements for energy efficiency, 
including the Title 24 standards, as well as the project’s design features. The proposed project 
would not result in the inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary consumption of building energy. This 
analysis is consistent with and meets the requirements of Appendix F of the State CEQA 
Guidelines regarding energy conservation. 
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4.16   Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

** This section is being recirculated for additional public comment 
due to changes in the project design requiring major revisions to the 
Original EIR; the impacts remain the same or are less than what was 
determined in the Original EIR and no new mitigation measures are 
required **  
 
Existing Conditions. “Climate change” refers to a change in the average weather of the Earth 
that may be measured by changes in wind patterns, storms, precipitation, and temperature. 
Common greenhouse gases include: water vapor, ozone, aerosols, carbon dioxide, methane, 
nitrous oxide, chlorofluorocarbons, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur 
hexafluoride. In 2006, the California State Legislature enacted AB 32, the California Global 
Warming Solutions act of 2006, which focuses on lowering greenhouse gas emissions in 
California. Neither the County nor the SCAQMD have adopted a Greenhouse Gas Reduction 
Plan or Strategy that would apply to the proposed Project.  
 
Original EIR Impacts. The Original Project has design features that would reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions and would provide employment opportunities in a housing rich area, which could 
reduce vehicle miles traveled from area residents that currently drive out of the area for 
employment. The project will comply with applicable and adopted energy efficiency standards 
established governing development projects within the County, as well as implement additional 
design features to increase energy efficiency. Although sufficient to meet local requirements and 
responsive to the State's desire to minimize greenhouse gas emissions, the Original EIR 
concluded that it was unclear if development of the project would achieve State goals for local 
and regional greenhouse gas  reductions. The Original EIR estimated the Original Project would 
generate 22,339 metric tons of CO2 equivalents (CO2e)(Table 4.16-5, MBA 2006) with the 
mitigation outlined in the air quality section of the Original EIR. It should be noted that this 
emission estimate was prepared using the URBEMIS program and that the recommended 
mitigation only reduced project-related greenhouse gas emissions by 3.3 percent due to the 
type of project and the fact almost all of the emissions are from vehicles that are not under the 
direct control of the project applicant or future tenants of the project. By comparison, the Original 
Project would have generated 27,000 metric tons of CO2e using the newer but more 
conservative CalEEMod computer software from SCAQMD (see Appendix C). 
 
Original vs. Revised Project. The Original Project contained a total of 720,000 square feet of 
commercial, office, and warehouse uses in eight buildings, while the Revised Project proposes 
a total of 814,630 square feet of industrial warehouse uses in two buildings. Both the Original 
and Revised Projects include construction of Brown Street and related drainage improvements 
on the offsite MJPA property immediately adjacent to the eastern boundary of the project site. 
 
Impact Analysis of the Revised Project. The following analysis is based on the CEQA 
Guidelines significance criteria for Greenhouse Gas Emissions: inventory and AB 32. 
 
Impact GhG-1 The project would generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, 

that may have a significant impact on the environment?  

Impact GhG-2 Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 
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A supplemental air quality assessment was prepared for the Revised Project that  indicates the 
Revised Project would generate 11,000 metric tons of CO2 equivalents (CO2e) without the 
mitigation outlined in the air quality section of the Original EIR and 10,000 metric tons with the 
mitigation (see Tables 4.16.A and 4.16.B). This amount of greenhouse gas emissions is 
substantially lower than those estimated for the Original Project (i.e., 51 percent less or 
approximately half), due mainly to the use of the newer CalEEMod computer program which 
generally results in higher amounts of greenhouse gas emissions when compared to URBEMIS, 
and the very nature of the Revised Project and its land uses (i.e., warehousing vs. mixed uses 
under the Original Project such as office, retail, and warehousing). Implementation of the 
proposed mitigation measures would reduce greenhouse gas emissions from the Revised 
Project by approximately 9 percent. Using Lot 2 for parking and/or storage would incrementally 
reduce the estimated greenhouse gas emissions of the Project by reducing the amount of 
warehouse building on the site. 
 
