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April 23rd, 2007 

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

From: Friends of Riverside’s Hills 

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

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

19149
Line

19279
Text Box
M2-3

19149
Line

19149
Line

19279
Text Box
M2-4

19149
Line

19279
Text Box
M2-5

19149
Line



 4

quality management plan for the project is only able to deal with the first 0.75 inches of runoff associated 
with the storm. This is inadequate in such a sensitive area, since all additional runoff beyond this “first 
flush” will flow untreated directly into the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park. 
 
Staff and the Planning Commission have recommended that this project be granted a mitigated negative 
declaration.  We strongly oppose this decision.  The project has multiple and extensive environmental 
consequences that have potentially significant impact.  
 
1a. Conflict with general plan and zoning. The areas designated PKP under the current general plan 
include important open space areas. For example, a major blue-line stream (see Appendix 5, final photo) 
runs in the Tequesquite Arroyo across the NE of the project. The original General Plan designation 
recognized the importance of this landform and protected it. A change in designation is requested to 
permit major destructive grading of this arroyo at the NE corner of Building A. This has a potentially 
significant impact. In particular, it is contrary to the intent of measures R and C, which are voter approved 
initiatives designed (among other things) to protect the City’s arroyos. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

16c. Cumulative impacts. The extensive and continuing development of industrial warehouses and 
associated infrastructure in the area (for example, as illustrated in the response to initial study question 
4e) together with this similar project is causing cumulative effects on the drainage patterns in the area. 
These drainages are an integral part of the effective functioning of the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park 
and such alterations pose potentially significant impacts. In addition, the cumulative effect of increasing 
truck traffic drives a number of associated cumulative environmental impacts, such as air quality and 
noise, which can have significant impacts.  
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There are some other issues of concern.  
 
1. This project is being done with a parcel map, rather than a tentative and final tract map. This appears to 
violate the City’s subdivision code and the state Subdivision Map Act. In particular, Riverside Municipal 
Code Sections 18.04.010 and 18.04.020, as quoted below, require more than just a parcel map for 
subdivisions creating five or more parcels. This case may be relying on exception C in Section 18.04.020 
for land that is part of a tract of land zoned for industrial or commercial development. However, this case, 
which apparently involves 7 parcels, is on land that is only partly zoned for industrial or commercial 
development in both the existing and proposed zoning (staff report pp. 10-61 and 10-64), with nearly half 
the site, some 36 acres, including parcels 5 and 7, proposed for the O zone and to be open space. Hence 
the exception C of Section 18.04.010 cannot be used. 
 
Section 18.04.010 Tentative and final maps. 
A tentative map and final map shall be required for all subdivisions creating five or more parcels, five or 
more condominiums as defined in Section 783 of the California Civil Code, or a community apartment 
project containing five or more parcels, except where: 
A. The land before division contains less than five acres, each parcel created by the division abuts upon a 
maintained public street or highway, and no dedications or improvements are required by the City 
Council; or 
B. Each parcel created by the division has a gross area of twenty acres or more and has an approved 
access to a maintained public street or highway; or 
C. The land consists of a parcel or parcels of land having approved access to a public street or highway 
which comprises part of a tract of land zoned for industrial or commercial development, and which has 
the approval of the City Council as to street alignments and widths; or 
D. Each parcel created by the division has a gross area of not less than forty acres or is not less than a 
quarter of a quarter section. (Ord. 4262 § 1 (part), 1976) 
 
Section 18.04.020 Parcel map. 
A parcel map shall be required for those subdivisions described in subsections A, B, C and D of Section 
18.04.010 … 
 
2. The applicant is requesting a variance to allow a setback of only 20 feet for Building C from San 
Gorgonio drive, whereas without a variance, a minimum 40-foot and average 50-foot setback is required 
(staff report page 10-34). We note the extreme nature of this variance: This is not a 10% or 20% 
reduction, but rather a reduction of 50% of the required minimum setback distance (from 40 to 20 feet), 
and of (up to) 60% of the required average setback distance (from 50 to as little as 20 feet). We  
do not see this variance listed among the approval conditions, so that it appears that the project is being 
approved without approval of a required variance. The staff report does contain applicant and staff 
findings and justifications for the variance, but these justifications are legally inadequate. In particular, 
regarding the first finding, for “practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships”, by case law, difficulties or 
hardships that are self-induced cannot be used to justify the required finding, nor can economic 
considerations. In this case, it was the applicant who designed the map, who chose the building location 
and height, so any resultant difficulty or hardship in conforming to the setback requirement is self-
induced. If a high-pile warehouse use requires such a building of over 30-foot height, it was the 
developer, for economic considerations, who chose such a use and such a location so close to the street. 
With such a large site, the developer could have located the building so as not to need a variance.  
If this resulted in a smaller building, a reducing the size of an adjacent building in order to shift the site of 
building C, this might have resulted in less profit for the applicant, but that is an economic circumstance 
and thus cannot be used to justify the finding. Regarding the second finding, for “exceptional 
circumstances”, we note that the applicant’s justification by attempting to denigrate the quality of the 
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street concerned is inappropriate: it is a collector street. Neither the applicant’s justification nor the staff’s 
justification provides the legally necessary comparative data to show exceptional circumstances.  
Rather they focus on the features of this particular property. This is legally inadequate as justification for 
the exceptional circumstances finding. 
 
3. The project results in a net loss of 3.7 acres of PKP land. What is the justification for this gift to the 
developer? This gift represents a potentially significant environmental impact, especially of fuel 
modification zones are imposed in the open space. 
 
4. It is not stated that the plant palette for the project was designed by taking account of the MSHCP 
guidelines (see Appendix 6). If this is not done, then it is a potentially significant impact. 
 