Table 4.16.A: Long-Term Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions without Mitigation 

Category 
Pollutant Emissions, MT/year 

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 
Construction emissions amortized over 
30 years 0 69 69 0.0069 0 69 

Operational emissions             
Area 0 0.035 0.035 0.0001 0 0.037 
Energy 0 860 860 0.037 0.009 860 
Mobile 0 8,800 8,800 0.25 0 8,800 
Waste 160 0 160 9.2 0 350 
Water 60 700 760 6.2 0.15 940 

Total Project Emissions 220 10,000 11,000 16 0.16 11,000 
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., July 2015. 
Note: Numbers in table may not appear to add up correctly due to rounding of all numbers to two significant digits. 
Bio-CO2 = biologically generated CO2 
CH4 = methane 
CO2 = carbon dioxide 
CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent 

MT/year = metric tons per year 
N2O = nitrous oxide 
NBio-CO2 = non-biologically generated CO2 

 
Table 4.16.B: Long-Term Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions with Mitigation 

Category 
Pollutant Emissions, MT/year 

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 
Construction emissions amortized over 
30 years 0 69 69 0.0069 0 69 

Operational emissions             
Area 0 0.035 0.035 0.0001 0 0.037 
Energy 0 720 720 0.031 0.0075 730 
Mobile 0 8,500 8,500 0.25 0 8,500 
Waste 160 0 160 9.2 0 350 
Water 48 540 590 4.9 0.12 730 

Total Project Emissions 210 9,800 10,000 14 0.13 10,000 
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., July 2015. 
Note: Numbers in table may not appear to add up correctly due to rounding of all numbers to two significant digits. 
Bio-CO2 = biologically generated CO2 
CH4 = methane 
CO2 = carbon dioxide 
CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent 

MT/year = metric tons per year 
N2O = nitrous oxide 
NBio-CO2 = non-biologically generated CO2 
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Mitigation Measures. The Original EIR concluded that impacts related to greenhouse gas 
emissions and compliance with AB 32 were significant even with implementation of Mitigation 
Measures AQ-1i and AQ-1j in the air quality section of the Original EIR. Greenhouse gas 
emissions from the Revised Project would also be significant. Implementation Mitigation 
Measures AQ-1i and AQ-1j in the air quality section of the Original EIR would only slightly 
reduce this level of GHG emissions. It would be infeasible to try to control vehicular emissions 
from the two warehouses because it is unlikely the users will have their own truck fleets. No 
additional mitigation is required for the Revised Project due to the similar or reduced level of 
greenhouse gas emissions estimated compared to the Original Project, and as explained due to 
operational limits on the type of land use proposed (warehousing produces substantially less 
traffic compared to mixed use retail and office uses). 
 
Cumulative Impacts. In 2009 when the Original EIR was prepared, it was acceptable to 
conclude project-level greenhouse gas impacts were significant but cumulative impacts were 
"speculative" based on a lack of data, and the fact that no one project could have significant 
impacts on global climate change, which is the inferred result of greenhouse gas emissions from 
human activities. Since that time, the general consensus of CEQA professionals is now to 
conclude that, while project-level impacts from greenhouse gas emissions of even large project 
are less than significant, the project's cumulative contribution to regional/global climate change 
is significant. The Original EIR evaluated the Original Project relative to the goals of both AB 32 
and the Governor’s Executive Order S-3-5 and determined the project was generally consistent 
with their guidance. The air quality mitigation proposed in the Original EIR will incrementally 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions of the Revised Project as well, and the Revised Project’s 
greenhouse gas emissions will be over the 10,000-ton threshold suggested by the SCAQMD. 
Using the most current evaluation criteria, the project is considered to have significant 
cumulative impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions, in addition to the original conclusion 
that project-level impacts are significant. While this is a technical change in significance 
conclusions, this is NOT a new impact (i.e., the project would not have substantially different 
greenhouse gas emissions than those identified in the Original EIR), and no additional 
mitigation is proposed or required.  
 
Conclusions. The Revised Focused DEIR concludes that direct project impacts related to 
greenhouse gas emissions would be significant even with implementation of Mitigation 
Measures AQ-1i (meet LEED building requirements) and AQ-1j (install solar hot water heating 
and recycle construction materials) as recommended in the air quality section and the Revised 
Project requirements outlined in the Settlement Agreement (see Section 2.8 and Appendix G) 
because they exceed the SCAQMD’s suggested threshold. This is the same conclusion the 
Original EIR came to regarding greenhouse gas impacts for the Original Project and includes 
the proposed MJPA Brown Street improvements. In addition, the project will also have a 
cumulative impact related to greenhouse gas emissions which is different than was concluded in 
the Original Draft EIR for the reasons stated above. 
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SECTION 5: CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

** The analysis in the Original EIR is valid for this section per the 
Court’s Statement of Decision and the fact that major revisions to 
the Original EIR for this section are not warranted** 
 
The Revised Focused DEIR is being recirculated to address the following: (1) deficiencies of 
the Original EIR relative to biological resources identified by the court; (2) changes to the 
Project from mixed use to warehousing; and (3) additional technical analyses requested by 
the MJPA for their property that may be disturbed by project development.  
 
The lead agency determined that the Revised Focused DEIR did need to be recirculated to 
take additional public comments on the following sections; aesthetics; air quality; biological 
resources; cultural resources; hydrology and water quality; noise, and traffic. However, the 
conclusions regarding cumulative impacts for each resource are the same or less for the 
Revised Project. The following paragraphs analyze the cumulative impacts of the Revised 
Project and explain why there are no changes in the impact conclusions from the Original EIR 
with the exception of greenhouse gases which was explained in the previous Section 4.16 
and Section 5.8 below. 
  
5.1 AESTHETICS 
The Original EIR concluded that development of the Project and continued development of 
other properties in the surrounding area would incrementally increase ambient light and glare, 
and incrementally degrade “dark skies” conditions assuming that future development is 
consistent with applicable zoning. As long as new development, including the Project, is similar 
in appearance and scale to existing development, and meets local planning and design 
guidelines, it will not induce/produce cumulatively considerable aesthetic impacts. Although the 
Revised Project has a different mix of land uses, the site will be essentially developed under 
either project scenario, so the cumulative aesthetic (views) and lighting impacts would be 
similar to those of the Original Project. Project-level impacts were determined to be less than 
significant, so the Revised Project will not make a significant contribution to a cumulatively 
considerable impact relative to aesthetics, and no mitigation is required. 
 
5.2 AIR QUALITY 
The analysis area for evaluation of cumulative impacts to air quality includes the SCAB, which is 
identical to the boundaries of the SCAQMD. The Original EIR concluded that project emissions 
of VOC, NOx, CO, and PM10 may contribute to the background concentration of ozone and 
cumulatively cause health effects. The Revised Project could result in a significant cumulative 
contribution of NOx to the basin. This project-level impact was determined to be significant, and 
it also represents a cumulatively considerable air quality impact for both the Original and the 
Revised Project. 
 
5.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Based on the various technical studies, both the Original and Revised Projects are consistent 
with the MSHCP and no significant biological resources will be impacted by project development 
with implementation of the recommended mitigation. Therefore, the Revised Project will not 



Alessandro Commerce Centre 
Revised Focused Draft Environmental Impact Report 
 

 

5-2  SECTION 5: CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
Revised Admin Draft, July 2015 

contribute to cumulatively considerable impacts to biological resources, and no additional 
mitigation is required.  
 
5.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
The “universe” for cultural resources is the regional extent of the historical, paleontological, and 
archaeological resources within the County. The Original EIR concluded that cumulative 
impacts to cultural resources may be potentially significant from development of projects on 
culturally sensitive areas within the County. If cumulative development conforms to County and 
local policy and mitigate potential impacts to cultural resources, impacts would be reduced to 
less than significant levels. The Revised Project involves the same impacts as was the case for 
the Original Project. Therefore, with mitigation measures imposed, the Revised Project also will 
not have a cumulatively significant impact associated with cultural resources. This conclusion 
applies to both the original and the Revised Project. 
 
5.5 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
New development is required to have grassy swales, detention basins, or other improvements 
to treat “first flush” urban pollutants. As growth continues, there may be cumulatively 
considerable impacts to water resources, mainly flood control and water quality. The Original 
EIR determined that implementation of the proposed mitigation measures would reduce water 
quality impacts to less than significant level. In many ways, the Revised Project is similar to the 
Original Project, and will have two detention basins that will help control not only runoff but 
water quality. Furthermore, compliance with the Santa Ana MS4 NPDES requirements will help 
ensure cumulative impacts related to water quality remain less than significant. Therefore, with 
mitigation measures imposed, the Revised Project would not cause cumulative watershed and 
water quality impacts for the region and its proportion of potential impacts is not cumulatively 
considerable.  
 