5. Condition 69. This condition states "prior to recordation: All undisturbed natural lands deemed 
unsuitable for development may be dedicated to the city for incorporation into the Sycamore Canyon 
Wilderness Park site…". Note the use of "may be dedicated”. This means that the developed is under no 
obligation to dedicate any land to Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park. This outcome is a potentially 
significant impact that has not been considered. It could become a massive weed patch or inappropriate 
recreational area next to the environmentally sensitive Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park. 
 
6. No grading exception has been requested for grading into the Tequesquite Arroyo. 
 
7. Finally, the City Council has not received all the information considered by the Planning Commission. 
This will affect its ability to deliberate on this project. For example, the letter that Friends of Riverside’s 
Hills submitted to the Planning Commission was not included in the Staff Report to the City Council. 
Note that a statement of my expertise is included in that previous letter.  
 
In summary, we find that this project has raises such a large number of environmental problems that may 
be potentially significant that an Environmental Impact Report should be prepared. Furthermore, if the 
City wishes to exclude the project area from the HCP, then an environmental evaluation of the whole plan 
is in order. At the very least we need several years of SKR monitoring data from the various parts of the 
SC-MAFB reserve and from other reserves. 
 
Thank you for your attention. 

Communicated for Friends of Riverside’s Hills by  

Len Nunney, Secretary 

4477 Picacho Drive, Riverside, CA 92507  

phone: (951) 781-7346  

 

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

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

From: Friends of Riverside’s Hills 

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

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

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

                                           

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

Communicated for Friends of Riverside’s Hills by  

Len Nunney, Secretary 

4477 Picacho Drive, Riverside, CA 92507  

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

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

Response to Comment M-1 

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

Response to Comment M-2 

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

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

Response to Comment M-3 

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

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

Response to Comment M-4 

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

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

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

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

 Property vacant and untitled. 

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

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

Additionally, the City lacks legal authority over County lands, and thus could not 
ensure that mitigation measures are enforced or that conditions of approval are 
complied with during project construction and operation.  (See State CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15126.6(f) [‘jurisdictional boundaries” and “whether the project 
proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the 
alternative site” are relevant factors when rejecting alternatives as infeasible].)  
Finally, the project proponent does not have ready access to or control over the 
parcels on County lands.  For these reasons, the City determined that having the 
applicant pursue an offsite alternative on County lands is infeasible and would 



City of Riverside Chapter 2.  Comments and Responses to Comments 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report 
Alessandro Business Center 

 
2-65 

December 2009

ICF J&S 00945.07
 

not result in the avoidance or substantial lessening of the project’s potentially 
significant air quality or noise impacts.  Accordingly, the City eliminated an 
offsite alternative on County lands from further analysis as is permitted by State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Response to Comment M-5 

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

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

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

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

Response to Comment M-6 

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

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

Response to Comment M-7 

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

Response to Comment M-8 

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

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

Mitigation Measure NOISE-5: 

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

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

Response to Comment M-9 

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

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

Response to Comment M1-1 

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

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

Response to Comment M1-2 

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

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

Response to Comment M1-3 

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

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

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

Response to Comment M1-4 

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

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

Response to Comment M1-5 

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

Response to Comment M1-6 

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

Response to Comment M1-7 

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

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

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

The Western Riverside MSHCP states that noise in adjacent wildlands (including 
the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park) should not exceed residential noise 



City of Riverside Chapter 2.  Comments and Responses to Comments 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report 
Alessandro Business Center 

 
2-73 

December 2009

ICF J&S 00945.07
 

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

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

Response to Comment M1-8 

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

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

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

Response to Comment M2-1 

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

Response to Comment M2-2 

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

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

Response to Comment M2-3 

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

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

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

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

Response to Comment M2-4 

The potential for impacts related to lighting and noise were considered in the 
project initial study prepared in 2007.  These impacts were considered less than 
significant based upon the lighting design measures proposed, including shielded 
lighting and reduced light pole height to prevent spillage of light outside the 
project boundaries.   
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Based on public comments received prior to the March 22, 2007, Planning 
Commission hearing, the City of Riverside determined that additional project 
review through the preparation of an EIR would be required (DEIR, Page 2-1).   

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

Response to Comment M2-5 

Refer to response to Comment M-6.     

Response to Comment M2-6 

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

Response to Comment M2-7 

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

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

Response to Comment M2-10 

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

Response to Comment M2-11 

Refer to Response B-2.   

Response to Comment M2-12 

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

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

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

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

Response to Comment M3-1 

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

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

Response to Comment M3-2 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Response to Comment M3-3 

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

Response to Comment M3-4 

Refer to Response to comment M-7. 

Response to Comment M3-5 

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

Response to Comment M3-6 

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

Response to Comment M3-7 

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

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

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

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

Response to Comment M3-8 

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

Response to Comment M3-9 

The commenter is incorrect.  The project site is privately owned and does not 
include any formally designated access points into parkland. The proposed 
project description includes dedication of 36.23 acres of privately owned open 
space to the City of Riverside Parks, Recreation, and Community Services 
Department for incorporation into the adjacent Sycamore Canyon Wilderness 
Park.  Dedication of these lands represents a significant increase in City-owned 
parkland and provides a connection between City parkland located northwest and 
northeast of the subject property.  The City would also be entitled to plan and 
construct designated bike and hiking trails or access points within this area of the 
park, following formal dedication of the lands (DEIR, Page 3.9-10).   
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Response to Comment M3-10 

Refer to Response to comment M3-2. 

Response to Comment M3-11 

Refer to Response to comment M-4. 