5.6 NOISE 
According to the Original EIR, construction would be temporary so ambient noise levels would 
not experience a permanent increase and, therefore, no cumulatively considerable noise 
impacts would occur. The Revised Project would result in construction and operational 
vibration but they would not exceed significance thresholds at the nearest land uses (the 
residences west of the project site). Therefore, potential noise impacts would not be 
cumulative considerable. Vehicular trips generated by the Project would not cause ambient 
noise levels along any affected roadway segments to exceed acceptable noise standards 
under opening year or build-out conditions. The Revised Focused DEIR also evaluated 
potential noise impacts of 24/7 warehouse operation and a temporary rock crushing facility in 
Lot 3 and found its noise impacts to be less than significant. Therefore, the Revised Project 
would not have a cumulative considerable impact related to increased ambient noise levels on 
nearby roadways. As long as future development within the project area conform to the 
County’s building standards and noise ordinance, cumulative impacts to noise will be less than 
significant. This conclusion applies to both the Original Project and to the Revised Project. 
Therefore, the Revised Project would not have a cumulative considerable impact related to 
increased ambient noise levels at surrounding land uses.  
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5.7 TRANSPORTATION 
The Original EIR concluded that traffic generated by the Original Project, as well as other future 
projects, would make cumulatively considerable contributions to regional transportation and 
circulation impacts. According the County of Riverside General Plan, there are main arterial 
roads and freeways within western Riverside County that may have a significant impact on 
transportation and circulation. With implementation of the General Plan’s policies and mitigation 
measures, impacts to transportation and circulation were concluded as significant and 
unavoidable, even with implementation of the Traffic Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) program to 
help alleviate regional traffic impacts. These conditions apply to both the Original Project and 
Revised Project, however, the Revised Project will have substantially reduced project specific 
trip generation and less than significant project traffic compared to the Original Project. 
Therefore, the Revised Project, in combination with future projects, will not result in any 
cumulatively considerable impacts to transportation with previous project level mitigation 
measures. This is a different conclusion than was reached for the Original Project in the Original 
EIR.  
 
5.8 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
In 2009 when the Original EIR was prepared, it was acceptable to conclude project-level 
greenhouse gas impacts were significant but cumulative impacts were "speculative" based on a 
lack of data, and the fact that no one project could have significant impacts on global climate 
change, the inferred result of greenhouse gas emissions from human activities. Since that time, 
the general consensus of CEQA professionals is now to conclude that while project-level 
impacts from greenhouse gas emissions of even large project are less than significant, the 
project's cumulative contribution to greenhouse gas emissions (and their inferred effect on 
regional/global climate change) is significant.  
 
The Original EIR evaluated the Original Project relative to the goals of both AB 32 and the 
Governor’s Executive Order S-3-5 and determined the project was generally consistent with 
their guidance. The air quality mitigation proposed in the Original EIR will incrementally reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions of the Revised Project as well, and the Revised Project’s 
greenhouse gas emissions will be slightly over the 10,000-ton threshold suggested by the 
SCAQMD.  
 
Using the most current evaluation criteria, the project is considered to have significant 
cumulative impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions, in addition to the original conclusion 
that project-level impacts are significant. While this is a technical change in significance 
conclusions, this is NOT a new impact (i.e., the project would not have substantially different 
greenhouse gas emissions than those identified in the Original EIR), and no additional 
mitigation is proposed or required. However, this is a different conclusion than was reached for 
the Original Project in the Original EIR. 
 
5.9 WATER SUPPLY 
The Original EIR concluded that the project would contribute to long-term cumulative water 
supply impacts, and that regional condition has been exacerbated by the extensive drought 
conditions throughout California in recent years. However, the Revised EIR determined that the 
Revised Project would use 90% less water than anticipated for the Original Project, and the 
Revised Project can take advantage of reclaimed water for landscape irrigation (see Section 
4.115, Utilities). The reduction to 26,700 gallons per day for the Revised Project equates to only 
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.0819 acre-feet of water per day, which is approximately 29.89 acre-feet of water per year 
(AFY). This is a substantial reduction in potable water use compared to the Original Project 
which would have required approximately 291.27 AFY. Therefore, the Revised Project is not 
expected to make a significant contribution to cumulative water supply impacts for the region. 
This is a different conclusion that was reached for the Original Project in the Original EIR. 
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SECTION 6: GROWTH-INDUCING, UNAVOIDABLE, ADVERSE, AND 
IRREVERSIBLE IMPACTS  

** The analysis in the Original EIR is valid for this section per the 
Court’s Statement of Decision and the fact that major revisions to the 
Original EIR for this section are not warranted ** 
 
 
6.1 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 
The Original EIR determined that the project in a worst case scenario would potentially directly 
induce growth by incrementally increasing the population in the unincorporated area of the 
County of Riverside by 2 percent due to the project creating 1,300 jobs. However, under the 
Revised Project, it is expected that this number in actuality will be substantially lower due to the 
assumption that many of the employees will already reside in Riverside County. By comparison, 
it is estimated the proposed Revised Project would generate a need for approximately 534 
employees (see Section 4.12, Population and Housing), mainly warehouse workers, rather than 
a mix of retail, office, and warehouse workers that would have been generated by the Original 
Project. With the removal of office and retail uses and an increase only in employment for 
industrial uses under the Revised Project, any potential for growth-inducing impacts are 
minimal.  
 
6.2 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 
The Original EIR also determined that the impacts to the following resources were significant 
and unavoidable: the Air Quality Management Plan, Air Quality Standards/Violations, 
Cumulative Criteria Pollutants, Sensitive Receptors, Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory and 
AB 32, cumulative water supply, and cumulative traffic. For the reasons outlined in Section 5 of 
this Revised Focused DEIR, the Revised Project would also have similar impacts except the 
Revised Project will not have significant impacts to sensitive receptors, cumulative traffic or 
water supply impacts, and greenhouse gas emissions have been recharacterized to now be 
considered a significant cumulative impact, as summarized below: 
 
Environmental Impacts Original Project Revised Project 

AQMP Consistency Significant Significant 
Criteria Pollutant Emissions Significant 

(ROG, NOx, CO, and PM10) 
Significant 
(NOx only) 

Violate Air Quality Standards Significant Significant 
Sensitive Receptors Significant Not Significant 
Odors Not Significant Not Significant 
Air Quality (cumulative) Significant Significant 
Traffic (project level) Not Significant Not Significant 
Traffic (cumulative) Significant Not Significant 
Water Supply (cumulative) Significant Mot Significant 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Project Level Cumulative 
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6.3 IRREVERSIBLE IMPACTS 
Both the Original and Revised Projects would not significantly consume agricultural resources 
due to the small size of land identified as farmland of local importance and the proposed uses of 
the project site will be consistent with intended light industrial use of the site. Although the site 
will consume non-renewable resources during construction and operation, construction impacts 
to nonrenewable resources would be short-term and would be essentially the same for either 
the Original or Revised Project. The operation of the project would also be required to comply 
with mandatory requirements of Title 24 concerning energy efficient building design and to 
utilize energy conservation measures during operations of the facilities within the Revised 
Project. 
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SECTION 7: ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

** The analysis in the Original EIR is valid for this section per the 
Court’s Statement of Decision and the fact that major revisions to the 
Original EIR for this section are not warranted **  
 
The Original EIR also determined that the impacts to the following resources were significant 
and unavoidable: the Air Quality Management Plan, Air Quality Standards/Violations, 
Cumulative Criteria Pollutants, Sensitive Receptors, Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory and 
AB 32, cumulative water supply, and cumulative traffic. For the reasons outlined in Section 5 of 
this Revised Focused DEIR, the Revised Project will not have significant impacts to sensitive 
receptors, cumulative traffic or water supply impacts, and greenhouse gas emissions have been 
recharacterized to now be considered a significant cumulative impact.  
 
The Original EIR examined the following three alternatives: no project alternative; reduced 
density alternative; and commercial office use alternative. All three alternative projects reduced 
the air quality and cumulative traffic impacts of the Original Project to less than significant levels. 
These alternatives were determined to be environmentally superior compared to the Project, 
however, the Original EIR concluded that they did not achieve the project objectives to the same 
degree as the Original Project, and the County, as lead agency, prepared a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations for the Original EIR.  
 
The Revised Project is in a sense an alternative to the Original Project, but it has received a 
much more robust analysis of potential environmental impacts as a Revised Project in this 
Revised Focused DEIR. The Revised Focused DEIR actually had reduced impacts and less 
significant impacts compared to the Original Project, and did not identify any new or 
substantially different significant environmental impacts of the Revised Project compared to the 
Original Project. Therefore, there is no need for the Revised Focused EIR to examine any 
additional or modified alternatives. 
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FIGURE 4-4a

Site Line (East - MJPA View)
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FIGURE 4-4b

Site Lines and Site Sections
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Site Lines and Site Sections
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FIGURE 4-1

Site Lines and Site Sections
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